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Parks and Open Space. 
Trees and landscaping in city parks and open 
space areas offer many benefits to people and 
wildlife alike. There are nearly 300,000 trees 
in Los Angeles city parks that require regular 
maintenance, but are vital green space and 
cooling centers in the community.

Street Trees and Medians. 
Trees planted in the public right-of-way 
such as sidewalks and medians offer 
opportunities for increasing the tree 
canopy in Los Angeles. Although the 
palms are iconic throughout the city, 
trees with fuller crowns and more leafy 
foliage, such as sycamores or jacarandas, 
actually provide more benefits with shade, 
and reductions in heat island effects and 
carbon emissions. 

Understory: Shrubs, and Sidewalk Planters. 
Low-lying plantings in the public right-of-way 
such as sidewalks and medians increase the 
vegetation and plantable space of the urban 
environment. These areas require regular 
maintenance to provide a healthy and vibrant 
understory of shrubs and planters. 

The City’s Urban 
Forestry Division 
maintains 700,000 
street trees across 
the City.

Native trees such as the coast 
live oak, black walnut, and 
sycamore support local wildlife 
and encourage biodiversity.
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PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS: FIRST STEPS TO A SUSTAINABLE URBAN FOREST
Based on the First Step UFMP’s key findings, the following are priority recommendations:

City leadership must value the services its urban 
forest provides as infrastructure that delivers a 
measurable return on investment to the econ-
omy, environment, and public health. Until 
this is realized, management of the City’s trees 
will continue to be low on the priority list for 
adequate funding, staffing, maintenance, and 
long-term goal setting and achievement. Prior-
itizing the urban forest in public spaces – both 
parks and streets – consists of:

A 	 Assess its condition through a tree inven-
tory and canopy cover analysis so planning 
decisions are fact-based. 

B 	 Fund a full urban forest management plan 
with a cohesive, unifying vision, so that 
short- and long-term planning and strate-
gizing can be completed by knowledgeable 
urban foresters in coordination with all 
City departments that influence, or are 
influenced by, trees. 

C 	 Sustain throughout future budget cycles 
and administrations the necessary resourc-
es and leadership needed to implement best 
management practices within each depart-
ment managing public trees.

The City has funded an urban forestry 
coordinator position that is currently 
positioned to be located within the 
Board of Public Works. Dudek/UFI 
strongly recommend that the position 
be filled by a highly qualified, accom-
plished urban forester with extensive 
experience in city management and ar-
boriculture/urban forestry. The urban 
forestry coordinator should be rec-
ognized and empowered as the City’s 
urban forestry leader, with respon-
sibility to oversee completion of the 
UFMP and tree inventory, and then for 
achieving, re-evaluating, and re-setting 
urban forestry goals over time. The 
term “leader,” however, must not fol-
low the typical top-down 
structure. The coordinator 
must be a “servant leader” 
who provides leadership 
by empowering those who 
are responsible for enact-
ing day-to-day manage-
ment, planning, mainte-
nance, planting, outreach, 
and other urban forestry 
activities. The primary 

responsibility of the urban forestry 
coordinator should be to ensure that 
urban forestry personnel have what 
they need to carry out their roles 
toward UFMP goal achievement. The 
coordinator must also be empowered 
to make changes to the urban forestry 
program, where necessary, to achieve 
goals, streamline work flow, facilitate 
coordination and cooperation, and 
maximize effectiveness. A thorough 
search for qualified candidates and 
interviews that involve participation 
from a subset of representatives from 
the working group described in this 
First Step UFMP, should assist in the 
selection process.

STEP
1

STEP
2City Council and the Mayor must 

prioritize the urban forest.
Hire an urban forestry coordinator to make holistic changes to LA’s urban 
forest management approach. 
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ness of this and other cities’ policies during 
UFMP development would help Los Ange-
les determine an appropriate punishment 
and/or fine that considers the real value of 
trees and their provided services. 

San Francisco

The urban forestry situation in San Francis-
co in 2012 was very similar to what cur-
rently exists in Los Angeles. That year, San 
Francisco began a process led by the Plan-
ning Department, Urban Forestry Council, 
and Friends of the Urban Forest to compile 
information for a UFMP through meetings, 
workshops, and public forums led by urban 
forestry specialists. This process continued 
with the completion of an independent 
analysis on available municipal funding 
mechanisms and the cost of financing San 
Francisco’s urban forest (City of San Fran-
cisco 2013). This contributed to the 2014 
completion of an Urban Forest Plan (City of 
San Francisco 2014). The shortcomings of 
the San Francisco urban forest were inade-
quate funding, property owners having re-
sponsibility for tree maintenance, and urban 
forest management struggling to compete in 
the city budget process. Although elected of-
ficials professed support for trees and proper 
urban forest management, they did not 
provide the needed funding. In response to 
these conditions, a 2016 ballot measure was 
created and passed that placed responsibility 
for all public space street trees with the city, 
and set aside $19 million a year for their 
management (City of San Francisco 2016). 

