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INTRODUCTION | CHARGE

To maintain, plan, build, and sustain 
a healthy, connective urban forest at 
a time when the urban forest is more 
important than ever before. 



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING 1  | JUNE 12, 2018 4

FORESTPEOPLETREES

THINKING TELESCOPICALLY | MANAGING HEALTHY AND CONNECTED SYSTEMS
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WORKING FROM DATA  | QUANTIFYING THE BENEFITS OF THE URBAN FOREST

Tree:
Species 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH)
Condition: Wood, Foliage
Land Use

Local Costs:
Municipal Maintenance & Planting Costs

Local Benefit Values:
Energy unit costs ($/unit)
Carbon sequestration ($/lb)
Pollution costs ($/lb)
Stormwater interception ($/gal)
Median home value ($ value)

$ Replacement value

Net Annual Benefits ($/tree)

Annual Benefit Values ($): 
Energy saved
CO

2
 stored (annual and lifetime)

Air quality
Stormwater
Property value increase 

i-Tree Streets
(no longer updating 
equations)

Aesthetic Value
Design characteristics and spatial definition 
Community traditions and expectations 
Identity / Character

Cultural ValueMissing Analysis

City of Cambridge Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) Caliper Equivalence: Per the Cambridge Tree Ordinance  
(Chapter 8.66 ), any Signifcant Trees (at or larger than 8” 
DBH) to be removed must be replaced by Replacement 
Trees equal to or exceeding the total DBH of the Signifi-
cant Trees

EVALUATION CRITERIAENTITY NET VALUE

$ Valuation of Tree to be removed determines 
required size of Replacement Tree

Size (Basal Area)
Species Rating
Condition Rating:
 Roots, Trunk, Branches,   
 Foliage/Buds
Location Rating:
 Site, Placement

NYC Parks Dept

VALUATION METHODS

Tree:
i-Tree Streets attributes
+Total Height 
+Height to live top
+Height to crown base
 
Local Costs:
i-Tree Streets attributes

Local Benefit Values:
i-Tree Streets attributes
+ Distance & Direction from Tree to 
nearest building (Energy)

+Crown width
+% crown missing 
+Crown light exposure
+Crown health

+Weather:
 Precipitation, Wind
+Pollution

$ Value of ecosystems services per tree

Net Annual Benefits ($/tree)

Annual Benefit Values ($):
Energy saved
CO

2
 stored (annual and lifetime)

Air quality
Stormwater

i-Tree Eco

EVALUATING BIOPHYSICAL + CULTURAL CONTRIBUTIONS

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES FOR AN AVERAGE PIN OAK IN CAMBRIDGE 
ANNUAL SAVINGS

CO2 & AIR QUALITY

Data Source: i-Tree Streets - Annual Savings for Average Pin Oak in Cambridge

STORMWATER
Stormwater: $19.58

ENERGY SAVED
Energy: $65.91

CO2: $2.21
Air Quality: $12.81

PROPERTY VALUE
Add Value: $276.55

CULTURAL VALUEEcosystem services for an average Pin Oak in Cambridge
Source: i-Tree Streets  - Annual Savings for Average Pin Oak in Cambridge

Cultural Value 
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APPROACH  |  ANALYTICS, PRACTICE, ADVOCACY

We need to know 
where to act 

ANALYTICS

Research
Impact Analysis

Cost / Benefit Analysis
Scenario Planning
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We need to know
how to do it

PRACTICE

Standards and Guidelines
Care and Maintenance

APPROACH  |  ANALYTICS, PRACTICE, ADVOCACY
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We need to know 
how to make it happen 

ADVOCACY

Education
Policy

Incentives
Commitments

APPROACH  |  ANALYTICS, PRACTICE, ADVOCACY
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A DVO CACY

A N A LY T I C S

P R ACT I C E
OVER/UNDER

VJ ASSOCIATES

KLEINFELDER

CLF

BARTLETT

AES

F² ENVIRONMENTAL 

INTRODUCTION | TEAM MEMBERS
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INTRODUCTION | TEAM MEMBERS

Chris Grimley, Over Under

Clive Tysoe, VJ AssociatesKim Chapman, AES

Steven Apfelbaum, AES

Deanna Moran, CLF Mike Sherwood, Bartlett

Eric T Fleisher, F2 Environmental

Nathalie Beauvais, Kleinfelder Nick Martin, Bartlett
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Barbara Murphy-Warrington, Resident 

Louise Weed, Resident

Caitlin McDonough Mackenzie, Resident

Ahron Lerman, Resident

Kathleen Fitzgerald, Resident

Tessa Mae Buono, Resident

Elena Saporta, Resident

Randa Ghattas, Resident

Lena Jean Nahan, Resident

Conrad Crawford, Resident

Denise Jillson, Resident, Exec. Director of Harvard Square Business Assoc.

