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Abstract

There is a fair amount of discussion on urban forestry in the context of political
science. Very little of that focuses on civic engagement in urban forestayivas of
municipal governments. A lot of the literature on urban forestry (not in context o€aloli
science) that does focus on civic engagement, assumes that greater eigenasg in urban
forestry programs is a desirable goal and focuses on the differenthaaggtizen
involvement can be increased in these programs. There is no cost benefit am#hgsis |
literature to examine if involving citizens in urban forestry programs is thgeed for urban
forestry programs. In the absence of concrete estimates, it iskedgythat the perceptions
of municipal officials about the relative magnitude benefits and costs de¢epaiicy on
engaging citizens in municipal initiatives on urban forestry.

This study examines the perceptions of municipal officials on the importance of
engaging citizens in urban forestry programs and also on the possible sourcesitsf &etef
costs of such engagement. Using data collected from select citiesathaixemploy urban
forestry professionals, this study examines the opinions of three levels of palini@icials,
viz., arborists, supervisors and mayors. It finds that in general municipal oféisgtm a
great deal of importance to urban forestry for lowering pollution and improving theycpfalit
life in cities. In general they think that the benefits of engagingeaisiare likely to outweigh
the costs. Except on select issues, opinions of municipal officials do not vary witlevieés
in the hierarchy. Further, the opinions of municipal officials are not divided alotglipas

in the sense that their opinions do not seem to be correlated with their politicagjgeani



Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Background & Significance

Urban forestry is defined as “a specialized branch of forestry (thegsis objective
the cultivation and management of trees for their present and potential coorisltotthe
physiological, sociological, and economic well-being of urban societyyéhsen, 1965; quoted
in Gerhold, 2007). It takes into account the collective sum of all trees and vegetatmanh i
around an urban area including public and private trees as part of the urban ecdgssaem
and community forestry differ from traditional forestry in that trees inrudvaas are typically a
subordinate land cover as opposed to the predominant land cover (Rhode Island Urban and
Community Forest Plan, 1999). Urban forestry has developed in response to some specifi
demands of local urban societies, which makes it structurally differentdiessic forestry
(Konijnendijk, 2000). Besides, the economic value of forest resources (timber, puls atc.) i
integral part of traditional forestry, while urban forestry is more fatwsethe social,
environmental, and aesthetic values of trees.

Benefits provided by urban forests include pollution control, energy savings, cleaner air
reduced storm water runoff, reduced levels of violence, higher propertysyahtaesthetic
values (Anderson & Cordell, 1985; Kuo et al., 1998; McPherson & Rowntree, 1993). Extensive
tree cover is known to improve a community’s social, ecological, and economileireil
(Dwyer et al., 1992; Kaplan 1993; Ulrich, 1984, 1986). In addition to the general effect on
environment and ambience, urban forests are also one of the important tools to mandgethe ur
heat islands that result from large stretches of concrete that areocomnities.

In the 1950s, 30% of the world's population lived in cities. By 2030, the proportion of the

world’s population living in urban areas will go up to 60% (Golden & Kaloush, 2005).



Considering that the world’s total population in 2030 will be significantly higher ttinet in the
1950s, this implies a vast increase in the land area under cities and in the absdbeteafium
people living in cities. Thus urban forestry would affect the quality of environmenyezhpy a
very large number of people in the near future.

A lot of the benefits of trees in urban settings are localized; they are f@apetividuals
and businesses located in close proximity to the trees. One would expect thedeonoentives
for greater involvement by people in urban forestry initiatives of the tgmadrnment. Further,
the greater part of urban forests in North American cities grows on ppingierty beyond
municipal jurisdiction (Fraser & Kenney, 2002). It may, therefore, be advantageous f
municipal governments, too, to engage the community in its initiatives to plant andimainta
trees within its city (Brendler & Carey, 1998). Further, one might expectdhananity forestry
and urban forestry would overlap in the literature.

The Cooperative Forestry Act of 1978 defined urban forestry to include the planning,
establishment, protection, and management of trees and associated plants, indiindsrabyl
groups, or under forest conditions within cities, their suburbs, and towns. Communityyfsres
defined as the manipulation of forests to benefit the neighboring community, iehielents
have access to the land and its products (Brendler & Carey, 1998). While a lot oficiisruss
the literature refers to urban and community forestry interchangeablyytiieement of a
community in urban forestry is not automatic or common in the U.S. This is in contitast wi
several other countries. Kittredge (2005), in a survey of 19 developed countries, found that i
almost all cases governments had an important role to play in cooperation among niviaindus

private forest owners even when the owners stood to benefit from such cooperation.



There seems to be a consensus among academics that involving citizens in plathning a
implementation of urban forestry initiatives is good and the extent of citizervemeht is
not as high as it should be in most cases. This appears more as an underlying@ssumpti
studies (McPherson et al., 2005; Thompson et al., 2005) than as a conclusion from data. It is
usually viewed as a failure on the part of the municipal government to involve conesiunit
in community forestry initiatives. This view comes out in papers that disassta involve
the community successfully in such programs and those that talk about groups that are
underrepresented (Elmendorf & Luloff, 2000; Smith & McDonough, 2001). Thompson et al.
(2005), for instance, describe three essential components of participatoryemanam the
context of urban land use decision making and community forestry initiative® ifcasle
broadening constituencies involved in decision making, cultivating better dialogliesiag
conflict resolution techniques. They recommend certain techniques to enthuse new
participants: stakeholder mapping (to draw a map of people and organizations), key
informant interviews (persons who know the area and its history well), snowingiliisg
(asking participants who else can be included), and establishing good rebatiotise local
leaders, organization, and business communities. They present a case studyiérom U
County, Pennsylvania. A process of sacred place mapping was used to broadentmarticipa
and engage the participants in dialogue. The process resulted in broad-basedtparthry
stakeholders and a diversity of opinions made available to the'giiheidea that civic
engagement in urban forestry may not be as high as one would expect or want is imline wit

the documented decline in civic engagement in many areas of American lifar(Ru995).

! “Sacred places are places that are collectively identifiecea®ps by people in a community. Most are
humble places that provide settings for a community’s daily routine but corolineate uniqueness.
Mapping of sacred places by residents can be used to identify and include aatis@dpes and lifestyles
when evaluating management, comprehensive, and other plans.” Elmendorf afRcd2D0Olbf



To the best of my knowledge there is no systematic study in the literature thas vee
underlying assumption of these studies that citizen involvement is a deswabfergurban
forestry programs initiated by municipal governments. The benefits of cigagement in
municipal urban forestry programs are hard to measure because it is hard to art\aablel
on many of these benefits. However, most municipal officials involved in urbanrjorest
programs have some idea of the relative costs and benefits of engagimg cltizzbsence of
concrete estimates of benefits and costs, the perceptions of municipalsoffatermine
policy regarding civic engagement because such engagement involves costslingihe

municipal administration in terms of time and resources.

1.2 Objectives

This study examines the perceptions of municipal officials about the bemefitosts of
engaging citizens in urban forestry initiatives of the municipal governniegdtd at this
guestion by two different routes, viz. (i) directly asking municipal officiatsua their
perceptions of the costs and benefits of involving citizens in urban forestryivegizand (ii) by
asking municipal officials about their opinion on the importance of engaginghsitiaed the
importance of various factors related to civic engagement in implementingessiutc
municipal initiative. As discussed eatrlier, in absence of concrete estintas these perceptions
that drive the direction and implementation of policy on civic engagement. Thisfisstiseich
attempt to get at the opinions of municipal officials regarding the beneflteasts of civic
engagement in urban forestry.

This study also seeks to correlate the responses of municipal offidialgheir political

leanings. Two of the distinguishing features of this study are that this isshstdidy that (i)



looks at the responses of three different levels of municipal officials, Warists, supervisors,
and mayors separately; and (ii) correlates the political leanings of ipairotficials with their
opinions about the role of citizens in municipal initiatives on urban forestry. While thempini
of municipal officials as a group indicate the direction of policy overall, takergesug this
information is not particularly useful because officials at different lesfetise government
hierarchy affect policy regarding citizen involvement differently. May@or instance, provide
the general direction of policy. Arborists actually work with people if that ig wblecy

requires. The supervisors provide the connection between the policy and its actual
implementation. Since they deal with different aspects of policy, their opinffeas etizen
engagement in different ways. It is, therefore, useful to look at the opinions of tasubre

groups separately.



Chapter Two: Survey of Literature

The literature on the political aspects of urban forestry is focused around tharpef
municipal governments. Cities have the power under state administration codablishes
shade tree commissions or boards. These commissions, consisting of volunteers, members
appointed by the municipal government, and elected officials, are responsiblerfmenvg
management of trees beside streets and in municipally-owned parks. The siomsmsay have
decision making authority or may act as advisory bodies for elected muitegjiséatures
(EImendorf & Gerhold, 2000). Municipal tree commissions are not the only decisiongnaki
authorities for city forestry activities. Municipalities use park, $tse and public works
departments, park commissions, and code enforcement offices to manage and mharain ur
forests. With greater integration of different kinds of policy decisions, muhgacounty
planning departments are becoming increasingly involved in decisions regardingandstry.
Land conservancy and a number of other non-profit groups are also involved in maintaining and

managing trees in cities (Elmendorf et al., 2003).

2.1 Urban Forestry and Municipal Governments

A number of survey articles document the existence and nature of urban forestry
programs in municipal regions nationwide or in specific states (Kielbaso #9888, 1990).
Several articles also examine the attitude of government officialsdewaban forestry (Reeder
& Gerhold, 1993; Ricard, 1984). Kielbaso et al. (1988) undertook a nationwide survey of cities
and estimated that 39% of respondents had some kind of tree maintenance programs and 68%

had municipal tree ordinances. Kielbaso (1990) noted that 16% of cities responding tedkie sur



had urban forest management plans and 27% of the respondent cities had plans for managing
disasters related to urban forests.