San Francisco provides a nearby template 
for Los Angeles as another California city. 
San Francisco’s model should be explored 
during the City’s UFMP process with cus-
tomizations for the City’s unique challenges 
and constraints. The authors of the Los 
Angeles UFMP would be well-advised to 
consider San Francisco’s approach and suc-
cesses when developing/finalizing the UFMP 
and its goals and objectives.

San Francisco has among the most thor-
oughly planned and researched approaches 
to managing a sustainable urban forest. The 
city completed its financial study, performed 
an inventory of its 125,000 street trees, and 
a performed neighborhood level tree can-
opy cover assessments. With a researched 
urban forest and sound tree information, 
future policy and planning decisions can be 
confidently made and implemented, leading 
toward a more sustainable urban forest. 

San Francisco’s Urban Forest Plan illus-
trates to residents the many benefits/services 
they receive from trees, how much their 
neighborhood benefits from trees, and what 
neighborhood urban forestry goals they 
should adopt. It allows targeted messages 
to be sent to communities that focus on 
the priority issues that, when addressed, 
support the larger urban forest vision and 
related goals. The Urban Forest Plan pro-
cess also provides excellent opportunities 
for open dialogue with residents about their 
urban forest concerns and goals.

Melbourne

Melbourne was selected as a comparison 
city because it includes a similar climate to 
Los Angeles and faces similar challenges. 
Melbourne, like San Francisco, provides 
an opportunity to fast-track Los Angeles 
UFMP sections due to the well-planned, 
solid approaches being implemented toward 
urban forest sustainability. Melbourne has 
been proactive with planning and imple-
menting urban forestry goals, and is now 
considered a global leader in urban for-
estry. Los Angeles can follow Melbourne’s 
lead and reach this status, but only with 
City-leader commitment and funding. 

Melbourne prepared its Urban Forest Strat-
egy in 2012, establishing a 20-year timeline 
for creating a world-class urban forest. 
Melbourne’s Urban Forest Strategy goal is 
to guide the transition of the landscape to 
one that is resilient, healthy, and diverse, 
and that meets the community’s needs. This 
equates to a sustainable landscape with 
trees representing a significant component 
(City of Melbourne 2012). 

The Urban Forest Strategy identified chal-
lenges that the city is currently facing: cli-
mate change, population growth, and urban 
heating. These factors are expected to place 
significant pressure on the city’s built fabric, 
services, and people. The City recognized 
that a healthy urban forest will play a criti-
cal role in maintaining the city’s health and 
livability (City of Melbourne 2012).
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a 5- to 7-year pruning cycle. It would also 
require having the staff and equipment 
available to form the crews needed to carry 
out the work on a sustained basis. These 
could pose short-term challenges to UFD 
due to a limited pool of qualified applicants 
and City processes that delay approved 
truck and equipment purchases from timely 
delivery for staff use. 

Discussion

The UFMP development process should 
explore whether it is appropriate for all 
street tree pruning to be completed by one 
City department. Currently UFD, LADWP, 
and the Los Angeles Fire Department all 
prune street trees, but operate with different 
pruning standards and goals. UFD prunes 
trees to maintain health and safety based on 

International Soci-
ety of Arboriculture 
(ISA) best manage-
ment practices and 
American National 
Standards Institute 
(ANSI) standards. 
LADWP prunes to 
maintain minimum 
required electrical 
line clearance, and 
the Los Angeles Fire 
Department prunes 
for fire protection. It 
is worth noting that 
pruning for electrical 
line clearance and 

fire protection may often not meet ISA/
ANSI standards or promote tree health and 
appropriate structure. This situation is not 
unique to Los Angeles, but it is recommend-
ed that all entities performing tree pruning 
follow industry standards that promote tree 
health and appropriate structure. 

Tree Removal

There are currently an estimated 4,000 
known dead street trees and an estimated 
4,000 unaccounted for dead street trees 
within the City’s public tree inventory. 
RAP also has another 5,000 dead trees 
inventoried in City parks awaiting removal 
and another estimated 20,000 dead trees 
not inventoried (per departmental inter-
views between RAP and UFD with Dudek/

UFI). The City is short on crews and bud-
get required to keep pace in removing the 
known dead trees, with additional dead 
trees occurring every year. The threats of 
pests, drought, and disease already cause a 
significant decline in magnolia, liquidam-
bar, and sycamore trees, among others, it is 
reasonable to assume that the current rates 
of annual tree losses in Los Angeles will at 
least continue and likely increase in the  
near term. 

