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Monday, September 18, 2023, at 5:30 p.m.
Location: Meeting Room A, 50 Manny Familia Way

Chair Knittle called the meeting to order at 5:38pm.

Present

Mary Kanittle, Chair

Evelyn Herwitz, Vice Chair
Patricia Austin

Ted Conna (online)

Mary Leovich (online)
Deirdra Murphy (online)

Absent
Nate Fournier

Staff
John Odell
Sarah Mount

1. Welcome. Chair Knittle facilitated the meeting and read the
meeting rules.
2. Approval of Minutes — July 31, 2023 (Attachment A)

The committee unanimously approved the July 31st, 2023
minutes with minor grammatical edits.
3. New Business

a. Presentation on a survey of trees planted after the ALB
infestation 10 years later by John Rogan, Clark University (30
minutes and Q+A) (Attachment B)

Professor John Rogan and his team from Clark presented their
findings from a tree health assessment of trees planted in the Asian
Longhorn Beetle Regulation Zone between 2008 and 2023 and a
series of residential interviews with residents who received the trees.

Chair Knittle congratulated the Clark team on their work and
their presentation.

Vice Chair Herwitz thanked the presenters for their work and

showed concern for their finding that trees planted on private
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property fare worse than trees planted on public land. She explained that for the city to meet its
goals, the city will need residents to plant trees on their properties. She asked the Clark team if
they have any suggestions for how to get residents to both plant and care for trees on their
properties. The Clark team responded that involving the residents in the planting process is
crucial to the tree’s future success. They noted trees are particularly at risk when a home changes
owners — new owners often remove mature trees. The team explained that increased
communication between the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) and the tree
recipients helped increase the tree survival rates and theorized that a contract between the
governmental agency planting the trees and the homeowners may also increase survivorship. Vice
Chair Herwitz followed up that communication will be key and managing the trees within the
first three years is critical.

Chair Knittle added that she has worked closely with the Worcester Tree Initiative (WTI) during
the time the trees were planted. Part of the WTI was a youth urban tree forester program where
youth were paid to care for the trees. The program helped young people foster a love of trees and
engaged the whole community. She also thanked Ruth Steward for her crucial role in the success
of the WTL

Chair Knittle asked if Tulip trees and Ginkgo Trees were interchangeable, and if the Tulip tree’s
reputation for breaking up sidewalks is accurate. The Clark team responded that the Tulip and the
Ginkgo are not the same tree, and that they did not measure the effects the trees had on the
sidewalks.

Member Conna was surprised to learn how much better the public trees did than the private trees.
He suggested that if we use public funds to plant trees on private land, the city should institute a
retention contract. Mr. Rogan commented that there is an enormous complexity to tree
management and how trees get treated across the city.

Vice Chair Herwitz asked if the Clark team knows why the Ginkgos did not do very well in the
city. The Clark team suggested that the Ginkgos might have been slow growing, and that the
street trees might have received more sunlight and perhaps the Ginkgos planted on private
property might have received more shade. The Clark team discussed the Ginkgos’ non-viability
with DCR, and DCR could not explain the result either. Mr. Rogan also noted that warm winters
followed by extreme cold snaps in the spring tend to harm trees.

Member Leovich, responding to Member Conna’s suggestion of utilizing contracts, noted that the
city needs use caution when using contracts which imposing regulations on residents. Residents
who agree to receive a tree are doing the city a favor. Member Conna responded that the favor
went both ways — the owners are allowing the city to plant a tree and the city is providing the
owners a free tree. Member Murphy recommended instead of contracts we highlight that the city

can help residents support a new tree. She explained she often helps people plant gardens and
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people can be overwhelmed by the process of taking care of new plants. The Clark team
responded that contracts were just an example of what the city could do. They also noted that
trees had a better survival rate when government agencies, before planting the tree, asked
residents what they imagine their backyard will look like in five to fifteen years’ time, and then
planting trees around those plans. L.e., if a resident plans to build a pool next year, agencies
wouldn’t plant a tree in the future site of the pool. Member Conna emphasized that the transition
from one homeowner to another is a tumultuous time for the trees as new homeowners tend to
change the home to fit their needs. He asked if a contract may be able to carry over from one
owner to another. The Clark team responded that they are investigating the effect of
homeownership on survival rates.