Reeder and Gerhold (1993) undertook a similar survey of municipalities for thefstat
Pennsylvania and found that of the respondents 81% of cities had tree programs. There was
much interest among respondents in acquiring additional education and informatioth. Rica
(1984) surveyed tree activists, members of the Chamber of Commerce, municqualsotnd
other elected officials in 168 municipalities in the state of Connecticut. Risked guestions
not just about the existence of forestry programs but also about the opinions of his mesponde
He found that 11% of the responding municipalities had shade or street tree ordamaht£%o
shade tree commissions; 37% of the respondents felt the need for tree ordindnces a
commissions, as opposed to 40% who felt that such ordinances (commissions) were not required.
The respondents were keenly aware of the importance of urban and community.férestis
one of the studies that indicate that municipal officials consider communistripea important
factor in urban forestry programs. This finding was indirectly supported nteal. (1998),
who surveyed municipalities of population less than 25,000 in the state of Illinois. They found
that municipal officials had a strong positive perception of community treesisTios to
suggest, however, that they had a positive perception of community involvement in the urban
forestry program.

Allen (1995) surveyed municipal employees in 236 municipalities in Missouri on their
attitudes toward urban forestry programs and tree program behavior. Ofpgbedests, 4% of
the municipalities had tree management plans and 13% had tree ordinances. Allehgbund t
most respondents, regardless of region, population group, or metropolitan or rigalvarea

aware of the benefits of urban forests and had positive perceptions of urban.fa®stry



compared with rural municipal employees, respondents from metropolitaniamesamore in
favor of increased funding and taxation to support urban forestry programs.

Clark and Matheny (1998) questioned officials of 25 large cities in the U.S. on their
attitudes toward urban forests as part of their survey on the sustaynaihiliban forests. They
found that officials in parks, forestry, and planning departments had positive attitudes$ towa
urban forestry, while officials in other departments, such as public utility and pulrks, were
comparatively less enthusiastic. Most (64%) of the cities had tree manageanes.

Kuhns et al. (2005) surveyed citizens in the state of Utah on the facts and perceptions
about urban forestry programs in the state. Respondents reported on program suppart, budget
management authority and practices, strengths and weaknesses, and traimfayraation
needs. The survey results showed that 25% of the towns have a tree board. Theyayeteassis
from nurseries and tree care businesses. Most (75%) communities have sahzemtelated
expenditure, with mean budget of US$44,000 and median budget of $3,000, averaging $258 per
resident and $25.16 per tree. A majority of towns have enough expenditure to qualifyrthem fo
Tree City USA’s requirement of $2 per capita

Schroeder et al. (2003) report the outcome of two surveys of lllinois communities
regarding the status and needs of their community tree programs. The purihessuneys was
to find ways for state and federal administration and private organizatiomgggorsmore
effectively the lllinois communities. They found that local municipal offsclzve strong
positive attitudes toward community trees regardless of the size of themwaties. However,

small communities often lack essential requirements and trained persorcaetyaorg out these

% Tree City USAs a program sponsored by the Arbor Day Foundation in cooperation with the
USDA Forest Service and the National Association of State Fordsiamvides, technical
assistance, publicity and recognition for urban and community forestry prograus cities.



programs. They concluded that state, federal, and private organizations should bef #veare
differences in the requirements and opportunities of communities of differesit size

Elmendorf et al. (2003) surveyed members of shade tree commissions in Northern
Pennsylvania to measure the attitudes of the commissioners toward urbandondegtban
forestry; and to gather data on the urban forestry practices of muniegalibhey found a
difference in the perceptions and outcomes on most issues. For instance, 93% of themespond
felt that street tree ordinances were important, but only 78% of the munieghhid such
ordinances and 20% did not enforce them. Most (81%) respondents felt that tree poeserva
ordinances were important, while only 13% of the municipalities had them. Nd48Q%) of
the respondents felt tree plans were necessary, and 29% of the municipaditezsnpleted such
plans. This is a rare study that examined the attitudes of officials towardeasint urban
forestry programs. Almost all respondents (91%) felt that it was impodasetvolunteers,
while only 63% of the municipalities using volunteers.

Sievert (1994) studied the politics of urban forestry, and notes that in urban faaestry
any other government function, the popular decision is not necessarily the rigintrdethe
urban forester must, therefore, do a good job of communicating with the public, to gain popular
support for the best program. Sievert notes that involving the community in urban forestry
programs may be a way for the forester to build a relationship with the commuuhigettheir
support in the short run and retain their help in maintaining trees in the longer run. Imseat se
involving the public may be useful even when it is not inexpensive to do so. This is among the
rare studies that acknowledge that involving the community in forestry effagtsiat be

inexpensive or efficient.
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Willeke (1994) presents the citizen’s side of the argument about community invalveme
in urban forestry. Willeke reiterates the fact that a large portion of urbanaireen private
land. Further, in a democracy it is only fair that taxpayers have a say in thedeaisions that
affect them. It is, therefore, necessary to include public opinion in decisionmakinguaban
forests. Willeke also concedes that urban forestry must be planned rather teamepaie and
because of that owners of private forests must also be willing to cooperatehsittooest
owners and the forester to implement the best possible plan.

Brody et al. (2003) also found that state participation requirements do not give much
attention to the issue of providing citizens with information, and “despite the rhetocitizen’s
involvement in decision making, planners, for the most part, want to maintain control of the
planning process and do not strongly emphasize genuine citizen involvement in draftifig spe
policies.” Results of their analysis (Washington and Florida) indicateshithegercentage of
staff time devoted to citizen involvement increased, so did the number of groups subgequentl
participating in the development of the comprehensive plan.

Many of the papers discussed above surveyed government officials on theleatt
toward urban forestry. But only EImendorf et al. (2003) explicitly ask governafigcials about
their attitude toward involving volunteers in urban forestry programs. None of thgsasie
officials about their opinion on involving citizens in the decisionmaking on urban forests.

This study extends the work of EImendorf et al. (2003) in eliciting information about the
attitudes of municipal officials about involving citizens in the urban forestryiiviéis of
municipal officials. More broadly, it examines the perceptions of municipal gowat officials

in some cities in lowa about the costs and benefits of involving citizens in urbamyforest
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initiatives. Further, it asks if the perceptions of municipal officials aboutrble in urban

forestry differ along party lines.

2.2 Civic engagement in other contexts

Outside the context of urban forestry, there is a fair amount of discussion onl gemnera
engagement by government professionals. Nalbandian (2005) suggests that mpttaralda
government professionals work within administrative cultures that are driveffiddgncy and
technical know-how. These influences get in the way of encouraging civic emgatgend
citizen participation. The efficiency paradigm conflicts with the civigagement paradigm so
that local government professionals must make deliberate efforts to bridgjeitleein order to
enhance citizen participation in the decision making processes of local gentsnithis
argument assumes that civic engagement is a good thing and should be encowalsged. It
implies that greater citizen participation is not common because the natocalof
administration makes such participation cumbersome. This study exploresukisidirectly by
asking municipal officials how important rules and structure are in implememsogcessful
municipal program and if rules and structures get in the way of engaging the cayamuni

Finally, it is useful to look at civic engagement in terms of the interactianebe
elected representatives, appointed officials and citizens. The natures oéthetiohs are
summed up by Collie (1988) in terms of Lowi’s (1964) typology as follows:
“Theodore Lowi (1964) advanced the thesis that “policies determine politics.” bsrmgartite
classification of domestic policy as either “distributive”, “redistribeit or “regulatory,” he

argued participants’ perception of policy type would determine the process fibdeniaking
and the relative influence of political actors.” (Collie, 1988)
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Chapter Three: Data and Methods

3. 1 Data Collection

Data for this paper were collected from select cities in lowa. Suwess sent to 14
cities in lowa that have professional forestry staff. To get better kadgelof the perception of
municipal officials in the different levels of the hierarchy, separaéenat surveys were sent to
mayors, arborists, and the supervisors of arborists. Of about 950 municipalites jronly
about 17 have urban foresters. Of these, surveys were sent to 14 municipalitiess@mevasa
that urban foresters in some of the cities did not have access to email or even acatvpork.
They did not have official email ids. Surveys were sent to only those municipalitezs
officials at all three levels could be contacted over email.

In larger cities, urban forestry is located in the Department of Parks anebRew.

Small towns do not necessarily have Parks and Recreation Departments. Sunafafials
contacted are employed within the Department of Public Works. For the largertbe
supervisor®f the arborists had the designation Director of Parks and Recreation. Usually, the
overall responsibilities for urban forestry initiatives rested with tipevisors. Links to the

survey were sent by email to the respective officials and email remindezssent after two
weeks, as per the Dillman procedure (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009).

Mayors are the elected representatives of the people. They have the pdieet the
direction of policy if they want to. In a majority of the cities surveyed, pokating to urban
forestry is determined by a tree board consisting of citizen volunteers avidurads with
professional skills relevant to the management and maintenance of treesstnnadertake the

actual work of planting and maintaining trees and have day-to-day interactibnseaple. They
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have no say in the direction of policy. The supervisors act as a link between thésadmoris
other senior officials. They are in charge of implementing and operatiomghnlicy measures.
Because mayors and the supervisors have some control over the forestry polieascities,
they received surveys that were very similar. Surveys sent out to arborstditierent and

dealt more closely with the operational aspects of involving citizens

3.2 Data

The response rates for mayors, supervisors, and arborists were 38.5%, 55%, and 71.4%,
respectively, resulting in an overall response rate of 55.3%. Overall, we hawp@ises, 5 of
which are from mayors, 11 from supervisors, and the remaining 10 from arboristeayoes,
supervisors and arborists are not necessarily from the same cities, whichtima¢#msy do not
represent the same administrative context.

The survey elicited information on the opinions of city officials on the importahce
urban forestry initiatives for improving the quality of city life and the varmuraponents of the
costs and benefits of involving citizens in urban forestry initiatives. Dataalsyecollected on

the demographic information for the respondents.

3.3 Methods

The main part of the surveys consisted of three components. The first set mnguest
dealt with the importance of urban forestry. The idea was to figure out how anporban
forestry is in the general scheme of things for a municipality. Ifdorsidered very important,

then there might be scope for engaging citizens in a big way. However, if urbstnyfesenot

% Please see appendices 1, 2 and 3 for survey rimstis.
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accorded high priority in the first place, then civic engagement in urban Yocasinot be of
high importance either.