Discussion

The inability to remove dead trees and their 
stumps each year prevents thousands of 
new trees from being planted. This necessi-
tated deferral results in a declining canopy 
cover and delays canopy replacement. It 
also significantly hampers efforts to expand 
the urban tree canopy and may be affecting 
achievement of desired canopy cover equity 
in low-income areas, and residents’ appreci-
ation for trees. This loss of tree canopy and 
overall condition of the urban forest are 
unverified and unquantified because of the 
lack of supporting tree data. The deficiency 
in standard tree care practices also carries 
a liability risk for the City by not remov-
ing potentially hazardous dead trees. One 
important focus for the UFMP is to ex-
plore City funding for UFD such that it can 
carry out typical urban forest maintenance 
functions, including the removal of dead 
trees and replacement tree planting to offset 
typical tree loss/removals. The UFMP will 
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4 	 BSS and City Attorney to report within 
60 days to the Public Works Gang 
Reduction Committee on ways to 
improve collaboration and communi-
cation between the two agencies when 
pursuing criminal charges.

The ACE system was designed to take 
certain nuisance violations out of the court 
system and convert them to offenses that 
can be handled with a ticket serviced by a 
City staff member. Through ACE, the City 
is able to keep all the funds generated. In 
addition, issues are handled out of the court 
system and the offense is not registered 
on the offender’s criminal record. Current 
violations listed on the ACE website include 
drinking alcohol in public, dogs on a beach, 
and bicycle riding on sidewalks. None of 
the 42 violations include destruction of 
public infrastructure (Los Angeles City 
Attorney Mike Feuer 2018). The malicious 
destruction or damage of trees owned by 
the City would align more closely with the 
California State definition of vandalism 
(California Penal Code 594). Although the 
ACE system helps to improve efficiency in 
prosecuting illegal tree removal and illegal 
pruning, it might not be a strong enough 
deterrent to prevent this from occurring, 
which is an important metric in a sustain-
able urban forest. 

The City Attorney’s office determined that 
the maximum penalty that can be levied is 
$1,000 for illegal tree removal and illegal 

pruning. Additionally, the UFD may ask for 
the offender to replace the removed or dam-
aged trees, but cannot enforce this citation. 
With potentially tens of thousands of dol-
lars of monetary value and environmental, 
economic and social services mature trees 
deliver, the current fine does not align with 
potential lost value when trees are illegal-
ly removed. Through the UFMP process, 
Los Angeles should look at the penalties of 
Pasadena and Santa Monica, which include 
a provision allowing the courts to require 
restitution for the lost value of the tree in 
addition to a $1,000 fine and replacement 
of the tree. 

Discussion

No matter what the strength of the policy is 
or the amount of the fine, the ability to pro-
tect trees is partly based on the City being 
able and willing to enforce the penalty. The 
main difficulty in enforcing tree protection 
laws in Los Angeles is related to observing 
and properly documenting offenses, which 
often occur outside of regular working 
hours. Without this, the City Attorney’s 
office is unable to prosecute these reported 
instances. However, as stated above for the 
adopted motion (Council File 15-0467-
S4), item #4 clearly indicates that more 
can be done by the City Attorney and the 
BSS to enforce these penalties. It is unclear 
how much effort is currently put forth to 
prosecute offenders, even when the proper 
information is documented.

Guaranteed Tree Fee–Ordinance 
No. 185573

Background 

Like many other Cities, Los Angeles created 
an in-lieu fee to cover the cost to procure, 
plant, and provide water for 3 years for 
each replacement tree required pursuant to 
a development tree planting requirement or 
a public works tree planting requirement, 
when the required tree cannot be planted 
on site. The creation of this fee was con-
troversial, with some arguing it provides a 
path for developers to buy their way out of 
planting trees. Others saw it as a method to 
ensure that trees that would not be sus-
tainable on a site are part of a planned tree 
planting project that would include estab-
lishment and maintenance and are planted 
nearby or elsewhere in the City. 

Discussion

The effectiveness of this ordinance should 
be measured against the sustainability met-
rics standards for tree preservation, and, as 
a new ordinance, established in July 2018, 
it should be studied within 6 months of 
implementation to determine if any amend-
ments are needed. One of the items that 
should be reviewed is if the fee for replacing 
a removed tree accurately captures the lost 
benefit/service value, and what evaluation 
method the City will use to determine the 
value of the tree. Without this understand-
ing it is not known if the fee amount may 



53

be undervaluing each tree and updates may 
be warranted. Public attention and interest 
in this new ordinance is high, and as such, 
the City should be transparent regarding 
when and how the fee is applied. Public 
notifications, a timeline, and a publicly ac-
cessible map or database would be helpful 
tools in conveying how the ordinance is 
functioning. 