David Coyne, a resident of Worcester, asked if it was possible to send out a letter to a residence
about the importance of trees when a property changes hands. He estimated that about 1,500
homes change ownership annually in Worcester, and that if we sent a letter, in ten years’ time the
letter would reach 20% of Worcester homeowners. He also asked if the City should promote
planting shorter trees that will not shade roofs — preventing the installation of solar panels. Jason
Pincomb, a realtor in Worcester, responded to Mr. Coyne. He stated that Worcester has sold 625
homes in the past six months and an estimated 1,250 homes in the past year. He indicated that
these numbers are low, and that Worcester should see 5,000 homes transferring home ownership
annually. He also noted that inspectors tell homeowners that trees should be at least six feet away
from homes to prevent the roof from deteriorating.

Member Murphy thanked everyone for their good points and stated that people save what they
find valuable. Trees should be heralded for what they do for the community and residents, and

this research helps promote that.

4. DSR Updates (15 minutes)
a. Specialized Stretch Code (Building Energy Code) Update (Upcoming 9/19 Hearing)

i

i

Mr. Odell stated that the Specialized Stretch Code will be reviewed by the Economic
Development Subcommittee on September 19", and with a recommendation from the
subcommittee, the code will be brought back to the city council for a vote. If passed by the
council, the specialized stretch code will go into effect July 1, 2024. He also mentioned that
representatives from the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources will attend the
Economic Development subcommittee meeting on September 19 to answer any questions
people might have.

Mr. Pincomb reiterated that housing stock is at an extreme low. He cited an MIT-Wentworth
study looking at the cost to build houses under the new code. The study estimated there will be a
1.8 —3.8% building cost increase for building a multi-family or single-family home. Mr. Pincomb

also implied that large renovations or additions to existing homes would trigger the new stretch



code and require homeowners to upgrade their existing home to become all electric. Mr. Odell
responded that the new specialized stretch code will not have any impact beyond what our current
code requires on existing buildings. The specialized stretch code will only add language regarding
new construction. Mr. Pincomb concluded with an anecdote about the difficulty selling a home

with solar due to transferring the loans.

b. Green Worcester Plan Summit

C.

1.

ii.

Grants:

i

iL.

Mr. Odell stated that there is no update on the Green Worcester Plan Summit, but it is still a
priority for the city.

Member Austin gave her support for the summit and offered to help the Department of
Sustainability and Resilience’s staff with the event. She underlined that this event will help

highlight what the City has done and garner public support for future sustainability actions.

MVP Grant: Miyawaki Forests (Attachment C)

1. Mr. Odell relayed that the city received 409k dollars from the State to fund the design
and planting of two Miyawaki Forests in the city and design of two additional community
green spaces.

USDA Forestry Grant

1. Mr. Odell relayed that the city did not receive the USDA Forestry Grant. The City has
reached out to the USDA to ask for feedback. Mr. Odell insisted that the work was not
for nothing, and DSR will repurpose the grant as much as possible.

2. Member Conna asked if we will be able to review the grant applications of other cities
who received the funding. Mr. Odell believed that the applications are public, but he will

confirm.

d. Community Engagement:

€.

i

L.

Staft:

Flood Watch promotion: Blog (Attachment D)

1. Mr. Odell described the City’s Flood Watch program. The city is collecting data on
where residents are experiencing flooding in the city. Residents are welcome to sign up to
participate on the City’s DSR webpage and then upload their photos.

Mobility Action Plan survey

1. Mr. Odell stated that there is a survey on the Department of Transportation and
Mobility’s city webpage. The survey allows residents to share their experience moving
around the city. He encouraged all residents to fill out the survey.