The second set of questions dealt with the importance of various factors assoitiated w
engaging citizens in urban forestry initiatives. These questions focused onidlis ways that
citizens can provide inputs into urban forestry initiatives. These included voliatieerdegular
feedback, new ideas and political support. Questions in this section also focused oenthef ext
influence that citizens might have on the trees planted on municipal land and thecewdgicht
responsibility for urban forestry should be shared between citizens and thepalunici
government.

The third set of questions focused on the perceptions of municipal officials about the
various sources of costs and benefits of involving citizens in urban forestrivagial he focus
was on identifying what the different sources of costs and benefits aretrathenonetizing
them. Municipal officials were also asked if they thought the aggregate tsesfefuch
involvement might outweigh their costs. The data for this study was analyzedSE3S)

The first two sets of questions required respondents to assign scores betweendl and 5 t
indicate the importance of the relevant factor or issue. A score of 1 implietiehastie or
factor was not important at all. A score of 5 indicated that the issue or faad@xtremely
important. To analyze these data, we calculated the mean responses obep@nd also
computed the grand means for all municipal officials as a group. The sumnpayses (means
and standard deviations) were used to examine the representative opinionk tpoapcTo
examine if the responses of the three groups of municipal officials weneedtffeom each
other, a univariate analysis of variance test was conducted on SPSS. Levéonésdeslity of

error variances was conducted. This test was conducted for all questiorgheheespondents
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were required to assign scores between 1 and 5. In the third set of questions, respardent
given a range of possible elements of costs and benefits associated withgogagns in
urban forestry initiatives and they were asked to select the elements tbdha/enost
important. Further, respondents were asked if they thought engaging anizeban forestry
initiatives was generally beneficial to the programs. Their answébss last question were
examined together with their answers to the previous questions to see if thesaomsvetated
with the actual components of the benefits and costs. Similarly, the poliacaids of
respondents were examined along with their responses to the questions in teig seg®e if

the responses differed along party lines.
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

One of the first questions in the survey dealt with the importance of urbanyonestr
reducing pollution and improving the quality of life. The respondents were asked to indivate ho
important they thought urban forestry was on a scale of one to five, with one stamdimof f
important at all” and five meaning “extremely important.” Table 1 pregbatmean scores
assigned by each group to these two questions.

Table 4.1: Respondents Ranking of the Importance of Urban Forestry fo€ontrolling
Pollution and Improving the Quality of City Life 2

Arborists Supervisors Mayors Overall mean
Importance of urban forestry  4.10 4.09 4.20 412
for controlling pollution (0.74) (0.83) (0.84) (0.77)
Importance of urban forestry  4.60 4.45 4.40 4.50
for improving the quality of (0.70) (0.69) (0.55) (0.65)
city life

a Mean on a scale of one to five.
Figures in parentheses indicate standard deviations

Table 4.1 indicates that all three groups considered urban forestry very important for
controlling pollution and improving the quality of life (mean scores above 4). A8 tm@ups
considered urban forestry more important for improving the quality of city lils{gmean
score 4.5) than for controlling pollution (overalean score 4.12). Among the three groups,
mayors assigned a higher importance to urban forestry for controlling polldtibor{ average)
than did the arborists or their supervisors. On average, arborists gave gnpatéanice to urban
forestry as a means for improving city life (mean 4.6) than did their supes\as mayors.

Having established the importance of urban forestry, the next questioredelet
opinions of respondents about the role of citizens in the city government’s urbaryforest

initiatives. The three groups of respondents were asked to indicate on a scaénhmte and
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five the importance of various citizen inputs in implementing a successful mumagaam to
improve the environment in a city. Table 4.2 presents the mean scores assigneddig,arbor

supervisors, and mayors to the respective factors.

Table 4.2: Respondents ranking of the importance of various factors in a scessful
municipal program to improve the environment in a city

Arborists Supervisors Mayors  Overdll
mean
Importance of engaging 3.30 3.27 3.60 3.35
members of community in (0.68) (0.79) (0.89) (0.75)
decision-making process
Importance of political 4.20 4.09 4.40 4.19
support from the public (0.63) (0.83) (0.89) (0.75)
Importance of technical 4.70 4.40 3.80 4.40
expertise of individuals (0.48) (0.84) (1.30) (0.87)
responsible
Importance of well-defined 4.80 3.91 4.00 4.27
rules (0.42) (0.83) (2.23) (0.87)
Importance of well-defined 4.60 4.09 4.00 4.27
program structure (0.70) (0.70) 1.000 (0.78)
Importance of new ideas from 3.10 3.18 4.40 3.38
public (0.88) (0.60) (0.89) (0.90)
Importance of regular 3.30 3.09 3.60 3.27
feedback from public (0.82) (0.70) (1.149) (0.83)
Importance of volunteers whp  3.30 3.36 5.00 3.65
engage in relevant activities| (0.95) (0.67) (0.00) (0.98)

Figures in parentheses indicate standard deviations

A score of one indicates that the factor is not important at all and a score ioidicates
that it is very important. The mean score assigned by all respondents to invdlzamgsadn the
decision making was 3.35, where a score of three indicates “somewhat impbataat4.2).”
Mayors, as elected representatives, assigned a higher score to thishghailjitarborists or
their supervisors (3.30 and 3.27, respectively). The group as a whole assigneddsie high

importance to technical expertise of the individuals involved (4.40), followed by walkede
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rules (4.27); program structure (4.27) and political support from the public (4.19). #rissiitig
that mayors unanimously rated the importance of volunteers at 5 while arbodsspervisors,
who deal more closely with volunteers, rated their importance below 4 (3.30 and 3.36,
respectively’.

As stated before, the responses to the questions summarized in tables 4.1 and 4.2 are on a
scale of 1 to 5. On this scale 3 is the neutral point standing for somewhat importdmherther
important nor unimportant. To check statistically if the responses of thegifonges are
significantly different from 3, the neutral point we conducted a one-sampl&@ adxde 4.3
presents the t score for the importance ratings summarized in tables 4.1 and 4.2.

When asked if the city currently involved citizens in urban forestry initiatiViefsye
mayors said that citizens were involved in the urban forestry initiatives mctties. One city
involves citizens through the city board and the remaining four involve citizens imgléees.
Mayors were asked if they targeted specific demographic groups to invohagrinban
forestry initiatives. Four answered that they did not make any specidlteffarget a specific
group, while one answered that they did target schools. Arborists were askgdnétlee
required and encouraged by their upper management to involve citizens in ursay-fetated
work; 60% replied that they were not required to do so, while the remaining 40% replied that

while they were not required to involve citizens in their work, they were encoukagedsb.

* Volunteers here refer to citizens who help wité fiianting and maintenance of trees under the sisjam and
direction of municipal officials. Volunteer laba donly one way that a community can provide injtts urban
forestry initiatives. Community involvement woulttlude greater engagement in decision-making asithpig in
addition to providing volunteer labor.
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Table 4.3: One-sample test to check if responses differ significanfipm 3 on a scale
of 1 to 5 (t-test)

Importance of Arborists Supervisors Mayor
Urban forestry for controlling pollution 4.7 4.4 3.2
Urban forestry for improving quality of city 7.2 7.0 5.7
life

Engaging community in decision-making for 1.4 1.2 1.5
urban forest management

Political support from the public 6.0 4.4 3.5
Technical expertise of individuals responsible 11.1 5.3 1.4
Well-defined rules 13.5 3.6 1.8
Well-defined program structure 7.2 5.2 2.2
New ideas from the public 0.4 1.0 3.5
Regular feedback from the public 1.2 0.4 1.2
Volunteers 1.0 1.8 -

Table 4.3 indicates that the scores assigned to the importance of urban forestry
controlling pollution and improving the quality of city life are significantlgter than 3 for all
three groups of municipal officials. The same is true for the scores edsmpolitical support
from the public. The score assigned to engaging the community in decision-rfaakimigan
forest management is not significantly different from 3 for any of the thioegpg. The same is
true for new ideas and regular feedback from the public. The scores ddsyggmdorists and
supervisors to technical expertise of individuals responsible are signifigae#iter than 3 but
those assigned by mayors are not.

Arborists, their supervisors, and mayors were asked their opinions on the stage of the
municipality’s urban forestry initiatives at which citizens are most praogeigtinvolved (Table
4.4). The largest proportion of respondents (38.5%) felt that citizens are productwdled in
all stages of urban forestry initiatives, while 23% each felt thaea§ are most productively
involved in planting and maintenance of trees and for political support. The maj@doy Of

arborists as a sub-group felt that citizens are most productively engaged imgpdauok
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maintenance of trees, while the majority (36.4%) of supervisors as aaybfgvored engaging
citizens only to get their political support. Mayors were unanimous in suggdsingttizens are
most productively engaged in all stages of urban forestry initiatives of theipalityc The
unanimity among the mayors might be the result of their desire to appear penulbrfand
willing to engage the community. Arborists and supervisors don’t have those coticeyns

were more specific in their opinion about the best use of citizen participation.

Table 4.4: Most productive stage to involve citizens in urban forestry iniéitives

Arborists Supervisors Mayors Total
In all stages 2 (20%) 3 (27.3%) 5(100%) 10 (38.5%
Decision making and 1 (10%) 2 (18.2%) 0 (0%) 3 (11.5%)
planning process
Planting and maintenance p# (40%) 2 (18.2%) 0 (0%) 6 (23%)
trees
For political support only | 2 (20%) 4 (36.4%) 0 (0%) 6 (23%)
Other 1 (10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3.8%)
Total 10 11 5 26

Next, supervisors and mayors were asked their opinion on who should have the primary
responsibility for maintenance of tree cover in cities. Table 4.5 presenmtsgianses of the two
groups. The majority of mayors and supervisors felt that the primary relsgiongr
maintaining tree cover in the city should be shared between citizens and thepalunici
government. Mayors were unanimous on this view. Two supervisors felt that the primary
responsibility for maintaining tree cover in the city should rest with the npahigovernment.

Only one respondent, a supervisor, felt that the primary responsibility shouldthesitizens.
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Table 4.5: Who should have the primary responsibility for maintaining
tree cover in your city?