Bureau of Street Services 
Standards for Tree Planting, Tree 
Selection, Spacing Guidelines 

Background

The Bureau of Street Ser-
vices standards for tree 
planting, tree selection, 
and tree spacing have been 
developed over the years 
to reflect the current best 
management practices and 
anecdotal UFD staff expe-
rience. The current Street 
Tree Selection Guide (Bu-
reau of Street Services, Ur-
ban Forest Division; City of 
Los Angeles n.d.) has been 
reviewed in meetings by 
UFD, non-profit partners, 
and other urban forestry 
stakeholders, and is waiting 
to be finalized as a task of 
the urban forestry coordi-
nator. 

Discussion

Tree selection is a critical aspect of growing 
the canopy and mitigating conflicts between 
trees and other infrastructure. The next iter-
ation of the BSS tree selection guide should 
be undertaken as part of the UFMP evalua-
tion and based on trees that will be appro-
priate for the City’s changing climate,in-
creased pest activity, reflect biodiversity and 
sustainability goals, and detailed neighbor-
hood assessments. The Melbourne model 
can be replicated for this effort. It should 
also consider that disadvantaged communi-

ties generally have spacing limitations that 
require smaller stature trees. Because of 
this, smaller species need to be examined so 
a variety of options exist compared to what 
is currently available for 3- to 4-foot-wide 
parkways. The standard details for tree 
planting, staking, and root control barriers 
(S-465-2 and S-663-1) were last updated 
in 2013 and should go through a similar 
review process on a regular basis to ensure 
they reflect the current industry standards. 

ONE STRENGTH OF THE CITY’S GUARANTEED TREE FEE IS BEING ABLE TO FOCUS TREE PLANTING EFFORTS ON LOW-
CANOPY AREAS AND PROVIDING ESTABLISHMENT CARE TO ENSURE TREES ARE PROPERLY MAINTAINED AFTER PLANTING. 
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PLANNING DOCUMENTS9.0
The following Vibrant Cities Lab’s sustain-
ability metrics were applied to this section 
(Vibrant Cities Lab 2018):

1 	 Develop Urban Forest Management Plan: 
Develop and implement a comprehen-
sive urban forest management plan for 
public and private property.

•	 Current, Low (-1): No urban forest 
management plan.

•	 Optimal (4): New or recent urban 
forest and green infrastructure 
management plan that targets 
public and private tree planting 
and protection based on assess-
ment, and ensures these benefits 
are distributed equitably among 
neighborhoods.

1 	 Forestry plan integrated into other mu-
nicipal plans: Forestry plan designed 
to reinforce and be reinforced through 
comprehensive plans, sustainability 
plans, park development, storm water 
and watershed plans, neighborhood 
revitalization, and climate mitigation 
plans, etc.

•	 Current, Low (-1): No plan.

•	 Optimal (4): All agencies whose 
goals are served by urban forestry 
practices, participate in creation of 
forestry plan and commit to desig-
nated roles and responsibilities.

Table 8, on the following page, provides 
a summary of the urban forest planning 
documents and guides commonly created to 
help cities plan for a healthy urban forest, 
protect existing trees, and aim for vibrant, 
sustainable tree populations. As Table 8 
demonstrates, none of the City’s existing 
planning documents sets a vision, goals, or 
objectives for an urban forest based on sus-
tainability models. This is partly the reason 
this First Step UFMP places a high priority 
on funding the preparation and implemen-
tation of the UFMP.

Street Tree Master Plan

Background/Discussion

A Los Angeles Street Tree Master Plan has 
not been created to date. The UFMP should 
address this with a separate chapter or a 
comprehensive Street Tree Master Plan 
framework. Creating a Street Tree Master 
Plan will rely on a comprehensive tree in-

ventory so that street-level tree information 
can guide the master plan’s content, guide-
lines, recommendations, and requirements. 
The Street Tree Master Plan must be inte-
grated with the rest of the UFMP, so that 
shared goals, objectives, targets and actions 
are reflected.

City of Los Angeles General Plan

Background/Discussion

The City’s General Plan contains many ele-
ments that influence the City’s urban forest. 
Chapter 9, Infrastructure and Public Ser-
vices, of the Citywide General Plan Frame-
work Element addresses the urban forest 
with standards that are consistent with the 
City’s 1993 Urban Forestry Policy (City of 
Los Angeles 1995). Some of the more rele-
vant policies found in the General Plan are:

	 9.41, Ensure that the elements of urban 
forestry are included in planning and 
programming of infrastructure projects 
which involve modification of dedi-
cated parkway, sidewalk and/or raised 
median islands.