Maggie Booz, Resident, CPP Co-chair 

Florrie Wescoat, Resident, CPP Co-chair 

Caitlin Tamposi, Representative of the Chamber of Commerce

Laura Tenny, MIT Representative

Mark Verkennis, Harvard University Representative

Tom Evans, Cambridge Redevelopment Authority Representative

Michael Johnston, Cambridge Housing Authority Representative

INTRODUCTION  |  TASK FORCE MEMBERS



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN

what is the state of the urban forest today?

STUDY QUESTIONS | ANALYTICS
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Urban Forest Management Plan, Current State of the Urban Forest Page 14 

 

the proportion is lower than it was in 2011 (2,038 trees, 15.8% of all trees3). Norway Maple was 
placed on the Massachusetts Prohibited Plant List11 as of 2009, and since that time no additional 
Norway Maples have been planted in the City. Thus, the abundance of this species is expected to 
continue to decline. Norway maple is also the most common species of street tree in Somerville8, 
Lawrence9, and Brookline10, although the percentage of Norway Maple street trees in the City of 
Cambridge is lower than in the other cities. The other five most abundant City-owned street tree 
species are Honeylocust (1,534 trees, 12.4%), Red Maple (1,231 trees, 9.9%), Callery Pear (878 
trees, 7.1%), Littleleaf Linden (861 trees, 6.9%), and Pin Oak (782, 6.3%). Although no one 
species or cultivar of Cherry is abundant enough to be one of the 15 most abundant City-owned 
street tree species, in total there are 485 cherry trees (3.9%). 
 
Many of the species comprising the 15 most abundant DCR-owned street trees are also among 
the most abundant City-owned species, although the proportions are very different (Figure 6). 
The six most common DCR tree species comprise 83.3% of all DCR-owned street trees. The 
most abundant DCR-owned street tree is Pin Oak (23.4%), followed by Red Oak (18.4%), 
Littleleaf Linden (13.3%), American Sycamore (10.9%), Japanese Zelkova (10.9%), and London 
Planetree (6.9%). 
 

Figure 5. Fifteen most abundant City-owned street trees in the City. 

 
 

                                                           
11 http://www.mass.gov/eea/agencies/agr/farm-products/plants/massachusetts-prohibited-plant-list.html. 
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Figure 7. Fifteen most abundant City-owned park trees in the City. 

 
 

Figure 8. Fifteen most abundant DCR-owned park trees in the City. 
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STATE OF THE URBAN FOREST | DIVERSITY OF CITY TREES

15 most abundant City-owned street trees in Cambridge 
Source: Earthwatch Institute, Urban Forest Management Plan, 2016

15 most abundant City-owned park trees in Cambridge 
Source: Earthwatch Institute, Urban Forest Management Plan, 2016
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STATE OF THE URBAN FOREST  | DIVERSITY OF ALL TREES 

Source: Google Earth, 2018
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Tree Canopy 
Mapping 

Hazard Tree Classification 
•Species Group: Ash 
•Height: >20 ft 
•Proximity: <25 ft 

Tree Canopy 
Mapping 

Hazard Tree Classification 
•Species Group: Ash 
•Height: >20 ft 
•Proximity: <25 ft 

STATE OF THE URBAN FOREST  | DIVERSITY OF ALL TREES 

Tree Canopy Mapping
Source: AES

Hazard Tree Classification
Species Group: Ash
Height: >20 ft
Proximity:<25 ft
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STATE OF THE URBAN FOREST | HEALTH OF PUBLIC TREES

Tree Health Conditions
Good
Fair

Poor
Dead

Source: Prepared by RH Team according to the City of Cambridge GIS Data, 2018
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STATE OF THE URBAN FOREST | HEALTH OF ALL TREES

10% Representative Sample Plots
400 random 1 acre plots
The categories of assessment:
Genus
Species
DBH
Condition Class
Age Class
Native - Invasive to Massachusetts
Pests / Diseases

Tree Health Conditions
Good
Fair

Poor
Dead

Source: Prepared by RH Team according to the City of Cambridge GIS Data, 2018



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN

how is the forest maintained and managed?