Supervisors Mayors Overall
Citizens 1 0 1
Municipal government | 2 0 2
Both 8 5 13
Total 11 5 16

Mayors and supervisors were asked to indicate on a scale between one and five how
much influence they thought citizens should have on the kind of trees that are planted on
municipal land. A score of one indicated that citizens should have no influence atabecore
of five indicated that they should have a lot of influence. The average scgmeassy mayors
was 2.6 (standard deviation 0.55), while the average score assigned by supergisorsewat
2.3 (standard deviation 0.82). Testing for the differences of the scores assignéuwefrazutral
point (3), we find that the supervisors assigned scores that were signifloahthan 3 (t-
value of -2.7). But the scores assigned by mayors were not significantlytitame3 (t-value of -
1.6). This again might be on account of the unwillingness of mayors to take a categanioa
that is likely to be perceived as

Most of the above questions capture the opinions of policymakers on the degree and
nature of citizen involvement in urban forestry initiatives. Arborists, who agtwaltk with the
public directly, were asked about their opinions on the costs and benefits of involaeg<iti
their work. The purpose of these questions was to find out if involving citizens in the padinici
government’s urban forestry initiatives is ultimately beneficial. Tdlepresents the opinions
of arborists about the most important challenges associated with involviremsitiztheir work.

For each question, the table presents the percentage of arborists who assignsatedtie s
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mean score assigned by all arborists and the t-score to test if these sceigsificantly

different from 3.

Table 4.6: Arborists: How important are the following challenges for

involving citizens in your work?

Not at all | Slightly | Somewhat| Quite | Very | Mean t-
(1) (2) 3 (4) (5) score | score
People don't fit into the 0 0 5 4 1 3.6 2.7
organizational structure  (0%) (0%) (50%) (40%) | (10%)
of municipal
governments
Unlike municipal 1 0 1 5 3 3.9 4.7
employees, citizen (10%) (0%) (10%) (50%) | (30%)
volunteers are not
accountable for the
guality and quantity of
work they do
Citizen volunteers do 2 4 2 2 0 24 -1.8
not belong to the (20%) (40%) (20%) (20%) | (0%)
bureaucratic hierarchy
so that municipal
officials have no
authority over them
Citizens do not havethe 0O 3 5 2 0 2.9 -0.4
level of technical (0%) (30%) (50%) (20%) | (0%)

knowledge and
commitment that
municipal employees
have

As before, a score of one translates as “not important at all,” while a sdore of

translates into “very important.” Of the four likely challenges, geoap arborists assigned the

highest score (3.9) to the fact that citizen volunteers are not accountable doatity and

quantity of the work they do. None of the four factors had mean score that was theaatar

equal to four (quite important).

Finally, arborists and supervisors were asked if there are benefits ofingvoitizens in

government-run urban forestry programs. They were also asked to indicathiif, their
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specific city, the costs of involving citizens were likely to exceed the lisméfdoing so or not.

Table 4.7 presents the summaries of the responses to these questions.

Table 4.7: Sources of benefits and costs of involving citizens in
municipal urban forestry programs

Are there benefits of involving citizens in government- run urban forestry
programs?

Yes No Not sure
Arborists 8 (80%) 0 2 (2%)
Supervisors 7 (63.6%) 1(9.1%) 3 (27.3%)

One a scale of 1-5 how often is it cost-effective to involve citizens in
urban forestry initiative$?

Mean score t-score
Arborists 3.70 (0.82) 2.7
Supervisors 2.55 (0.93) -1.8

In your municipality do you expect the costs or benefits of involving
citizens in urban forestry initiatives to be higher?

Costs Benefits Equal
Arborist 2 (20%) 7 (70%) 1 (10%)
Supervisors 4 (36.4%) 5 (45.5%) 2 (18.2%)

a: Figures in parentheses indicate standard deviations

The majority of arborists (80%) and supervisors (63.6%) felt that thereaedits to
involving citizens in government-run urban forestry programs. Arborists andviagrerwere
asked to indicate, by a number between one and five, how often they thought it would be cost-
effective to involve citizens in such initiatives in general. A score of one tedi¢aever,” while
a score of five indicated “almost always.” Arborists assigned an avecage of 3.7 to the
likelihood of citizen participation being cost-effective, while their supersiassigned a much
lower average score of 2.6. The t-score for arborists at 2.7 showed that their iegpEyRSE
significantly higher than 3 while that for supervisors showed (-1.8) showedhé&natedsponses
were not significantly different from 3. The two groups were then asked tesasbether the

benefits or the costs of involving citizens will be higher for urban forestry amgym their
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specific cities. Most (70%) arborists thought that the benefits would probahlgloer than the
Ccosts.

Finally, we collected data on some demographic information for the three groups of
respondents. Table 4.8 presents the summary statistics on age and genderists, dnear

supervisors, and mayors.

Table 4.8: Gender and Age of Arborists, supervisors, and Mayors

Arborists Supervisors Mayors
Gender (% male) 100 91 80
Mean agé 41.2 50.2 54.4

a: Respondents were presented with four age ganghéndicated which one they belong to. Each redpoinwas
assigned the median age of that age group.
b: One respondent did not indicate his/her genddrage.

All but one respondent for this survey were male. The only female respondenay®a
As a group arborists were the youngest and mayors the oldest. The averagarbgesté was
41.2 years, while that of mayors was 54.4 years. Table 4.9 presents summargtiofoon the

race and highest level of education for each of the three groups of respondents.

Table 4.9: Race and Education of Arborists, Supervisors, and Mayors: Frequenc

Arborists | Supervisofs | Mayors
Caucasian 10 9 5
African American 0 0 0
Asian/Pacifica Islander 0 1 0
Race Hispanic/Latino 0 0 0
Native American/American Indian 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
High School Diploma 1 0 1
Associate Degree 3 0 1
Bachelor's Degree 5 4 2
Graduate or Professional Degree 1 6 1
Education Advanced Degree 0 0 0

a: One respondent did not indicate his/her demdugapformation.
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To elicit their political leanings, respondents were asked if they genateaiitified
themselves as Democrats, Republicans, or Independents. Then they were asked about thei
political leanings, specifically in the context of government spending and soomas and
traditions. Table 4.10 presents summary information on the general political Eahithg three

groups of respondents.

Table 4.10: General Political Leanings of Respondents

Democrat Republican Independent
Mayor 20% 20% 60%
Supervisors 27.3% 0% 45.5%
Arborists 20% 30% 50%

a: Two respondents did not reveal their political leanings and one indicated.*Other

As can be seen from Table 4.10, the majority of mayors, arborists, and supervisors
identify themselves as independents. More mayors and supervisors identi$gliresras
Democrats than as Republicans. But, among arborists, more identify thesngighve
Republicans than with Democrats. To get more specific information on theicgldhéliefs,
they were asked where they stood on government spending and social norms ares practic
Specifically, they were asked if they identified themselves as fibeahls, moderates, or
conservatives and as social liberals, moderates, or conservatives. Table gehishe

frequency distribution of the respondents identifying with each category.
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Table 4.11: Political Leanings of Respondents with respect to GovernmeSpending
and Social Norms and Practices

Liberal Moderate Conservative Total

Mayors Fiscal 0% 80% 20% 100%
Social 0% 80% 20% 100%

Supervisors | Fiscal 0% 54.5% 36.4% 90.9%

Social 18.2% 54.5% 9.1% 81.8%

Arborists Fiscal 0% 50% 50% 100%
Social 20% 40% 40% 100%

a: One respondent did not reveal his position oregament spending and two respondents did not f¢veia
positions on social norms and practices.

As can be seen from Table 4.11, the majority of mayors, arborists, and their sugamere

both fiscal and social moderates. The second largest groups were socistaincbfiservatives.

4.3 Analysis

To check if the responses of arborists, their supervisors, and mayors wereagifi
different from each other, we studied the correlations between the responsesgaodpgband
tested the differences between the group effects. Table 4.12 presents thefealtests for
between subject effects for a range of questions.

The hypothesis here is that the group-effect for responses is similar forebeyroups.
If the significance level is below 0.05, it would indicate that the group effstatistically
different comparing across the three groups. As can be seen from Tabla 4&llLAut two
guestions, the responses were similar across groups. In other words, the lauakgiah

government that a respondent belonged to did not have a material influence on his/her answer.
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Table 4.12: Between subject effects for responses to select question

Question Significance p-value)
How important is urban forestry for controlling 0.965
pollution?

How important is urban forestry for improving the 0.826

quality of city life?

Please indicate the importance of the following factors
for implementing a successful municipal program to
improve environment in a city:

To engage members of the community in decision 0.713
making for urban forest management

Political support from the public 0.761
Technical expertise of the individuals responsible 0.167
Well-defined rules 0.042*
Well-defined program structure 0.231
New ideas from the public 0.318
Regular feedback from the public 0.535
Volunteer labor 0.001*
How much influence should citizens have in the kind|of 0.478

trees that get planted on municipal land

The two questions for which the group-effect was different related to thetamperof
well-defined rules and volunteer labor in implementing a successful municipahprogr
improve environment in a city. It is a good sign that of the 12 questions asked, resperee
similar across groups in case of 10 questions. This indicates that mayors,ssupemnd
arborists are on the same page on a range of different issues. This is amguipdisg. Mayors
are elected representatives of the people while arborists and supenasappa@inted for their
professional abilities. Mayors would like to appear environmentally consarauigain political
capital out of engaging communities in municipal initiatives. Arborists and\sgapes do not
have those incentives. They are more likely to be engaged in the work at hand and weuld pref
to get work done in the easiest way possible. Arborists are also more likelini@ebtd in the

need for technical expertise among people working on urban forestry. So it bodes well for
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management of urban forestry that despite these different points oftintififesent levels of
municipal officials largely agree on a large number of issues relatingao fwrests.