	 9.41.2, Encourage the use of permeable 
paving wherever possible.
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	 Bureau of Street Services Urban Forest Division (UFD): In this sce-
nario UFD would be responsible for all inspections, permits, and 
enforcement for street trees and private trees.  Reviews proposed 
tree removal, replacement, and new plantings for proposed 
projects in coordination with DCP. This would require additional 
staffing being placed in UFD to assess trees for health and risk is-
sues, protection and preservation vs. removal, making determina-
tions on available planting locations, and ensure City standards 
for pruning, planting, and establishment care. To best review 
tree reports related to proposed projects, additional staffing for 
Urban Forestry dedicated to consulting and coordinating with 
the Planning department would be mutually beneficial.

	 Recreation and Parks: Since RAP has full authority and control 
over all aspects of City park management, it could continue to 
function in its current capacity with RAP staff handling both the 
administrative and field component of managing park trees. 

	 City Plants: In this scenario City Plants is placed within the Board 
of Public Works Office of Community Beautification (OCB) as 
official City staff. OCB currently oversees the City graffiti re-
moval program, with multiple organizations contracted to do 
this work. This model is similar to the role City Plants currently 
plays and could be incorporated as another aspect of ‘community 
beautification’. City Plants would continue to serve in its current 
role of overseeing the LADWP contract that is managed by the 
Los Angeles Conservation Corps, and implemented by the plant-
ing partners, and coordinating the City-wide tree planting ef-
fort. They would also lead the City’s public education campaign 
effort, grant writing, and collect urban forest data. 

	 Community Forest Advisory Committee (CFAC): CFAC would con-
tinue in its current role as an advisory committee to the Board 
of Public Works and elected officials. CFAC plays the important 
role of providing a platform for community members to bring 
local tree issues to the City. Additionally CFAC reviews the cur-
rent standards, practices, and decisions of the City to ensure best 
practices are being followed.

CITY PLANTS DISTRIBUTES FREE TREES TO RESIDENTS WHO WANT TO
HELP REFOREST LOS ANGELES BY PLANTING TREES ON THEIR PROPERTY.
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investment by allocating roughly $800,000 
from the general fund for this purpose. 
The majority of City-related tree planting 
is dependent on LADWP funding the City 
Plants program. Almost all young tree care 
is supported by grants from non-profit 
organizations and BOS. Minimal funding 
is provided to City Plants for marketing 
the City’s free tree program and educating 
residents on proper tree selection, plant-
ing, and maintenance practices. The tree 
planting budget will need to be consider-
ably increased to support the anticipated 
UFMP’s goals for canopy cover and benefit 
optimization. Reliance on LADWP and 
grants will continue to be a part of the tree 
planting funding, but additional funding 
from these or other sources will be neces-
sary for replacing lost trees and expanding 
the urban forest. Comparison cities spend 
considerably more on tree planting than 
Los Angeles. Using them as a baseline, the 
City tree planting funding will need to be an 
estimated $3.5 million, with the additional 
LADWP funding through City Plants and 
leveraged non-profit grants for a sustainable 
tree planting program.

Vision

Recommendation: Create an Urban Forest 
Management Plan.

The City of Los Angeles must have a clear 
vision, plan, and measurable goals for 
its urban forest. The tool that has been 
specifically designed for this purpose is 

the UFMP. This First Step to a UFMP 
process has benefited from commitments 
and energy invested by Los Angeles urban 
forest stakeholders. This First Step UFMP 
has taken the first step toward preparing a 
UFMP. This First Step UFMP’s preparation 
included strategic UFMP component discus-
sion, analyses, and documentation. Much 
of this information can be directly placed 
within a UFMP or repackaged for inclusion. 
This First Step UFMP required more than 
10 months of effort by more than 60 urban 
forestry stakeholders, and will facilitate 
UFMP preparation by identifying the top 
urban forest issues and challenges, provid-
ing guidance where additional analysis is 
necessary, and focusing efforts on building a 
sustainable urban forest and closing the gap 
between Los Angeles’ current scores and its 
goal sustainability scores. 

Analysis of Current Condition: 

No current City planning document out-
lines a vision, goals, and objectives for the 
City’s urban forest. In addition, no previous 
or current elected official has presented a 
vision for Los Angeles’ urban forest or an 
implementable plan. The Los Angeles City 
Council adopted a motion on November 
30, 2016, to create an urban forest manage-
ment plan (Council File 15-0467-S6), but 
there has been no measurable movement 
toward a UFMP until this First Step UFMP 
was championed by City Plants. 