2. Mx. Mount corrected that the survey recently closed and that DTM has started to compile
the data. Mr. Odell suggested people email DTM if they still wanted to participate in the

survey.



i. Zero Waste Coordinator (Started 8/28)
1. Mr. Odell stated that Miranda Hotham joined the city as the new Zero Waste Coordinator
on August 28"
ii. Energy Advocates (Started 8/28)
1. Mr. Odell stated that Gabi Hajos and Killian Madden joined the City as energy advocates
on August 28", Mx. Mount relayed that Gabi and Killian will be attending the next
GWAC meeting to talk about the SMART Energy Advice Program and that anyone may

email the pair at energyadvice@worcesterma.gov.

2. Chair Knittle added that MassSave will soon offer incentives for installing electrical
vehicle charging stations for low-income residents.
iii. Staff Assistant (Starting 10/02)
1. Mr. Odell shared that a new Staff Assistant will be starting on October 2™,
iv. Lakes & Ponds Coordinator (Interviewing)
1. Mr. Odell shared that the City is concluding their first round of interviews for the new
Lakes and Ponds Coordinator.
5. Review and Discussion
a. First Green Worcester Progress Report Draft, April 2021 — July 2023 (Attachment E)
i.  Mr. Odell communicated that the First Green Worcester Progress Report Draft is still under
development. DSR expects to have a copy for the committee to review by the next meeting.
6. Standing Items
a. Community Outreach
i. Housing with a H.E.A.R.T., September 7", 2023
1. Mx. Mount relayed that Gabi Hajos, the new energy advocate, and Jessie Davis tabled at
the HEART event on September 7th at the JMAC. They spoke to many people who were
interested in our work and eight signed up to learn more about home energy
assessments. To learn about the HEART project, go to masscec.com and search for
Worcester HEART partnership.
ii. WPI Climate Adaptation Tour
1. Member Conna hosted a Climate Adaption and Resilience tour for WPI students. While
preparing for the tour, he realized that hosting a tour that focuses on the city’s
topography, infrastructure, climate impacts, etc. would be a good way to teach the
general public as well — not just graduate students.
b. Community Feedback
i. Worcester Magazine, ‘Building code could help city in battling climate crisis’ by Ted Conna and
Paul Popinchalk (Attachment F)
c. Media


mailto:energyadvice@worcesterma.gov

d. Upcoming Events (not DSR organized)
i. Solar Fest, Rutland, VT, Saturday, October 28"
1. Member Conna shared the rescheduled date for the Vermont Solar Fest Event.
ii. Clark Seminar Series
1. Member Conna shared that Clark is hosting a seminar series at the George Perkins Marsh
Institute. Three of the seminars are climate related: From Denial to Delay: Obstruction of
Action on Climate Change on September 28"; The Climate Crisis: How Did We Get
Here and What Can We Do? On October 26™; and Decarbonization and its Discontents:
A Critical Justice Perspective on Four Low-Carbon Transitions on November 9.
iii. Westborough Senior Center, Weatherman Talks
1. Member Conna shared that Harvey Leonard, a local weatherman, is presenting a talk on

Climate Change at the Westborough Senior Center on Wednesday September 20,

The committee voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 7:20 pm.

Attachments

Attachment A: July 31, 2023 GWAC Minutes
Attachment B: Tree Analysis Presentation Slides
Attachment C: Miyawaki Forest City Council Memo
Attachment D: Green Worcester Dashboard Blog
Attachment E: Green Worcester Annual Report Draft

Attachment F: Worcester Magazine Article, “Building code could help city in battling climate crisis”

2023 Upcoming Meetings

Green Worcester Advisory Committee meetings begin on Mondays at 5:30pm:

October 16 Esther Howland
November 27 Esther Howland

*Meeting Room A is located at 50 Manny Familia Way.