From Table 4.2 we can see that arborists as a group assigned a mean score of 4.8, on a
scale of 1 to 5, to the importance of well-defined rules while supervisors andsnasganed
mean scores that were lower by 19% and 16%, respectively. This probabls risiéefztct that
mayors and supervisors are closely involved in making the rules and hence miamtatien
with making judgment calls in situations that are not covered by wellegefires. Arborists, on
the other hand, are more likely to fear overstepping rules and laws and henctograte
clearly-defined rules that are easily interpreted and applied inahtffeituations. It is surprising
that arborists and supervisors who are closely involved with implementing urbsimyfore
programs assigned significantly lower scores to the importance of volunteethabadne
mayors did. This might be because mayors see volunteer labor as a means to sduaritests
mayors are likely to want to be perceived as wanting to engage citizensb8ustaractually
work with volunteers and they might feel that such labor cannot replace traineciprdées

labor in the care and maintenance of trees.

To examine how political leanings of respondents are associated witheponses to
the question on possible benefits of involving citizens in government-run urban forestry
programs, the responses of arborists and supervisors to this question are compsseabeicr

political leanings in Table 4.13.
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Table 4.13: Respondents’ opinion on existence of benefits of involvingzens:
Responses by party lines

Are there benefits of involving citizens in govt. run urban forestry programs?
Arborists Supervisors
No Yes | Notsure No Yes Not sure

Total 0 8 2 1 7 3
Political | Democrats 0 1 1 0 2 1
Leanings | Republicans 0 3 0 0 0 0

Independents 0 4 1 1 3 1

Other 0 0 0 0 1 0

a: One person who responded “yes” did not providierimation on political leanings.
b: The person who responded “not sure” did not i@information on political leanings.

Table 4.13 indicates that the responses of arborists and supervisors do not seem to be
polarized by party lines. In other words, we have no evidence that political leaffegisthe
perceptions of municipal officials about the benefits of involving citizens in gowararan
urban forestry programs.

As discussed earlier, mayors and the supervisors were asked to assignbesceen
one and five to indicate their opinion on how much influence citizens should have on the kind of
trees planted on municipal land. A score of 1 stands for no influence at all, wioleat6
stands for a lot of influence. Table 4.14 presents the means scores assigneduestion by

mayors and the supervisors by political affiliation.

Table 4.14: How much influence should citizens have on trees plantedritunicipal
land? — Mean Score by party lin

How much influence should citizens have on trees planted in municipa
land?
Mayors Supervisofs
Political | Democrats 3(1) 3(3)
Leanings | Republicans 3 (1) 0 (0)
Independents 2.3 (3) 2.4 (5)
Other 0 (0) 1(1)

a: Scores are on a scale of one to five. Figurésaokets indicate the number belonging to eactigadlgroup.
b: Two respondents did not provide information eofitial leanings.
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Like Table 4.13, Table 4.14 also indicates that the responses of mayors and gxgervis
do not seem to break up cleanly along party lines, indicating that there is no evidsnggest
that political leanings affect the beliefs of municipal officials about howtnmifluence citizens
should have on trees planted in municipal land.

Table 4.8 summarizes the perceptions of arborists and supervisors on the sarosts of
and benefits of citizen involvement in urban forestry. The respondents were aldovhskehey
thought were the most significant elements of costs and benefits. Their esponpresented
in Table 4.15.

The majority of arborists (80%) and supervisors (63.6%) felt that thereaedits to
involving citizens in government-run urban forestry programs. Half of thosasidowho felt
that there were benefits to involving citizens also felt that the primaryibehi&volving
citizens was the increased citizen support for the forestry program; 62.5% gifdtp cited the
time spent by municipal officials in engaging citizens as the prig@syof involving citizens.
Over 71% of the supervisors who felt that involving citizens in urban forestgtivgs has
benefits cited increased citizen support for these initiatives as the pberaefit; 85.7% of this
group cited the time spent by municipal officials in engaging citizens gsithary cost of
involving citizens.

There could be several possible components to the extra time required whes giize
involved. This survey focused on the additional time that must be given by arborists and

supervisors in involving citizens and coordinating with citizens
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Table 4.15: Respondents’ perceptions of the sources of benefits andtsmf involving
Citizens in Municipal Urban Forestry Programs

Are there benefits of involving citizens in government- run urbantfgrpeograms?
Arborists Supervisors
No Yes Not No Yes | Not
sure sure
0 g z 1 7 3
Sources | Access to privately owned land 0 1 0 ( 1 0
of Reduced workload for municipal 0 2 0 0 1 0
Benefits | foresters
Increased citizen support 0 4 1 q 5 3
Other 0 1 0 0 0 0
Sources | Advertising to recruit participants 0 0 0 0 1 )
of Costs | Time spent by municipal officials 0 5 0 0 6 (
Public conflicts could hinder/delay 0 1 1 1 0 2
the program
Less organized program 0 0 1 q ( 1
Other 0 1 0 0 0
One a scale of 1-5 how often is it cost effective 3.70 2.55
to involve citizens in urban forestry initiativés? (0.82) (0.93)
In your municipality do you expect the costs ar
benefits of involving citizens in urban forestry
initiatives to be higher?
Probably costs will be higher 0 1 1 1 1 2
Probably benefits will be higher 0 7 Qg 0 4 1
They will probably be approximately equal 0 q i 0 p 0

a 1: Never; 5: AlImost always. The numbers providexithe means scores for arborists and supervisbng
figures in brackets are the corresponding standavéhtions.

b: One person who responded “yes” did not providiaary cost.

c: The person who responded “not sure” did not jsl@the primary benefit.

But there could be two other ways that citizen involvement increases the sincéatex
with any task. First, citizen volunteers will likely not have the professidiléd ef arborists.
Therefore, using volunteer labor will make most things take longer. Additioreonld also
be required for coordinating the efforts of arborists and volunteers. Second, when a dgmmuni
gets involved in the decision-making process, there is a greater likelihood oftsosftierging
that will likely delay the decision-making or planning process. These twendions of time
have not been addressed in this study. All three of these components run against the emphasi

public administration against efficiency.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions

This study sought to examine the perceptions of municipal officials about the importanc
costs, and benefits of involving citizens in municipal governments’ urban foresgnaprs. It
also examined if the responses of municipal officials differed by theislavéhe hierarchy and
their political leanings. These issues were explored using data fromatéscin lowa that had
urban forestry programs.

5.1 Summary of Results

The evidence indicates that all three groups of municipal officials suhasgigned high
importance to urban forestry for reducing pollution and improving the quality difeityrhe
scores they assigned were significantly above 3, the neutral point. Asked e riat@drtance
of citizen inputs in the implementation of a successful municipal program to imih@ve
environment, the group as a whole assigned the highest importance to technitisleeaper
individuals involved. Mayors as a group assigned the highest importance to golabte while
arborists and supervisors assigned lower scores. This difference neay ttedk fact that mayors
as elected representatives are keen to be seen as people-centric and,imdiusiagborists and
supervisors do not have these concerns because they are appointed officials.

The majority of municipal officials think that the benefits of involving citizén
municipal governments’ urban forestry initiatives outweigh the costs of the Jdms was true
both in general and in the case of the respondent’s specific city. Breaking cgniponents of
benefits and costs, we find that the majority of arborists and supervisors thigkeiuer
political support coming from more involved citizens is the primary benefitiaénit
involvement. Time spent by municipal officials in involving citizens was viewedeaprimary

element of cost by both arborists and supervisors.
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The responses of municipal officials were similar across hierardbieas, in all but two
guestions. In other words, the level of municipal government that a respondent belonged to did
not have a material influence on his/her answer. The two questions for which the dgectip-ef
was different related to the importance of well-defined rules and volunteeirabgrlementing
a successful municipal program to improve environment in a city. It bodes wilefor
management of urban forests that officials across different hierakrtdwels hold similar views
on a range of issues relating to urban forestry. It is unexpected that mage@ubarists at the
two ends of the hierarchy would hold similar views and in 10 questions out of 12, it appears that
they do. Political leanings, too, did not seem to have a material influence on the responses
municipal officials.

Given the responses of municipal officials about the payoffs from engagingsitize
appears that there might be greater scope for citizen involvement in urbstnyforéowa.

While it is hard to generalize about the likely outcomes without looking into the percepfi
citizens, it is possible that greater citizen involvement is likely if mpaiofficials wish to

invite and engage communities in their initiatives.

5.2 Problems and Limitations

Data for this study was collected through an internet survey. This narronsahtipée
for the survey since email ids were not available for arborists in sevéal éittempts to
acquire the email ids by phone revealed that several arborists did not have aisloerven
access to computers at work. Since response rates for arborists was verg#iprekpanding

the sample that received the survey would have provided a bigger and richer dataset.
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A further problem associated with conducting an internet survey was theg all t
guestions regarding the elements of costs and benefits were close-endethalafficials
were asked to indicate their opinions about a set of given options. This might not havesbeen t
best way to elicit their opinions. Several questions had an option indicated as “O¢la@ihon
an option other than the ones given. When this additional option was offered, officialsvere
asked to specify what they had in mind. Only one of the respondents chose this option, that too
for one question only and did not specify what that other option was. This problem would have
arisen in case of a mail survey too. If it was possible undertake personakwntgropen ended
guestions could have been used to elicit the opinions of municipal officials about the various
aspects of urban forestry. This might have resulted in a better understanding othe m
important factors associated with civic engagement in urban forestryn#ltesly, focus groups
prior to the survey would have given us an idea of what issues and elements municipé offi
consider important and that would have allowed us have a broader understanding of these issue

As discussed earlier, there are no studies in the literature quantifyiogstiseand
benefits of involving citizens in municipal urban forestry initiatives. This nghpartly
because these benefits and costs are hard to quantify. This study triedréagetlaat problem
by studying the perceptions of municipal officials about the costs and baiefit®lving
citizens. But the degree of involvement of citizens in a municipal program is harcsonaelf
the degree of involvement of citizens cannot be measured it is not possible tdheslate t
perceptions of municipal officials to real outcomes. In other words, without beledoa
measure the degree of civic engagement in urban forestry programsne¢ siady how the

perceptions of municipal officials affect civic engagement.
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5.3 Future Research Possibilities

The next steps in this could be to quantify the degree of citizen involvement in urban
forestry. In this study mayors were asked if they were involvingeci§izn the urban forestry
programs. All five mayors said that they were, four said that citizens warg imvolved in
planting of trees and one said that citizens were being involved in the planning bodedthhi
gives us some information about the involvement of citizens, it does not tell us much about the
degree of involvement. An easily quantifiable measure of citizen involvement wtovidual to
extend this work by correlating perceptions of municipal officials with outsameerms of
civic engagement.