The advocacy efforts of non-profit organi-
zations, along with dedicated urban forestry 

professionals and stakeholders, has led to 
improvements in Los Angeles’ urban for-
estry management practices, but has failed 
to address the City’s larger systemic urban 
forestry issues. Despite these challenges, 
through dedicated staff and stakeholders, 
urban forestry work has successfully moved 
forward and the City has maintained a 
basic level of functionality, albeit far short 
of industry standards. The urban forestry 
stakeholders, guided by a somewhat loosely 
defined goal to help disadvantaged commu-
nities, has moved forward with efforts to 
enhance canopy cover where needed most, 
and has been successful in obtaining signifi-
cant tree planting grant funding. These suc-
cesses have been critically important for the 
City’s urban forestry program, but appear 
to have detracted from a more strategic 
approach to urban forest target setting and 
goal achievement. It has allowed decision 
makers to defer addressing urban forestry 
deficiencies to a later date, accumulating 
deficiencies year after year.

Recommendation: Complete a street tree 
inventory and invest in a tree management 
software application.

Tree Inventory
Although it is not mandatory that a tree 
inventory be completed prior to initiat-
ing a UFMP, there are critically important 
analysis and UFMP sections that, in the 
absence of accurate inventory data, can-
not be completed. Looking into the urban 
forest’s future requires an understanding of 
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the existing urban forest. Without a sol-
id understating of the current status, it is 
almost impossible to envision what changes 
are needed, what the roadmap to an opti-
mal condition looks like, and what actions 
will be needed to get there. A comprehen-
sive street and public facility tree inventory 
is essential for understanding the urban 
forests’ current status, including ecological 
benefit values, appraised value, health and 
structural condition, species and relative age 
diversity, distribution, maintenance needs, 
hazards, and hardscape and infrastructure 
issues. The inventory must meet industry 
standards in terms of data type and quality, 
and is most reliably collected by trained 
field arborists using a consistent tree attri-
bute collection format. 

Tree Management Software Application
In addition to tree inventory data collec-
tion, urban forest management requires the 
assistance of a tree/urban forest manage-
ment application/software. This is particu-
larly true for a city like Los Angeles, which 
manages approximately 1 million trees. The 
ability to quickly and easily query the urban 
forest database for specific tree information 
and mapping is a powerful tool. The impor-
tance of tracking and easily recalling work 
histories for every tree cannot be understat-
ed in terms of risk management. Day-to-day 
activities are easily managed and tracked 
with these programs. Short- and long-range 
planning relies heavily on these tools, as 
they enable urban foresters/planners to 

understand tree-related issues, where they 
are occurring, and where there are trends, 
and from that information, to develop 
fact-based planning. UFMP goals are more 
easily developed and achieved with the use 
of a tree management software application.

Analysis of Current Condition: 

Currently, Los Angeles has several tree 
inventory databases, none of which are 
considered complete, current, or inclusive 
of industry standards. Of these tree data-
sets, RAP’s is considered the most useful. 
Further, RAP was recently awarded a grant 
to complete an inventory update, which will 
be a comprehensive tree inventory with in-
dustry-standard data fields. This same type 
of inventory must be provided for the City’s 
street trees. 

For tree management applications, there is 
no City-wide, uniform application in use 
except Navigate LA. Navigate LA was often 
referred to during interviews by City de-
partment staff as their tree inventory. Nav-
igate LA is not considered a tree manage-
ment application, but is a reasonable tool 
for viewing 1996 tree locations with very 
little in terms of tree attributes and no cur-
rent tree information. Navigate LA would 
not enable meaningful urban forest tree 
analysis, querying, valuing, or the related 
UFMP goal setting activities. UFD has not 
used a tree management application since 
having abandoned its previous system over 
a decade ago. RAP has successfully used its 

tree management application (TreeKeeper), 
recently updating to Version 8. This tree 
management application enables RAP basic 
urban forestry planning and management 
functions that are useful for carrying out 
daily tree-related tasks. 

Urban Forestry Coordinator Role
Managing the completion of a tree inven-
tory and preparation of a UFMP requires 
a primary coordinator and cooperation 
by virtually all Los Angeles urban forestry 
stakeholders. To ensure progress is made 
toward completing an inventory and UFMP, 
the urban forestry coordinator position 
should be filled as envisioned by this First 
Step UFMP, and a stakeholder working 
group should continue to meet on at least a 
quarterly basis. 

Public Education

Recommendation: Provide a uniquely tree-
based public education campaign.

An estimated 90% of the urban forest, 
or some 10 million of Los Angeles’ trees, 
are located on private property (analysis 
of McPherson. et al. 2011). Clearly, Los 
Angeles residents have taken advantage of 
the City’s favorable growing weather and 
the large variety of tree species it supports. 
This vast quantity of trees suggests that a 
majority of citizens place some value on 
them, most likely related to landscaping 
aesthetics. Whatever the reason, there are 
many opportunities to leverage the privately 
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FIRST STEPS TO A UFMP15.0
This First Step to a UFMP is only the first 
step. Additional steps to be completed prior 
to or concurrently with the formal UFMP 
preparation are listed below. Table 12 lists 
tasks that can be completed prior to com-
pletion of the UFMP.