Virtual Meeting Information

This meeting will be held in-person at the date, time and location listed above. Meeting attendees will have the option to
participate remotely by joining online or by phone. Note: If technological problems interrupt the virtual meeting, the meeting will
continue.

Web: Use the following link to join the meeting via Microsoft Teams on the computer, click here to join the meeting

, or

Call: +1 469-998-7682,,182502054#. Access Code: 182 502 054+#.



https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-join/19%3ameeting_OWRjMGY3NjktYjcyYy00YTRkLWEzZTItNjhhMzQ0OTUxZTAx%40thread.v2/0?context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%22f25998dd-1be6-42c6-a44c-8785f3e6deb6%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%224a817273-e897-4414-a5fb-0e51d5753370%22%7d

Human Environment Regional Observatory (HERO)
2023 Stakeholder Presentation

Assessment of tree health and resident perspectives in the Longhorned Beetle Regulation Zone from 2008

to 2023

Aaron Richmond-Crosset,
Adlai Nelson, Amritha Pai,
Caleb Kluchman, Ksenia Smart, Ramoén
Colén, Tanner Honnef

The City of

'WORCESTER
dcr

Massachusetts




2023 Study Objectives

How do residents
perceive the role of

What is the current
status of tree health and
structure and what
factors have the
greatest impact on tree
health and structure?

How does the tree
health and structure
compare to the past
HERO tree survey?

How do residents’
trees and DCR’s tree past experiences and
planting initiative on beliefs impact tree
their property and in stewardship?

their neighborhood?




Longhorned Beetle
Related Tree Canopy
Loss in Study Area

The Longhorned Beetle in
[ Study Area ¢ _ B
LB sguiaion = g Q \ WO rCESter

-Tree Canopy ' ot
Loss due to LB £ . .
R - Longhorned Beetle found in Worcester in 2008

b

Greendale - Worcester’s urban canopy is contiguous with the

hardwood/maple forests of the Northeast

- 337 sq km regulation zone enacted around the infested
area

- Large scale, proactive tree cutting program launched by
the USDA working with the DCR

Great Brook - ~34,196 trees removed by Oct 2014

North Lincoln IE' b
Valley Area

Street . . o
- At the time, was the largest US infestation in terms

of trees removed

Ve

- Tree loss concentrated in Study Area




Trees Planted by DCR in
Study Area (2010-2012)
® Trees planted by the DCR

[] study Area

Longhorned Beetle

Regulation Zone
[] Neighborhood

Boundaries

MA Towns in the
I:I Regulation Zone

Greendale

ollege

North Lincoln
Street

N

A 0 017 035 0.7 Miles
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ommunit
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o Boylston,
e

Great Brook
Valley Area

%

DCR Tree Planting Program

- The DCR’s tree planting program planted 17,000 trees to
rebuild the region’s urban canopy

- ~7000 trees planted in our study area

- Tree planting began in spring 2010 and continued until
2017 - first trees were planted in study area

- Funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA)

- High proportion of arborvitae were initially planted to keep
up with the large demand for trees to plant

- Sourced trees from Bigelow Nursery



Neighborhoods in
Study Area

Study area comprises Worcester neighborhoods: Burncoat,
Great Brook Valley Area, Greendale, and North Lincoln Street

Massachusetts defines Environmental Justice areas as census
tracts which meet certain criteria, including:

- Annual median household income is 65% or less than
statewide figure

- 40% or more of population is racial minority

- 25% or more of households speak English less than “very

III

wel

O Resident Interview Locations
I 2015 Tree Canopy Cover
Environmental Justice Criteria

[ No Environmental Justice Criteria
[ Income
[ Minority
[F Minority, Income

Minority, Income, English
Isolation

Greendale

North Lincoln
Street

0 0.25 0.5 1 Miles
1 1 | 1 1 1 |

Great Brook
Valley Area




Neighborhood Social and Biophysical Comparison

Socioeconomic Variables Greendale Burncoat Great Brook Valley Area North Lincoln Street
Percent English Limited® 2.5% 11% 27% 9.9%