This work focuses exclusively on municipal officials. As discussed eanilizens have
high stakes in getting involved in local urban forestry initiatives, partigud@cause they reap
the immediate benefits from trees in their locality. It would, therefmenteresting to
understand the factors that affect the interest and willingness of citzgasinvolved in local
urban forestry initiatives. Another extension of this work would be to undertake a sonay
of citizens in cities with urban forestry programs to understand their opinion aekoutle in
the programs.

Finally, it would be interesting to see if cities with greater citin&olvement do better
in their urban forestry programs than cities with less citizen involvement. &lbes€é constitute

possibilities for future research.
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Appendix 1

Survey Instrument 1: For Mayors
Section 1: Here we will ask a few questions about the urban forestry progm in your city.
1. Is your community a “Tree City USA”? (Please check only one)

2. Do you have a tree board or committee? (Please check only one)

[] ves
[] No

3. In what city department does your forestry program reside?

Parks and recreation
Public works
Planning

Other. Please specify

In the following set of questions please rate on a scale of 1 to 5, how important yaieiconsi
some issues relating to urban forestry programs (please check only one).

Not Slightly | Somewhat| Quite Very
important| important| important | important | important
at all

4. | In your opinion how 1 2 3 4 5

important is urban forestry
for controlling pollution?

5. | How important is urban 1 2 3 4 5
forestry for improving the
quality of city life?

Section 2: In this section we ask you some questions about your opinion onzeh
participation in urban forestry initiatives.

On a scale of 1 to 5 please indicate your rating of the importance for the fgléagtors in
implementing a successful municipal program to improve environment in a cityggiecls
only one)

| | Not | Slightly | Somewhat| Quite | Very |
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important | important | important important  important
at all

6 To engage 1 2 3 4 5
members of the
community in
decision-making
for urban forest
management

7 Political support | 1 2 3 4 5
from the public

8 Technical expertise 1 2 3 4 5
of individuals
responsible

9 Well-defined rules| 1 2 3 4 5

10 A well-defined 1 2 3 4 5
program structure

11 New ideas from thel 2 3 4 5
public

12 | Regular feedback | 1 2 3 4 5
from the public

13 Volunteers who 1 2 3 4 5
engage in relevant
activities

14. Do you engage citizens in the program?

D Yes.
D No.

If yes, please go to question 15A, if no, please go to question 15.B.
15.A. If “Yes” to question 14, how do you engage citizens in your urban forestry
program? Please check all that apply.
Tree planting activities
Tree inventory
Tree board
Other, please specify

15.B. If “No” to question 14, what are the main reasons for not engaging the confmunity
Please check alhat apply.

It is time consuming

It is expensive

Citizen volunteers lack technical knowledge

Volunteers are not accountable for their work like municipal employees are
Other (please specify)

O

16.Do you target specific segments of the community to engage in urban forestry
programs?
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[0 ves
0 no

17.1f “Yes” to question 16 above, which segments do you target? (Please check all that
apply)
Public agencies
Businesses
Landowners
Schools
Specific demographic groups (please specify)
Other (please specify)

18. Please provide your reasons for targeting these segments

19.1n your opinion, at what stage of an urban forestry program is it most productive to
engage the community? ( Please check all that apply )
In all stages..

The decision-making and planning processes
In the process of planting and maintenance of trees
For political support only

Other, please specify

OO0Oo0ono

20.Who do you believe should have tm@mary responsibility for maintaining tree cover
in your city? (Please circle one)
D Citizens

D The municipal government

D Both

21.How much say should citizens have in the kind of trees that are planted on
municipally owned land and maintained by the government?

HMone Some & 1ot

| | |

1 2 3 4 5
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Section 3: In this last section we will ask you questions that will letsudescribe our
aggregate responses. All of your answers are strictly confidential. Thesjgonse we get from
you will be used only for analyzing aggregate data.

22.What is your job title?

23.How long have you served in your current position?

24.What is your gender (please check oneD a) MaD b) Female

25.What is your age? (Please check only one)

[ under2s  [) 26-34 [c) 35- 4] d) 50- 65
26.Highest level of formal education attained (Please circle only one)

D High School diploma

Associate Degree
D Bachelor’s Degree

Graduate or professional degree (e.g. MA, MBA, MPA)
D Advanced degree (e.g. PhD, JD).

27. Race/ Ethnicity (Please circle all that apply )

African-American
Asian/ Pacific Islander
Hispanic/ Latino
Native American/ American Indian
Other (please specify )

E White / Caucasian

28. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Repuabli@amocrat or
an Independent?

D Democrat
[] Republican
D Independent

[] other (please specify)

29.When you think of government spending, which of the following groups would you

most identify yourself with? Please check only one.

D Fiscal Conservative
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D Fiscal moderate
D Fiscal liberal

30.When you think of societal norms and traditions which of the following groups would
you most identify yourself with? Please check only one.

D Social Conservative
D Social moderate

D Social Liberal

Thank you for your responses to this survey.
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Appendix 2

Survey Instrument 2: For Supervisors
Section 1: Here we will ask a few questions on your opinion on urban faty and citizen
participation.

some issues relating to urban forestry programs (please circle only one).

Not Slightly | Somewhat| Quite Very
important | important| important | important | important
at all
1. | In your opinion how 1 2 3 4 5
important is urban
forestry for controlling
pollution?
2. | How important is urban | 1 2 3 4 5
forestry for improving
the quality of city life?

On a scale of 1 to 5 please indicate your rating of the importance for the fgjltagiors in
implementing a successful municipal program to improve environment in a citysiecs

only one)
Not Slightly Somewhat | Quite Very
important | important | important | important | important
at all
33. | To engage members 1 2 3 4 5
of the community in
decision-making for
urban forest
management
44. | Political support from 1 2 3 4 5
the public
5. Technical expertise | 1 2 3 4 5
of individuals
responsible
6. Well-defined rules 1 2 3 4 5
7. A well-defined 1 2 3 4 5
program structure
8. New ideas from the | 1 2 3 4 5
public
19. | Regular feedback |1 2 3 4 5
from the public
110. | Volunteers who 1 2 3 4 5
engage in relevant
activities
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11.In your opinion, at what stage of an urban forestry program is it most productive to
engage the community? ( Please check all that apply )

D In all stages.

D The decision-making and planning processes
D In the process of planting and maintenance of trees
D For political support only

D Other, please specify

12. Who do you believe should have thremary responsibility for maintaining tree cover in
your city? (Please circle one)
D Citizens

D The municipal government

D Both

13.How much say should citizens have in the kind of trees that are planted on municipally
owned land and maintained by the government?

None Some & lat

| | |

1 2 3 4 5

Section 2: In this section we ask you some questions about the possibledbés and costs of
involving citizens in urban forestry initiatives.
14.Do you think there are benefits of involving citizens in government-run urban forestry

programs? (Please check one)

D Yes
[ no

D Not sure

If yes or not sure, please go to question 15, if no, please go to question 16.
15.1f you answered “Yes” or “Not sure” to the previous question, please indicateyalnat

think are the benefits of citizen participation in government-run urban foresigrapns
(Please check all that apply)

Access to privately owned land for forestry
Reduced workload for municipal foresters to maintain and protect the trees

Increased citizen support for the government’s forestry program
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D Other (Please specify)

16.What do you think are the main elements of the costs of gettirmgprustiinvolved in

government-run urban forestry programs? Please include both myorsetd non-
monetary costs. ( Please check all that apply)

Advertising to recruit participants
Time that municipal officials need to spend to educate and involve the community
Public conflicts could delay and hinder the program
It leads to less organized program
H Other (please specify)
17. Do you think involving citizens in the urban forestry initiatives aste effective? In
other words, do you think the benefits outweigh the costs? (Please check one)

Never

Rarely
Sometimes
Often

Almost always

18.Within your specific municipality do you expect the costs to edaer be less than the
benefits? (Please circle one)

D Costs will probably exceed benefits
Benefits will probably exceed costs
They will probably be approximately equal

Section3: In this last section we will ask you questions that will let udescribe our
aggregate responses. All of your answers are strictly confidential. The anse we get from
you will be used only for analyzing aggregate data.

19.What is your job title?

20.How long have you served in your current position?

21.What is your gender (please check Ela) MD. Female
22.What is your age? (Please check only one)

[Junder2s [0 263¢ [0 35-4] s0-65

23.Highest level of formal education attained (Please circle only one)

D High School diploma
E Associate Degree
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c. Bachelor's Degree

D Graduate or professional degree (e.g. MA, MBA, MPA)
D Advanced degree (e.g. PhD, JD).

24. Race/ Ethnicity (Please check all that apply )

White / Caucasian
African-American

Asian/ Pacific Islander

Hispanic/ Latino

Native American/ American Indian
Other (please specify )

25. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republ@mpcrat or an
Independent?

D Democrat
[] Republican
D Independent

D Other (please specify)

26.When you think of government spending, which of the following groups would ysti m
identify yourself most with? Please check only one.

D Fiscal Conservative
D Fiscal moderate

D Fiscal liberal

27.When you think of societal norms and traditions which of the following groups would
you most identify yourself with? Please check only one.

D Social Conservative

D Social moderate
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D Social Liberal

Thank you for your responses to this survey.
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Survey Instrument 3: For Arborists
Section 1: Here we will ask a few questions on your opinion on urban faty and citizen
participation.
In the following set of questions please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 how important yilercons
some issues relating to urban forestry programs (please circle only one).

Not Slightly | Somewhat| Quite Very
important| important| important | important | important
at all
1. | In your opinion how 1 2 3 4 5
important is urban forestry
for controlling pollution?
2. | How important is urban 1 2 3 4 5
forestry for improving the
quality of city life?