Step 1: Fill coordinator position.

•	 Define the position as a coordinator 
who is empowered to make change 
within urban forestry.

•	 Include a committee of cross-depart-
ment representatives in interview and 
selection process.

•	 Recognize that the person hired will 
need to have extensive experience work-
ing in a large city with complex urban 
forestry issues, actors, and policies. 

Step 2: Budget for an Urban Forest Fi-
nancing Study to be completed by a 
qualified financial analyst working with 
the UFMP consultant.

•	 Professional analysis of funding sources

•	 Focus group effort for support

•	 Comprehensive study is estimated to 
cost up to $200,000 (based on San 
Francisco financing study costs)

Step 3: Conduct a tree inventory prior to 
or coinciding with the UFMP; will require 
budgeting up to approximately $2.8 mil-
lion to $3.0 million (estimate provided by 
professional tree inventory company).

•	 Professional inventory with consistent 
data

Step 4: Fund the purchase of a reliable, 
proven tree management software appli-
cation.

•	 Reputable and stable company

•	 Proven product in multiple cities with 
large tree inventories

•	 Customizable for City’s preferences

•	 Cloud-based, robust mobile capabili-
ty so City crews can update tree data 
when maintained

•	 Work tracking

•	 ESRI GIS compatible

•	 Estimated cost is between $25,000 and 
$300,000 (or more, depending on type) 
plus annual licensing fees

•	 Must include comprehensive training 
and adequate hardware to ensure on-
going utilization

Step 5: Budget for a comprehensive UFMP 
and provide a near-term timeline for its 
completion. 

•	 Estimated cost: $400,000 (estimated 
hours of professional urban foresters 
needed to complete a Los Angeles 
UFMP in comparison to the efforts 
needed to complete UFMP’s in other 
cities).
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Table 14
Actions that can be Accomplished After UFMP Preparation

Timeframe Goal Vibrant Cities Lab Metric
Short Tree Protection Policy and 

Enforcement
Integrated municipality-wide policies and practices to protect public and private trees, consistently enforced and with penalties sufficient to 
deter violations.

Short Align Municipal Departments Municipal policy implemented by formal interdepartmental/interagency working teams on all municipal projects.

Short Policies that Foster Good Urban 
Forestry on Private Lands

All relevant municipal policies require or incentivize adherence by private owners to standards incorporated in the plan. Incentives and sanctions 
applied when appropriate.

Short Tree Risk Management Policies and ordinances in place to minimize tree damage and removal on commercial developments and public capital. Protection measures 
conform to ANSI A300 standards and ISA best management practices. Includes “better” but with TRAQ-qualified contractors on City projects. 
Educate tree care companies and public about importance of TRAQ qualifications.

Medium Environmental Equity Equitable planting and outreach at the neighborhood level is guided by strong resident involvement in low canopy/high need areas. Residents 
participate actively in identifying needs for their neighborhoods, planning, implementation and monitoring.

Medium Use of Native Vegetation Native species are widely used on a project-appropriate basis in all areas; invasive species are proactively managed for eradication to the full 
extent possible (subject to species diversity limits based on Los Angeles’ low native tree species numbers).

Medium Urban Forestry Program Capacity 
[Applies to in-house and con-
tracted staff]

Team has and will in the future achieve all goals of the urban forest management plan, to maintain the resource over time, and adapt manage-
ment as circumstances change.

Medium Municipality-Wide Urban Forestry 
Funding

Sustained, long-term funding from multiple municipal, regional and/or state agencies, along with private sources to implement a comprehensive 
urban forest management plan, and provide for maintenance and adaptive management as circumstances change.

Long Canopy Cover The existing canopy is >75%–100% of desired – at individual neighborhood level as well as overall municipality.

Long Relative Performance Index by 
Species

Six most common species have higher RPI scores than the average of all species in community.

Long Monitoring Monitoring adheres to the standards and protocols established by the Urban Tree Growth and Longevity network.

Long Growing Site Suitability All trees planted on sites with adequate soil quality and quantity, and with sufficient growing space and overall site conditions to achieve their 
genetic potential and thus provide maximum ecosystem services. Where growing conditions are poor, guidance provided on how to improve soil 
volume, quality, other factors.

Long All Utilities Work within Munici-
pality Employ Best Management 
Practices

Utilities are included in informal municipal teams that communicate regularly and collaborate on a project-specific basis.