Percent White®** 64% 69% 21% 43%

Percent Renter®* 43% 21% 96% 60%

Median Household Income* | ¢86,851 | $72,962 $24,284 $68,932
Percent Bachelors Degrees 39% 41% 19% 33%

Total Population (2020) 7,915 6,146 3,435 5,992
Biophysical Variables Greendale Burncoat Great Brook Valley Area North Lincoln Street
Percent Tree Canopy Cover (2015) 16% 38% 32% 31%

Percent Impervious Cover 57% 32% 35% 44%
Number of Trees Planted 1,111 885 67 317

Physical Area (sq km) 3.96 4.06 1.12 2.79

Statistical significance markers: * = p<0.1; ** = p<0.05; *** = p<0.01



Private Tree Survey Analysis of DCR Trees

HERO fellows take measurements on the first day of field data collection

Biophysical Assessment

Monitor growth and survivorship of trees
planted between 2010-2012 by the DCR and
Worcester Tree Initiative after the LB
outbreak

1. What s the current status of tree
health and structure and what factors
have the greatest impact on tree health
and structure?

2. How does the tree health and structure
compare to the past HERO tree survey?




Baseline HERO Survey

Sampling: 17,000 Total

Street trees were selected S0 e e

along transectsin a Samp|e by species
randomly selected area

1,516 in baseline sample

800 private trees surveyed in study area from 2014-2016

- 2014: 251 Private Trees
- 81.7% Survivorship

- 2015: 633 Private Trees
- 74.7% Survivorship

- 2016: 47 Private Trees, 413 Street Trees
- 100% Survivorship of Private Trees
- 98.1% Survivorship of Street Trees

Study Area
[ Neighborhood Boundary
©® 2014 Private Tree Survey
® 2015 Private Tree Survey
® 2016 Street Tree Survey
® 2016 Private Tree Survey
[ LB Regulation Zone

Greendale

North Lincoln
Street

0 0.150.3 0.6 Miles
ST T T

Valley Area




Baseline HERO Survey Findings

Private Tree Survivorship Street Tree Survivorship

Alive 77.1%

[Standing Dead 1.5%) Standing Dead 0.5%)

(Removed 0.2% | [Unknown 0.7%

Removed 20.3%

Study Area
[ Neighborhood Boundary
® Alive
® Removed/Missing
® Unknown
[ LB Regulation Zone

Greendale

North Lincoln
Street

0 0.150.3 0.6 Miles

6n
Boylstol

A\

Great Brook A
Valley Area




2023 HERO Survey

Trees Surveyed in Study Area

2,794 total trees surveyed:

- 2,381 Residential Trees Representing all of the
trees from the species stratified random sample
in the study area

- 413 Street Trees comprising the 2016 sample of
street trees along transects planted by the WTI

Study Area
[ Neighborhood Boundary
® 2023 Street Tree Survey
® 2023 Residential Tree Survey
[ LB Regulation Zone

We

6n
Boylstol

Greendale

North Lincoln
Street

Valley Area
0 0.150.3 0.6 Miles
ST S




2023 Survey of Private Trees

Survivorship

! PG [ QR

DER0A%] (Unkmown 22% [Condition: Poor (1.7%)]

| Condition: Fair (9%)

Removed 29%

p

Alive 66.9%

| Condition: Good (89.4%) |

Surveyed Tree Survivorship
* Alive

¢ Removed/Dead

e Unknown

Burncoat
Greendale

Great Brook
Valley Area

North Lincoln e
Street




Count

Private Tree Species’ Status by Count

Reduced Count: 1615 Status

B Alive

Dead/Removed
7 Unknown
Total Count: 2381
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2023 Survivorship