On a scale of 1 to 5 please indicate your rating of the importance for the fltagtors in
implementing a successful municipal program to improve environment in a citggeele

only one)
Not Slightly Somewhat | Quite Very
important | important | important | important | important
at all
33. | To engage members 1 2 3 4 5
of the community in
decision-making for
urban forest
management
44. | Political support from 1 2 3 4 5
the public
5. Technical expertise | 1 2 3 4 5
of individuals
responsible
6. Well-defined rules 1 2 3 4 5
7. A well-defined 1 2 3 4 5
program structure
8. New ideas from the | 1 2 3 4 5
public
19. | Regular feedback |1 2 3 4 5
from the public
110. | Volunteers who 1 2 3 4 5
engage in relevant
activities

11.In your work, are you required by the upper management to involve citizens in the urban

forestry-related work? (Please check one)




Yes

[
[

[

No
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| am not required to involve citizens but encouraged to do so

Involving the community in urban forestry typically involves some challengesséladicate
on a scale of 1 to 5 how important each of these challenges is for involving the community

Not
important
at all

Slightly
important

Somewhat
important

Quite
important

Very
important

312.

People don't fit into
the organizational
structure of the
municipal
government

1

2

3

4

5

413.

Unlike municipal
employees, citizen
volunteers are not
accountable for the
quality and quantity
of the work they do

14.

Citizen volunteers dc
not belong to the
bureaucratic
hierarchy so forester
or municipal officials
do not have any
authority over them

D 1

15.

Citizens do not have
the level of technical
knowledge and
commitment that
municipal employees
have

16.In your opinion, at what stage of an urban forestry program is it most productive to
engage the community? ( Please check all that apply )

D In all stages..

D The decision-making and planning processes

D In the process of planting and maintenance of trees

D For political support only
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D Other, please specify

Section 2: In this section we ask you some questions about the possitdadiits and costs of
involving citizens in urban forestry.
17.Do you think there are benefits of involving citizens in government-run urban forestry

programs? (Please check one)

D Yes
D No

D Not sure

If yes, please go to question 18, if no, please go to question 19.
18.1f you answered “Yes” or “Not sure” to the previous question, please indicateyadnat

think are the benefits of citizen participation in government-run urban foresigrapns
(Please check all that apply)

Access to privately owned land for forestry
Reduced workload for municipal foresters to maintain and protect the trees

Increased citizen support for the government’s forestry program
Other (Please specify)
19.What do you think are the main elements of the costs of gettirmprustiinvolved in
government-run urban forestry programs? Please include both moretd non-
monetary costs. ( Please check all that apply)

Advertising to recruit participants
Time that municipal officials need to spend to educate and involve the community
Public conflicts could delay and hinder the program
ﬁ It leads to a less organized environment
D Other (please specify)
20.Given the above costs and benefits, do you think involving citizens in the fonteestry
initiatives is cost- effective? In other words, do you think the besnefitweigh the costs?
(Please check one)

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Almost always
21.Within your specific municipality do you expect the costs to edoar be less than the
benefits? (Please circle one)

D Costs will probably exceed benefits
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Benefits will probably exceed costs
They will probably be approximately equal

Section3: In this last section we will ask you questions that will letsudescribe our

aggregate responses. All of your answers are strictly confidential. The pnse we get from
you will be used only for analyzing aggregate data.
22.What is your job title?

23.How long have you served in your current position?

24.What is your gender (please check one)’D Malj Female
25.What is your age? (Please check only one)

[] underas [ 26-34[1 ) 35-4{] q) 50-65

26.Highest level of formal education attained (Please check only one)

D High School diploma
Associate Degree
E Bachelor’s Degree
D Graduate or professional degree (e.g. MA, MBA, MPA)
D Advanced degree (e.g. PhD, JD).

27. Race/ Ethnicity (Please check all that apply )

White / Caucasian
African-American
Asian/ Pacific Islander
Hispanic/ Latino
Native American/ American Indian
Other (please specify )

28. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republ@mpcrat or an
Independent?

D Democrat

[] Republican

D Independent

[] other (please specify)
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29.When you think of government spending, which of the following groups would psti m

identify yourself most with? Please check only one.
D Fiscal Conservative
D Fiscal moderate
[] Fiscal liberal

30.When you think of societal norms and traditions which of the following groups would
you most identify yourself with? Please check only one.

D Social Conservative
D Social moderate

D Social Liberal

Thank you for your responses to this survey



54

Appendix 4
Approval of the Institutional Review Board

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY e
Office lor Responsible Resear
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY Vice Presidem lor Research
138 Pearson Hall
Ames, lowa 50011-2207
515 2944566
FAX 515 2g4-3267

Date: 5/27/2010
To: Kalapana Bhattachatjee CGC: Dr. Mack Shelley
3408 Orien Dr #203 1413 Snedecor Hall
Ames, |1A 50010
From: Office for Responsible Research
Title: Politics and Policies in Urban Forestry
IRB Num: 10-088
Submission Type: Madification Exemption Date: 52712010

The project refergnced above has undergene review by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and has been
declared exempt from the requirements of the human subject protections regulations as described in 45 CFR
46.101({b). The iIRB determination of exemption means that:

+ Youdo not need to submit an application for annual continuing review.

* You must carry out the research as proposed in the IRB application, including obtaining and
documenting informed consent if you have stated in your application that you will do so or if required by the
IRB.

= Any modification of this research should be submitted to the IRB on a Continuing Review and/or
Modification form, prior to making any changes, to determine if the project still meets the federal
criteria for exernption. If it is determined that exemption is no longer warranted, then an IRB proposal will
need to be submitted and approved befare proceeding with data callection.

Please be sure to use only the approved study materials in your research, including the recruitment materials
and informed consent documents that have the IRB approval stamp.

Please note that you must submit all research involving human participants for review by the IRB. Only the IRB
may make the determination of exemption, even if you conduct 2 study in the future that is exactly like this
study. :



55

IRB

" For [RB Modification Approval Date MQ‘., 23 Lo
Onl Continuing Review Approval Date 8 2010
Use Y Approval Expiration Date: e — Zompl WAY 1
4 T

ISU HUMAN SUBJECTS CONTINUING REVIEW AND/OR MODIFICATION FORM

TYPE OF SUBMISSION: [ ] Continuing Review m/ ification E/(gm'nuing Review and Modification

Principal Investigator: Kaﬁ,P)(.u,ul Al e M] Phone:! W RV I o
Degree: M A | Correspondence Addrels: .3406 0 ’u_c?L P

Departrment: 0 7, ‘Hc_ﬁaj Y > Lo | E-mail Address: Ka_,(’,bw«a})@ 10L/yt"u_\e. Q_J’L‘ .
Project Title: p@,u en £ ’ﬁo,b. efesn jn URRbosn «’:’OJ-L.D/‘)P'H% . 0
IRBID:  [D-fR¢ Date of Last Continlting Review:

Alternate Contact: Mgl Ghelloy Phone: R4 — 1075

Correspondence Address: 539 Roan Half Email Address: MM@K@{ Zlaniale et
., IF STUDENT PROJECT '

Name of Major Professor: A | W,(/,e_ Phone: 244 /0 7¢] E-mail Address: sl gl MQ (;/3(]@(]@ & p

Department: Qn[,{/ el ¢elc ,ug &. Campus Address:

FUNDING INFORMATION:

] External Grant/Contract [] Internal Support (no specific funding source) or Internal Grant (indicate name below)
Name of Funding Source: [ OSPA Record ID on Gold Sheet:

| LI Part of Training, Center, Program Project Grant — Director: Overall IRB ID No;

#4 Student Project—No funding or funding provided by student

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The proposed project or relationship with the sponsor requires the disclosure of significant financial interests that present an
actual or potential conflict of interest for investigators involved with this project. By signing this form, all investigators certify
that they have read and understand ISU’s Conflict of Interest policy as addressed by the ISU Faculty Handbook

(http://www provost.iastate.edu/faculty) and made all disclosures required by it. )

Do you or any member of your research team have a conflict of interest? ] Yes m
If yes, has the appropriate disclosure form been completed? [IYes [INe

ASSURANCE

I certify that the information previded in this application is complete and accurate and consistent with proposal(s) submitted to
external funding agencies. 1agree to provide proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the
human subjects are protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the IRB for review. I agree that modifications to the
originally approved project will not take place without prior review and approval by the Institutional Review Boerd, and that all
activities will be performed in accordance with state and federal regulations and the lowa State University Federal Wide
Assurance.

£, dhadloclarsse  £.17. 2000 |

Signature of Principal Investigdthr Date

Student Projects: Faculty signature indicates that this application has been reviewed and is recommended for IRB review.

WMaedl Swm slizhe (ot s %m& Moy 222000
Signature of Supervising Facult Date IRB ApprovAl Signatiire Date

For EXPEDITED per 45 CFR 46.110(b) i @, Category Letter
IRB STUDY REMAINS EXEMPT per 45 CFR 46.101(h) b

User WAIVER of SIGNED CONSENT per 45 CFR 46.117(c)

WAIVER of ELEMENTS of Consent per 45 CFR 46.116

Only VULNERABLE POPULATION per 45 CFR 46.

Office for Recnancihle Recearch 37122000 1




56

~ DIRECTIONS: Section I: Key Personnel must be completed for all applications. Please complete Section I if this is an
application for Continuing Review. If this is an application for continuing review and you will be modifying your project,
please complete all sections of the form. If this application is onlv te request approval for a2 modification or change
to your study, please complete Section I: Key Personnel and Section III: Proposed Maodifications or Changes,
Please answer each question. Tf the question does not pertain to this study, please type not applicable (N/A).

SECTIONI: KEY PERSONNEL

List all current members of the project personnel, including any additions and excluding any deletions as described
in Section III. This information is intended to inform the committee of the training and background of the investigators
and key personnel.

NAME & DEGREE(S) POSITIONﬁgOIfE%f}‘ ROLE ON TRAINING & DATE OF TRAINING
rMoask |, Lhell ey frogennon  Advios o onalidin Nit sulive 9@/ F!
] arelle. W/gm." .| Prolesses . Loe on Pl e NI '730
A JCMJ&M M@%@Xa}w afudond”, % 7/ af NIH c:m.,(.uip fa/:w/

SECTION II: CONTINUING REVIEW

Part A: Enrollment. Status

/Ez [/

L
L. Mes Nd Is the research permanently closed to the enrollment of new participants?