STUDY QUESTIONS | PRACTICE
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PRACTICE  | ARBORICULTURE

Healthy and stressed trees Tree assessment



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING 1  | JUNE 12, 2018 20

PRACTICE  | SOILS MANAGEMENT

Tree soils section / axonometric view Soil sample analysis



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN

how could we generate an impact 
through policy and engagement?

STUDY QUESTIONS | ADVOCACY
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ADVOCACY  | POLICY

Cambridge Tree Ordinance
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ADVOCACY  | POLICY

City of Dallas Urban forest Policies 
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ADVOCACY  | ENGAGEMENT

Cambridge 
Today

City of Cambridge

An interim report from 
the Envision Cambridge 
planning process
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what are the risks to the urban forest? 

STUDY QUESTIONS | FUTURE RISK
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Temperature Precipitation 

More extreme events  

Sea Level Rise (SLR) 

Climate Projections & Key Impacts 

2	

Friends of Alewife Reservation (FAR)	

Source:	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	

Charles	River	Dam	(Source:	New	England	District,	US	Army	Corps	of	Engineers,	2015)		

Amelia	Earhart	Dam	(Source:	MaUSHarbors.com)		

RISK | CLIMATE CHANGE



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN TASK FORCE MEETING 1  | JUNE 12, 2018 27

•  More	frequent	&	longer	heat	waves	
•  Temperatures	exacerbated	by	urban	heat	

island	affect	
•  Extreme	hot	days	will	shift	most	areas	from	

“cautious”	for	human	health	to	“extreme	
caution”;	Alewife	Quad	“dangerous”	

•  Average	temps	will	be	warmer	

Increasing Temperatures – Increasing Heat Vulnerability 

4	

By	2030,	the	number	of	days	above	90	F	could	triple		
	

Boston	Marathon,	April	16,	2012	(above	80F)	

PREVIOUS STUDIES| CLIMATE PREPAREDNESS
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5	

•  Rain and snow will fall harder 
•  More rain and snow in the winter and 

spring 
•  Overbank flooding from Alewife 

Brook will worsen 
•  Street flooding will worsen	

Precipitation	projections,	CCVA	Part	1,	City	of	Cambridge	
(Source:	Kleinfelder	based	on	ATMOS	projections,	Nov.2015)	

Increasing Intensity of Precipitation - Flooding 

10	year	24-hour	storm	by	2070	
(6.4	inches	over	24	hours)	

Source: Kleinfelder & MWH for the City of Cambridge, February 2017 

RISK | CLIMATE CHANGE
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1990 USDA Plant Hardiness Zone Maps 2015 USDA Plant Hardiness Zone Maps

RISK | CLIMATE CHANGE
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RISK | TEMPERATURE ANOMALIES

Spring Leaf Index Anomaly - April 29, 2018
Source: National Phenology Network

Statewide Average Temperature Ranks - April 2018
Period: 1895-2018
Source: National Center for Environmental Information
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RISK | DEVELOPMENT ( RISK AND OPPORTUNITY)

“Simultaneously 
addressing income 
inequality and owner/
developer expectations 
of housing prices is key.”

—Cambridge resident via online survey

62 | envision.cambridgema.govCity of Cambridge | 63

Cambridge Today Housing Cambridge Today Housing

New Housing

Housing production in Cambridge 
greatly increased since the econom-
ic downturn of the early 1990s.20 
In 2001, the City of Cambridge 
conducted a significant rezoning 
that prioritized residential uses 
throughout the city and contributed 
to this increase in housing produc-
tion. Though housing production 
has trended upward, the opening 
of new housing units varies year to 
year according to real estate market 
cycles. Production also varies great-
ly by neighborhood. Since 1990, 
East Cambridge, Cambridgeport, 
the Alewife Quadrangle, and North 

20 HUD housing permit data, 1980-2015; Cambridge Development Log, 1997-2015.
21 Cambridge CDD, Neighborhood Profiles, 2014
22 Cambridge Housing Market Profile, 2016

Cambridge gained a large number 
of units, while other neighborhoods 
saw more modest growth.21 Much 
of this new housing was built in 
formerly industrial areas (such as 
Alewife) that were converted to 
residential use through the rezoning 
and redevelopment efforts of the last 
few decades. 