Above: Japanese tree lilac
(Syringa reticulata) in a front
yard

Right: White pine (Pinus strobus)

in a backyard

Left: Colorado spruce (Picea
pungens) in a front yard

Top 7 species Survivorship N
surveyed ) ) ) )
- g Below: Ginkgo (Ginkgo biloba) in
Linden 88% 16 a backyard
Japanese Tree Lilac 84% 136 :
Littleleaf Linden 80% 59
Snow Goose Cherry 79% 34
White Pine 78% 23
Pin Oak 77% 30
Honeylocust 76% 124
e n=1615
Bottom 7 species Survivorshi N
p surveyed

Fraser Fir 38% 21

Ginkgo 43% 35

Japanese Stewartia 44% 24

Hophornbeam 44%% 44

Colorado Spruce 45% 75

Blackgum 47% 57

Fringetree 48% 25

: n=1615 ~4

1054174
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Percentage

Health By Site Type

Survivorship
100% 1% 1% 3% 3%
24%
30%
32%

75% e

50%

25% .

0%

Front Yard Side Yard ) Backyard Maintained Park
Site Type

Total Count: 2381

Unknown Dead Alive

Percentage

100%

T5%

50%

25%

0%

% Trees Surveyed (2023)
[] Backyard (58.3%)
[] FrontYard (23.3%)
[] Side Yard (13.6%)
[[] Maintained Park (4.8%)

Vigor

Front Yard Side Yard ) Backyard Maintained Park
Site Type
1 2 3 4 5
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Health By Land Use

Percentage

Survivorship
100%
2% 4% 7%
29% 299,
T5% 46%
45%
50%
25%
0%
Single-Family: Detached  Single-Family: Attached Multi-Family Institution
Land Use

L Total Count: 2381

Unknown Dead Alive

Percentage

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

% Trees Surveyed (2023)
Single-Family: Detached (76.7%)

Single-Family: Attached (12.9%)
Multi-Family (7.3%)
Institution (3.1%)

OO0O4d

Vigor

=F_Hﬂ_ﬁ_

7% 8%
I I |

Single-Family: Detached  Single-Family: Attached Multi-Family Institution
Land Use
1 2 3 4 5



Percentage

Health By Tree Type

100%

T5%

50%

25%

0%

3%

35%

Survivorship
29 204 100%
29% 30%
75%

50%

Percentage

25%

0%

Shade

Evergreen

Unknown Dead

Ornamental

Alive

Total Count: 2381

% Trees Surveyed (2023)
[] Evergreen (41.7%)

[] Shade (27.7%)
[ ] Ornamental (30.6%)

Vigor
R —————————————
5% 6%!“ S
I I |
Shade Evergreen Ornamental
S .
1 2 3 4 5
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Change in Average Tree Height and DBH

Top 5 height Avg Growth ([ Top 5 DBH growth Avg | Growth
growth species Height from || species DBH from
(ft) | baseline (in) | baseline ||
Tulip 35.7 18.9 || Snow Goose Cherry 12.6 10.4
Red Oak 29.0 16.8 || Tulip 10.5 9.3
Littleleaf Linden 29.7 16.5 || cherry 9.2 7.7
Honeylocust 28.6 12.3 || sargent Cherry 8.8 7.6
Ranikeciveed 2a:6 111} | ittleleaf Linden 8.4 7.4
Bottom 5 height Avg | Growth || Bottom 5 DBH Avg | Growth
growth species Height from || growth species DBH from
(ft) | baseline (in) | Baseline
White Pine 11.9 1.73 || Serviceberry 2.8 2.1
Kousa Dogwood 13.3 3.5 || American Arborvitae 3.4 2.7
Cherry 16.5 3.6 || Kousa Dogwood 3.7 2.9
Serviceberry 14.3 4.8 Crabapple 4.2 3.6
Japanese Tree Lilac 17.4 5.4 Juniper 43 3.7

Red oak (Quercus rubra) in a front yard

Al £
Snow goose cherry (prunus
serrulata ‘snow goose’) in a
backyard
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Summary of Private Tree Analysis