2. [dYes I No Haveall participants completed all research-related interventions?

3. [ Yes [] No Does research remain active only for long-term follow-up of participants?

4. [[]¥es [ ]No Arethe remaining research activities limited to data analysis? OR

5. [[1Yes[ INo Participant enrollment has not begun and no additional risks have been identified.

For definitions and guidance on how to determine enrollment, please see the docusent entitled Enroliment and
Accrual of Study Participants on the IRB website,
Number of Participants Approved for Enrollment by IRB:

Total Number of Participants Enrolled in the Study to Date;

f Males

Number of Screen Failures (participants who were screened and deemed ineligible) to date:

3 Females:

Check if any enrolled participants are:

[] Minors (under 18). Age Range of Miners: _

[ Pregnant Women/Fetuses
[ Cognitively Impaired

Check below if this project involves:
[] Bxisting Data/Records

[ Secondary Analysis

[] Pathology/Diagnostic Specimens

[ Prisoners

List Below the Estimated Percent of the Total Enrolled That Arc Minorities

American Indians:

Alaskan Native:

Asian or Pacific Islander:

African American:

Biack {Not of Hispanic Origin):

Hispanic:

] Yes M\Jo Have any participants withdrawn or have you asked any participants to withdraw from the study?

List number for each and reason for withdrawal:

Part B: Protocol Summary — Please use the amount of space needed to adequately address the questions.

Dffire far Reennncihle Recearch 3/12/20160
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Please provide a concise summary of the purpose and main procedures of the study.

2.

[J Kaxe gent ool fhe .Ltg:'ﬁwf’ Kerordd puaver] o

Please provide a summary of how the study is progressing (e.g., progress to date in terms of the overall study plan,

success or problems encountered, reasons enroliment has not begun, etc.)

gkr'f’éd\f-&

h e eoliis CIesin,

3. Is there any new information (positive or negative) from this study (e.g., interim analysis) or elsewhere (e.g., current
literature) that might affect someone’s willingness to enroll or continue in the study? It is especially important for the
investigator to notify the IRB of literature or information that’s relevant to the risks to participants in the study.

| ’TR |
4. Please provide a summary of amendments or modifications since last IRB review.

[Thene are ao m«m@m b fhe ciupnal puves, o w J’M«fcuu Feao Raratacden,

Part C: Adverse Events and Unforeseen Problems

1.

e
[ Yes [&}No Have there been any adverse events or unanticipated problems involving risks to participants or other
people?

If yes, please describe the event(s).

If yes, was it reported to the IRB? Date reported

If report was not submitted, please explain why.

[(JYes (JNo  Have there been any participant complaints?

I yes, please describe.

Attach any reports submitted to NIH or a Data and Safety Monitoring Board. [ Attached @/N/A

Part D: Informed Consent

1.

D Yes [ No Ifa signed Informed Consent Form was required, was Informed Consent obtained from all
patticipants?

If no, please explain.

Offire far Rosnansihle Research 31122000 A
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-

2. [ Yes [ INo Areall signed Informed Consent Forms on file with the PI?

If no, please explain.

[ |

3.
[7] Artached Submit a copy of the currently approved Informed Consent Document or informational letter and
/A an original unstamped copy so a current IRB approval stamp can be added. If changes have been
made, please submit the original, a copy with the changes highlighted, and a copy to be stamped
with IRB approval.
%{guached Submit an unstamped copy of all survey instruments, interview questions, recruitment materials,
/A instructions, and all other material participants will see or hear during their participation so that a

current IRB approval stamp can be added. Any changes to materials should be described in
Section III. Please also submit the original, a copy with the changes highlighted, and a copy to be
stamped with IRB approval,

Offiees for Recnnnsaihle Racearch WE2/2000
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- SECTION ill: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS OR CHANGES

If this application is to request approval for modification or changes to vour project, please complete Section I: Key
Personnel and Section II1.

The submission of a medification form is required whenever any changes are made to an approved project. This includes,
but is not limited to, a title change, chanpes in investigators, resubmission of a grant proposal involving changes to the
original proposal, changes in the funding source, changes to data collection materials and informed consent documents,
advertisements, confidentiality measures, inclusion/exclusion criteria, reports from a data safety and monitoring board,
addition of a test instrument, etc. NOTE: All changes must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to their
implementation wnless the change is necessary to protect the safety of participants.

1. [ Yes Mo Does your projcct now require approval from another institution?
If yes, please attach letters of approval.
2. The following modification{s) are being made (check all that apply):
[] Change in protocol/procedures.
[] Change in type or total number of participants. New anticipated total:
[] Change in informed consent document.

] Change in co-investigator(s). New c¢o-Pl name:

Signature of new Co-PI:

[] Change in funding source/sponsor. If federally funded, please attach copy of grant proposal.
[] Other (e.g., change in project title, adding new materials, adding advertisement, etc.)

[ ] Personnel/staff changes since the last IRB approval was granted? Please complete the following table as
appropriate. NOTE: If the change involves a new Principal Investigator, a new Human Subjects Review form
must be submitted.

Add Delete Last Name First Name

3. Deseribe the modification(s) indicated above in sufficient detail for evaluation independent of any other documents. Be
sure to describe gli changes in detail and provide a rationale for the changes. When submitting revised documents
please submit cne clean copy of the new document and a copy with the changes highlighted.

Addb y
o page 3. Cnkved by T vie
{LWWM’ cowtttebion. 5)2r)10 Cer)
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lowa State University

[Date of survey)

[First name, Last name]
[Address, dity, state , zip]
Dear __Full name;

Last week we invited you to parlicipate in an impartant survey about urban forestry iniliatives in your municipality.
Since your municipality conducts urban forestry activitics it is important for us to know your opinion abaut urban forestry and

60

College of Liberai Arts and Sclancax
Capartment of Pelitical Seience
503 Ross Hall
Ames, lowa 50011-1204
515-294-7256
FAX 515-294-1003

Page 1 of 1

ISUIRB #§ 0098
EXEMPT DATE; 27 May 2010
partici in k

forestry initiatives. We are specifically interested in your perspectwes as the mayor of your municipality because of your important leadership role and influence

on the direction of policy. We are particularly interested in your viewpoint as distinct from that of your municipal forester.

If you have not zesponded to the survey yet, we request you to do so. If you have already responded, there is no need for you to £ill out the survey a sccond time. Please

accep! our thanks for doing so.

ing in this i

Thank you for idering partici

imacke Shelley

Dr. Mack Sheltey
University Professor
Towa State Universily

kal panab@lasmre edu

Please access the survey at

] hu'q}l:l:&l

/Asscciate Professor
lowa State University

study.

Dr lanette Thompsen

“ iaipans Bhaciach

Graduate Student
Towa State University

https://docs.google.com/a/iastate.eduw/Doc?id=dd3htrp5_55 gt3ed2cg&btr=Emaillmport

5/18/2010
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Page 1 of 1
0-08

ISUIRB# 1 1 []
EXEMPT DATE: 27 May 2010

Iowa State University

College of Liberal Arts and Sclences

Department of Palitical Sclenze

503 Ross Hall

Ames, lowa S0011-1204

515-294-7256
FAX 515-294-1003

[Date of survey]
[First name, Last name}
[Address, city, state , zip]

Dear __Full name

Last week we invited you to participate in an important survey about urban foresiry initiatives in your municipality.

Since you are directly invalved in urban forestry activities in your city and also have direct interactions with the community, it is important for us to know your opinion
about veban forestry and ity participation in icipal initiatives. We need your perspective as an individual who oversees and directs urban forestry
activitics iz your municipality. We are particularly intercsted in your viewpoint separate from that of the forester or the arberist on your stailf,

1f you have not responded to the survey yet, we request you to do so. If you have atready responded, there is no necd for you 1o fill out the survey a second time, Please
necept our thanks for doing so.

Thank you for considering participating in this important study.

[¥] hoighi=g4
wack Shelizy
1
\
i
......................... ]
Dr. Mack Shelley D, Janetic Thompson Kalpana Bhattacharjee
University Professor iAssociate Professor (Graduate Student i
Towa State University Towa State University lowa State University

. b
For further information about this study or if'you have any questions regarding the stwdy, contact Dr. Mack Shelley, mshefley@iastate.cdu or Kalpana Bhattacharjee,
kalpanab@iastate.edu

Please aceess the survey at:

https://docs.google.com/a/iastate.edu/Doc?id=dd3htrp5_57dgkj4jdh&btr=Emaillmport 5/18/2010



62

Page 1 of 1
ISUIRB# 1 10088
EXEMPT DATI 27 May 2010

Iowa State University
College af Uiberal Arts and Sclences
Deparsment of Polltical Sclence
503 Rosa Halt
Anicd, lowa 50011-1204
S18-254-7256
FAX 515-294-1003
[Date of survey]
[First name, Last name}
[Address, tity, state , zip]

Dear __ Fult name__

Last weok we ibvited you to participate it an imponant survey aboot urban forestry iniciatives in your municipality.

Since you are directly itvolved in urbat ferestry activilies in your city and also have direct ions with 1he ity in
us 10 know your opirion about i icipatian in those icipal inijatives,

I you have nol responded to the survey yet, we request you 10 de so. If you have already responded. there is no need for you to [il] out the survey asecond time.

those activities, it is imporiant for

Thank you for cansidering participating in this important study.

Mﬂé’? Shtﬂty ’ o 7!;] hright=52. T ‘._‘ ’
|
i
|
! i i
1 i
Dr. Mack Shelley =~ Dr_ Janeite Thompson* Kalpana Bhattachisriee
Universily Profecssor Associste Professor Graduate Student
lowa State University ‘lowa State University Towa State University [
For further information about this study or if yon have any questions regarding the study, contact Dr, Mack Shelley, mehelley (@i edu or Kalpana Bh; harjee,

kalpanab@iastate.cdu

Fleasé access the survey at

htps://docs.google com/a/iastate.edu/Doc?id=dd3htrp5_59dvqmstdS&bir=Emaillmport 5/18/2010
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