New housing production in 
Cambridge is constrained by a 
variety of factors with local and 
regional origins. The city faces high 
regional housing construction costs 
and high regional land costs. Land is 
especially expensive in Cambridge. 
Furthermore, Cambridge has a 
decreasing number of large land 

parcels with economically ineffi-
cient uses that enable large amounts 
of housing development. In cities 
with lots of underutilized land and 
in Cambridge’s previous redevel-
opment efforts, such parcels have 
allowed housing developers to act 
without disrupting stable, “built 
out” neighborhoods. In Cambridge 
today, where those opportunities 
are more rare, new housing produc-
tion relies  increasingly on “infill” 
development. The share of develop-
ment projects building 1 to 3 units 
per building increased from 57% to 
69% between 2001 and 2015.22

More than 2000 new housing units were 
built in Cambridge between 2014 and 2015.

Housing Units by Year Built, 1997 - 2015

N
um

be
r 

of
 U

ni
ts

N
um

be
r 

of
 U

ni
ts

14001400

800800

00

12001200

400400

600600

10001000

200200

2000200019991999199819971997 20022002 2006200620052005200420012001 20032003 20072007 20092009 2013201320122012201120082008 20102010 20142014 20152015

Recession Recession

Source: City of Cambridge Community Development Department  - development log

Housing Units by Year Built

Cambridge’s new, large multifamily 
development has mostly occurred in 
formerly industrial areas.

New Housing by Number of Units, 
2010–2016
Source: Cambridge Housing Market Profile, 2016

“Simultaneously 
addressing income 
inequality and owner/
developer expectations 
of housing prices is key.”

—Cambridge resident via online survey

62 | envision.cambridgema.govCity of Cambridge | 63

Cambridge Today Housing Cambridge Today Housing

New Housing

Housing production in Cambridge 
greatly increased since the econom-
ic downturn of the early 1990s.20 
In 2001, the City of Cambridge 
conducted a significant rezoning 
that prioritized residential uses 
throughout the city and contributed 
to this increase in housing produc-
tion. Though housing production 
has trended upward, the opening 
of new housing units varies year to 
year according to real estate market 
cycles. Production also varies great-
ly by neighborhood. Since 1990, 
East Cambridge, Cambridgeport, 
the Alewife Quadrangle, and North 

20 HUD housing permit data, 1980-2015; Cambridge Development Log, 1997-2015.
21 Cambridge CDD, Neighborhood Profiles, 2014
22 Cambridge Housing Market Profile, 2016

Cambridge gained a large number 
of units, while other neighborhoods 
saw more modest growth.21 Much 
of this new housing was built in 
formerly industrial areas (such as 
Alewife) that were converted to 
residential use through the rezoning 
and redevelopment efforts of the last 
few decades. 

New housing production in 
Cambridge is constrained by a 
variety of factors with local and 
regional origins. The city faces high 
regional housing construction costs 
and high regional land costs. Land is 
especially expensive in Cambridge. 
Furthermore, Cambridge has a 
decreasing number of large land 

parcels with economically ineffi-
cient uses that enable large amounts 
of housing development. In cities 
with lots of underutilized land and 
in Cambridge’s previous redevel-
opment efforts, such parcels have 
allowed housing developers to act 
without disrupting stable, “built 
out” neighborhoods. In Cambridge 
today, where those opportunities 
are more rare, new housing produc-
tion relies  increasingly on “infill” 
development. The share of develop-
ment projects building 1 to 3 units 
per building increased from 57% to 
69% between 2001 and 2015.22

More than 2000 new housing units were 
built in Cambridge between 2014 and 2015.

Housing Units by Year Built, 1997 - 2015
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Housing Units by Year Built

Cambridge’s new, large multifamily 
development has mostly occurred in 
formerly industrial areas.