Rate of annual survivorship has increased since the HERO baseline survey for the
majority of species surveyed

Standout Species:
- Japanese tree lilac, Linden/Littleleaf linden, and Snow goose cherry had the
highest survivorship rates

- Tulip trees had the largest increase in height, crown width, and second
largest increase in DBH

- Snow goose cherry had the largest change in DBH

Analysis Based on Factors:
- Front and side yard trees have the highest survivorship for site type
- Single-family residences have the highest survivorship of any land use type
- Shade trees have lowest survivorship, but highest vigor
- Native trees do better in both vigor and survivorship

Littleleaf linden (Tilia cordata), one of
the fastest growing trees in our survey,

in a backyard

18



Street Tree
Survey Analysis

Biophysical Assessment

Monitor growth and survivorship of trees planted
between 2010-2012 by the Worcester Tree Initiative
after the LB outbreak

1. Compare street tree survivorship and growth
to private trees

2. Analyze changes in survivorship over time

Tanner and Ksenia, next to our tallest street tree, a tulip tree
(Liriodendron tulipifera), measuring 49.6 ft
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2023 Worcester Tree Initiative

Street Tree Survey

Survivorship
Condition

|Standing Dead 0.7% |

/ Removed 8.5% |

Alive 88.6%

[Condition: Fair (4.9%)]

| Condition: Good (94.2%) ]
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Street Tree Survivorship by Species

Showing species with four or more trees planted

75

Total Count: 411
Status

B Alive
50

Count
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Private Trees Compared to Street Trees: Survivorship

Private Trees Street Trees

| Standing Dead 0.7% |

: — _ | Unknown 0.7% |
| Standing Dead 0.4% | | Unknown 2.2% | \ / Removed 8.5%|
\ / /lRemnved 29%]

Alive 88.6%
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Height (ft)

Private Trees Compared to Street Trees: Height
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Species

Red Oak Residential and Street

Location

B3 Residential
B Street

A Red Oak (Quercus rubra) planted in the shade on a private property
(pictured left) and next to the street (pictured right)
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DBH (in)

Private Trees Compared to Street Trees: DBH

Honeylocust Residential and Street

&7 v
e

Species

Location

E3 Residential
B Street

A Honeylocust (Gleditsia triacanthos) on a private property (pictured
left) and next to the street (pictured right)
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Change of Street Tree Survivorship over Time

Baseline 2023
Standing Dead 0.5% ) [Standing Dead 0.7%]
[Removed 0.2% | | Unknown 0.?%] |Unknown 0.7% |
\ / Removed 8.5% )

Alive 88.6%
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Summary of Street Tree Analysis

Major takeaways

- Street trees have very high survivorship both in the
baseline and 2023 surveys and a higher survivorship
than private trees.

- Regular watering by WTI Young Adult Foresters
Program

- Fewer tree removals because street trees don’t
compete with yard amenities ie. pools,
decks, sheds

- Less species diversity of street trees compared to
private trees but high proportion of shade trees

- Red oaks had larger height and DBH compared to
private trees.

o

Honey Locust (Gleditsia triacanthos)
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Interview Analysis

Adlai, Aaron, and Professor Martin interview a resident

Social Assessment

Interview neighborhood residents in the
study area to understand their perceptions of
trees and post-LB tree planting initiatives

1. How do residents perceive the role of
trees & DCR’s tree planting initiative on
their property and in their
neighborhood?