Long Cooperative Planning with Other 
Municipalities

Widespread regional cooperation resulting in development of regional urban forestry strategy.
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HOLISTIC ISSUES
Issue

What is the problem?
Root Cause

Why does this issue exist?
Solutions

Trend toward reduction in urban forest 
biodiversity. Potential reduction in habitat 
value of urban forest.

•	 Need definition of biodiversity, where does native fit in?
•	 Water usage as main driver of what trees are planted – silos 

can contribute to this – better water management could allow 
for more species

•	 Native tree supply is limited at required sizes. 
•	 List of approved native trees is small. 
•	 Lack of agreement on best management practices for habitat 

value enhancement. 
•	 Pests require a coordinated regional response. Lack thereof 

is driver of limited species list, unclear BMPs. No money for 
coordinated response. No consensus on what to do about it.

•	 Create native & regionally app species list 
•	 Expand to regions outside of LA
•	 Broken down by: Mesa Oak, Mesquite 
•	 Land use type: Canyon Oak 
•	 Work with nurseries to contract grow hard to find species (may mean we 

are planting smaller trees) & look at native shrubs trained as standard 
•	 Climate Change Research
•	 Climate Change adaptation

Lack of coordination/leadership on urban 
forest issues, green infrastructure, and 
parks/open space. Effective integration of 
multiple initiatives/department that impact 
urban forest is needed to achieve future 
goals.

•	 Need for overarching vision for urban forest
•	 Lack of physical masterplan for urban forest
•	 Need for coordination among departments – breaking down 

silos, lack of effective governance
•	 Lack of influence/effective communication by people doing 

urban forest work. 
•	 Trees are afterthought in planning process. Lack of perceived 

value of trees. 
•	 Needs to be a physical master plan for trees
•	 Parks and private trees should be included in UFMP
•	 Trees should be looked at as infrastructure

•	 Implement tree coordinator 
•	 Goal is for person to look at our UF as an ecosystem, not just infra-

structure 
•	 Actively looks at climate adaptation data – recommends strategies/ 

BMP’s 
•	 Looking/ revising development & trees 
•	 Public outreach 
•	 Need a master plan with annual criteria (30 years) & indicators (fully 

funded) 
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT & TREE EDUCATION ISSUES
Issue

What is the problem?
Root Cause

Why does this issue exist?
Solutions

Public education issue. Lack of public 
awareness about the importance of trees and 
their many benefits that would lead to action.

•	 Hard to perceive non-visible benefits of trees, esp. in face of 
‘issues’. Resources not directed across City to educate public.

•	 More videos
•	 Reframing issue as life or death 
•	 School campaign
•	 Partner with LAUSD
•	 Tours of LA’s Urban Forest 
•	 Tree mascot to engage kids
•	 Share before and after pictures with 
•	 Briefing council offices as a collective group 
•	 Press release at the end of this project

Professional education issue. Lack of tree 
appreciation, knowledge and ‘charrette-like’ 
preplanning within City of LA staff and council 
districts.

•	 Departments not encouraged to or given $ to have arborists on 
staffs.

•	 Trees considered last in projects; need to be considered up 
front alongside 

Public education issue. Public doesn’t know 
that they can, how to and what to report.

•	 Need more user friendly reporting systems for ‘bad behavior’ or 
for ‘good behavior.’ 

•	 No information on what bad behavior looks like, esp. in relation 
to laws.

•	 Engage Neighborhood councils
•	 PSAs?
•	 UFD website >> provide visual chart on permits and issues and 

contact info and step by step process for Angelinos

Good information out there but it’s not being 
transferred to stewardship behaviors.

•	 Not enough experiential education.
•	 Pruning not as easy as other behaviors.
•	 Lack of coordination across communication groups. 

•	 Videos on easy & fun structural pruning 
•	 City plants ad campaign & strategic targeting of low-canopy commu-

nities

Hard to define a message that would 
resonate across all Los Angeles residents and 
neighborhoods.

•	 Complexity of different contextual, and cultural backgrounds
•	 no one message of course, but we ALSO need a key message 

across nonprofits, cities “trees give us oxygen.”

Arborists education: Aren’t able to educate 
public on a level that non-arborists can relate 
too, and pressures homeowner to do bad 
behavior

•	 Speak too technically, accessible, not trained to speak with 
public. 

•	 Arborists can be expensive.

Public Engagement & Tree Education Issues Group

Potential Topics to Address: What barriers currently exist to prevent Angelinos from being passionate about LA’s trees and engaged in LA’s 
urban forest? What bad urban forestry behaviors do we want to address? In what ways are the city’s tree systems (access to proper permits, 
resources, systems, etc.) unclear to the public, and why? Perhaps try thinking of tree topping, illegal tree planting, illegal pruning, or illegal 
removal in this exercise. 