New Housing by Number of Units, 
2010–2016
Source: Cambridge Housing Market Profile, 2016

More than 2000 new housing units were built in Cambridge 
between 2014-2015
Source: City of Cambridge Community Development Department; Envision Cambridge Analysis

New Housing by Number of Units, 2010-2016
Source: Cambridge Housing Market Profile, 2016
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06/01/12  5 

SidewalksSidewalks  
40% of the city’s sidewalks are covered by tree canopy, 10% greater than the city average.  Most of the room for planting trees in the sidewalk 
area is Possible TC Impervious.  Although establishing tree canopy in such areas is expensive there are numerous benefits to having thriving 
tree canopy over sidewalks including: shade and cooler temperatures for pedestrians, reduced noise, filtering of harmful pollutants from auto-
mobile traffic, and intercepting rainfall. 

Development AgeDevelopment Age  

Figure 8: % Existing Tree Canopy in relation to year built, parcel value, and land area for single family residential parcels. 

Figure 9. Existing Tree Canopy by Census block group; (b) Possible Tree Canopy by Census block group (c) Tree canopy per capita (square footage of 
tree canopy per person) at the Census block group; and (d) Percentage of the Census block group that is white. 

Single family residential parcels are very important in maintaining the city’s Existing Tree Canopy for.  An analysis of the year built data in rela-
tion to the percent exiting tree canopy reveals the development pattern of the city (Figure 8).  It also point to the fact that properties contain-
ing homes built around 1920 have an unusually high percentage of tree canopy.  This is likely the result of trees on those properties now 
reaching maturity. 

Percentage of existing tree canopy in relation to year built, parcel value and land area for single family residential parcels
Source: University of Vermont Tree Study, 2012

RISK | DEVELOPMENT ( RISK AND OPPORTUNITY)



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN

why act?

STUDY QUESTIONS
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TREE CANOPY LOSS 2009-2014
CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

8,832,570sqft of canopy lost, representing
16.02% of total 2009 city tree canopy area

City of Cambridge Tree Canopy Loss Between 2009-2014
200 acres of canopy lost, representing 16% of total 2009 city tree canopy area
Source: Prepared by RH Team according to the UVM Study, 2017

Tree canopy loss between 2009-2014 
Existing 2014 Canopy Area
Open Areas

WHY ACT | A TREND OF CANOPY LOSS
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Vulnerable populationsUrban heat island

Minority

Minority and Income
≤80

Minority, Income, and English Isolation
80-90 Caution
90-103 Extreme Caution
103-124 Danger
≥ 125 Extreme Danger

Ambient Air Temperature Fahrenheit

Income

WHY ACT | DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACTS
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WORKING FROM DATA  | QUANTIFYING THE BENEFITS OF THE URBAN FOREST

Tree:
Species 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH)
Condition: Wood, Foliage
Land Use

Local Costs:
Municipal Maintenance & Planting Costs

Local Benefit Values:
Energy unit costs ($/unit)
Carbon sequestration ($/lb)
Pollution costs ($/lb)
Stormwater interception ($/gal)
Median home value ($ value)

$ Replacement value

Net Annual Benefits ($/tree)

Annual Benefit Values ($): 
Energy saved
CO

2
 stored (annual and lifetime)

Air quality
Stormwater
Property value increase 

i-Tree Streets
(no longer updating 
equations)

Aesthetic Value
Design characteristics and spatial definition 
Community traditions and expectations 
Identity / Character

Cultural ValueMissing Analysis

City of Cambridge Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) Caliper Equivalence: Per the Cambridge Tree Ordinance  
(Chapter 8.66 ), any Signifcant Trees (at or larger than 8” 
DBH) to be removed must be replaced by Replacement 
Trees equal to or exceeding the total DBH of the Signifi-
cant Trees

EVALUATION CRITERIAENTITY NET VALUE

$ Valuation of Tree to be removed determines 
required size of Replacement Tree

Size (Basal Area)
Species Rating
Condition Rating:
 Roots, Trunk, Branches,   
 Foliage/Buds
Location Rating:
 Site, Placement

NYC Parks Dept

VALUATION METHODS

Tree:
i-Tree Streets attributes
+Total Height 
+Height to live top
+Height to crown base
 
Local Costs:
i-Tree Streets attributes

Local Benefit Values:
i-Tree Streets attributes
+ Distance & Direction from Tree to 
nearest building (Energy)

+Crown width
+% crown missing 
+Crown light exposure
+Crown health

+Weather:
 Precipitation, Wind
+Pollution

$ Value of ecosystems services per tree

Net Annual Benefits ($/tree)

Annual Benefit Values ($):
Energy saved
CO

2
 stored (annual and lifetime)