2. How do residents’ past experiences and
beliefs impact tree stewardship?
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Resident Survey

Residents Contacted
- 582 residents called
- 40 interviews scheduled

- 12 additional interviews conducted based on

interactions during data collection

52 Interviews Conducted
- 27 in Burncoat
- 17 in Greendale
- 5in North Lincoln Street
- 3in Great Brook Valley Area

Planted Trees Associated with Interviews

- 233 trees
- Average of 6 trees per property
- Average survivorship was 77%

O Resident Interview Locations

Greendale

North Lincoln
Street

Burncoat

N

Great Brook
Valley Area
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Interviewee Demographic

Demographic Variables Worcester | Study Area | Interviewees
Percent English Limited 12.10% 9.1% 5.6%
Percent White 48% 56%
Percent Renter 59% A7%
Median Household Income $61,106 $72,243 >575,000
Percent Bachelors Degrees 31% 36%
Population 206,518 23,492 52
Average Age 34.6 37.5 65+

Male to female ratio: 53% female
Average years lived in home: 26 years

Percent Renter by Census

Block Group

o Resident Interview Locations

Percent Renter

[ Less than 15%
[ 15% - 30%
[ 30% - 45%
I 45% - 60%

B Greater than 60%




Methods

Interview Categories
1. Background: Personal History & Experience with DCR

2. Tree Stewardship

3. Perception of Trees

4. Perception of Neighborhood

5. Environmental Concerns
Procedure

- Conduct 20-40 minute interviews
- Transcribe interviews manually and using Al

- Code interview transcripts using the Nvivo software

- Assign attributes to understand impact of demographics
- Assess emerging themes based on fully coded interview dataset Ramon uses Nvivo software to code interviews

to answer research questions
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Perceptions of Tree Benefits

What are benefits of having trees on your property?

“It throws beautiful shade
for my tenant”

“I'just find trees
beautiful”

“] like the birds and the birds
like the trees”

“l want a live fence. So |
chose that arborvitae for the
privacy”

“Every tree is worth 10 air
conditioners”

“By planting the trees closer
to the road, we get people to
slow down”

Shade

Aesthetics

Wildlife

Privacy

Energy

Environment

Property Value

Well Being

Wind

Naise

Water Control

Carbon Dioxide Seguestration

Air Quality

Personal Health

Smell

Food

Safety

Tree Benefits by Scale

Neighborhood

Environmental concerns: air quality,
extreme heat, aesthetic benefits
Property

Economic and aesthetic property
benefits

Tree
Ecosystem services:

shade, aesthetics,
wildlife, noise, cooling
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Perceptions of Tree Challenges

What are the challenges of having trees on your property?

“We had two giant trees in
the front, that, every storm
would drop limbs, and we'd
have to drag them out of
the street.”

“Squirrels can climb up
that tree and then they
can get into the gutter.
We've had some birds in
the attic in this house”

“That big tree over there
is blocking the sun and
my pool by the time | get
out of work every day.”

Leaves/Cleanup

Hazard/Damage

wildlife/Environment

Maintenance

Space,/Tree Height

Solar/Powerlines

MNone

48.1%

34.6%

32.7%

21.2%

21.2%

15.4%

15.4%

“The challenge is that all of
the leaves and anything else

\ that sheds from the tree ends
up on the cushions of my
patio furniture. It's like you
can never keep it clean.”

“This one’s starting to become
concerning, ‘cause it’s kinda
half dead and it’s getting
closer to the power lines and
what not.”

“There is no challenge,

because even taking care of a
/ tree is relaxing.”
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Experience with Tree Removal Policy

Looking back, what do you think about the tree removal policy?

30.8% reported positive
perceptions

38.4% reported neutral
perceptions

13.5% had negative
perceptions

17.3% not present or had
no answer

“It's a shame, quite frankly, for that to happen. But I'm glad they did.”

“You had to. Yeah, | mean, there was no ifs and buts about it. It had to be
done, or we would have been screwed, you know, we would have had
nothing.”

“I think a lot of it's experimental... because you've got something new... there's
so much blame going around when in fact people [were] just doing the best
they could with the knowledge they had.”

“I think it was overkill and devastating and had such a negative impact on the
neighborhood that we moved.”

“I think they [contractors] were just trying to make money, at the time. And
they were just cutting down trees for no reason.”
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Expe