Air quality
Stormwater

i-Tree Eco

EVALUATING BIOPHYSICAL + CULTURAL CONTRIBUTIONS

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES FOR AN AVERAGE PIN OAK IN CAMBRIDGE 
ANNUAL SAVINGS

CO2 & AIR QUALITY

Data Source: i-Tree Streets - Annual Savings for Average Pin Oak in Cambridge

STORMWATER
Stormwater: $19.58

ENERGY SAVED
Energy: $65.91

CO2: $2.21
Air Quality: $12.81

PROPERTY VALUE
Add Value: $276.55

CULTURAL VALUEEcosystem services for an average Pin Oak in Cambridge
Source: i-Tree Streets  - Annual Savings for Average Pin Oak in Cambridge

Cultural Value 



REED HILDERBRAND CAMBRIDGE URBAN FOREST MASTER PLAN

how do we adjust?

STUDY QUESTIONS | MITIGATION AND EXPANSION
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PROCESS | OVERVIEW

RESEARCH PHASESCOPE INITIAL CONCEPT TESTING PHASE FINAL SCENARIO TESTING & 
PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT PHASE

DRAFT PRODUCTION PHASE

ADVOCACY

MEETINGS

ANALYTICS

PRACTICE

COST 
ANALYSIS

VJ Assoc.

CLIMATE SCENARIO MODELLING 
AND TESTING, 2030, 2070

Kleinfelder, AES

PARALLEL 
COMPREHENSIVE 

PLANNING 
INITIATIVES

PUBLIC 
SURVEY

CLF

SCOPING 
PHASE

PARTNERSHIPS AND 
PUBLIC  OUTREACH

CLF

PARTNERSHIPS AND 
PUBLIC  OUTREACH

CLF

REVIEW OF EXISTING 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Bartlett, F2 Environmental 

DEVELOP RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Bartlett, F2 Environmental 

REGULATORY BEST PRACTICES
CLF

PRIORITIES
ALL

DRAFT OF MP
Kleinfelder, CLF, Over/Under

REVIEW OF EXISTING DATA 
& REGULATIONS

Kleinfelder, Barlett, AES, CLF

DEVELOP CITY-WIDE TREE LAYER
AES

REFINE STRATEGIES 
BASED ON CLIMATE VULNERABILITY

ALL

PUBLIC 
MTG

PUBLIC 
MTG

PUBLIC 
MTG

COST 
ANALYSIS

VJ Assoc.

COST 
ANALYSIS

VJ Assoc.

REFINE CLIMATE SCENARIO MODELLING 
AND TESTING, 2030, 2070

Kleinfelder, AES

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 

TASK 
FORCE 
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Public Survey

Representative Tree Health Survey

Soils Testing

Satellite Imagery Analysis

Analysis of Best Practices

— Arboriculture

— Soils Management

— Regulation / Policy

NEXT STEPS



BREAK OUT GROUPS



ANALYTICS

WHAT DATA DO WE NEED?

HOW DO WE ASSESS PERFORMANCE?

WHAT ARE THE KEY MODELS TO RUN?



WHAT ARE CURRENT PRACTICES?

WHAT ARE BEST PRACTICES / COMPARABLES?

HOW DO WE INITIATE CHANGE?

PRACTICE



ADVOCACY

HOW DO WE ENGAGE RESIDENTS?

WHO ARE OUR BEST ALLIES / PARTNERS? 

WHAT ARE OUR MOST POWERFUL  
COMMUNICATION TOOLS?

https://www.wpi.edu/alumni/community/volunteer
WPI Community Service Day



BREAK OUT GROUPS



REPORT BACK



PUBLIC COMMENT



SCHEDULE
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TASK FORCE MEETING SCHEDULE 

JUNE 12

JUNE 28  

JULY 26 

AUGUST 30 

SEPTEMBER 27

OCTOBER 25  

NOVEMBER 29
 
DECEMBER 20
  
JANUARY 31 

FEBRUARY 28  

MARCH 28  

Introduction

RESEARCH: Regulatory and Management Review

RESEARCH: Initial Findings

TESTING: Process and Key Questions

TESTING: Baseline

TESTING: Findings

PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT:TBD

PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT:TBD

PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT:TBD

DRAFT DOCUMENTATION: TBD

DRAFT DOCUMENTATION: TBD
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www.cambridgema.gov/UFMP


