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ABSTRACT: Summarize the proposed project in 200 words or less. 

Anecdotes and stories recount how urban trees and forests contribute to human health and well
being (HHWB). A broad base of scientific evidence also describes such benefits. Yet the studies 
are distributed widely across disciplines and publications, making them difficult to access. A 
USFS supported team at the UW is preparing a compendium of the studies, with summaries to be 
available on the web in 2010. The research compilation could serve as the foundation for 
development of"i-Tree Community" to provide a practical analysis tool. This cost-share project 
would move the literature review one more step in development of the i-Tree model. Our project 
approach includes a multidisciplinary collaborative team to translate the evidence of HHWB 
benefits to economic valuation. The team will prepare a comprehensive framework of valuation 
approaches and outcomes, demonstrating why communities should invest in urban forestry to 
enhance social benefits. An expert panel will be recruited to review and revise the core work of 
the project team. This project will generate the economic basis of an i-Tree Community tool, 
expanding the current environmental benefit focus of i-Tree to include an expanded range of 
urban forest benefits, and build better support for urban forestry across U.S. cities. 
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3. Literature Review (in narrative and references list in Appendix) 
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8. Project Evaluation 
9. Experience/Personnel/Adequacy of Resources (Appendix) 
10. Budget and Funding 
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This letter of intent summarizes a project submitted for 
funding in the Public Health and Urban Forests Category of the 2010 Challenge Cost-Share 
Grant Program, entitled, Urban Forest Human Health and Well-Being Benefits: Translating 
Evidence to Economic Valuation Models. 

Challenge: The i-Tree analysis suite does not yet include human health and well being (HHWB) 
benefits analysis. Nearly four decades of studies have established multiple domains of such 
benefits. Economic valuation of the evidence will enable development of "i-Tree Community," 
and generate broader stakeholder support for urban forestry in U.S. cities. 

General Methods: A bibliographic review of HHWB benefits is underway, and will provide the 
platform of research evidence. This project will build on that knowledge set to generate the 
economic valuation algorithms as the Pls work from their respective expertise, and assemble an 
expert panel to review and confirm results. 

Expected Outcomes: A comprehensive approach to economic valuation of HHWB benefits will 
provide the urban forestry professional and management community with another set of tools to 
demonstrate why trees are integral elements of urban systems. This knowledge will appeal to 
stakeholder groups that have not traditionally been included as partners in urban forestry efforts 
(e.g., public health, human services, therapy and healing facilities). 

Partners: The applicant team is a unique partnership of science disciplines and institutions, one 
that has taken years to come together. in addition to our collaborative team, we will recruit 
unique panel of science experts to construct and review the HHWB benefits valuation models. 

Post Project Information: The HHWB economic valuation models will be prepared for peer 
reviewed publication, to validate the work in the urban natural resources and economics 
disciplines. Results will then be translated to products for public policy and community use. 

Technology Transfer: The valuation results will be prepared for practical applications in 
appropriate graphic and text formats as a series of briefing sheets or brochures. All content will 
be Web accessible, accompanied by national print and internet notification of their availability. 
We will work with USFS research labs to begin development of i-Tree Community. 

Approximate Cost: We request $136,385. All funds will be matched by non-federal sources. 

Sincerely, 

~}. tAJ4---
Kathleen L. Wolf, PhD, 
Research Social Scientist 
University of Washington 

Stephen C. Grado, Ph.D. 
Professor of Forestry 
Mississippi State University 

w School of Froest Resource s, College of the Environment Box 352100 Seattle WA 98195- 2100 



URBAN FOREST HUMAN HEAL TH AND WELL-BEING BENEFITS: 
TRANSLATING EVIDENCE TO ECONOMIC VALUATION MODELS 

Kathleen L. Wolf, University of Washington (UW); kwolf@uw.edu 
Stephen C. Grado, Mississippi State University (MSU); sgrado@cfr.msstate.edu 

ABSTRACT 

Anecdotes and stories recount how urban trees and forests contribute to human 
health and well-being (HHWB). A broad base of scientific evidence also 
describes such benefits. Yet the studies are distributed widely across disciplines 
and publications, making them difficult to access. A USFS supported team at the 
UW is preparing a compendium of the studies, with summaries to be available on 
the web in 2010. The research compilation could serve as the foundation for 
development of "i-Tree Community" to provide a practical analysis tool. This 
cost-share project would move the literature review one more step in development 
of the i-Tree model. Our project approach includes a multidisciplinary 
collaborative team to translate the evidence of HHWB benefits to economic 
valuation. The team will prepare a comprehensive framework of valuation 
approaches and outcomes, demonstrating why communities should invest in urban 
forestry to enhance social benefits. An expert panel will be recruited to review 
and revise the core work of the project team. This project will generate the 
economic basis of an i-Tree Community tool, expanding the current 
environmental benefit focus of i-Tree to include an expanded range of urban 
forest benefits, and build better support for urban forestry across U.S. cities. 

1. PURPOSE & CATEGORY APPLICATION 
In recent decades, a vast collection of studies has provided evidence of the broad array of human 
health and well-being (HHWB) benefits provided by urban forests and urban greening. Perhaps 
some of the largest impacts ofNUCFAC-funded research on policy have come from such social 
benefits research - research showing the impacts of the urban forest on such outcomes as 
transportation behavior, crime rates, incidences of aggression and violence in the inner city, and 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) symptoms. For instance, trees contribute to 
the vitality of business districts as people spend more in lush, green places. Communities are 
paying attention. The City of Chicago continues to plant 1,000s of trees each year in response to 
some of these findings. And the U.S. Conference of Mayors' urban forestry resolution draws 
heavily on such findings. 

Constructing i-Tree Community 
This proposal leverages the broad set of compelling findings on social benefits for even greater 
impact. While environmental benefits research (e.g., air and water quality, stormwater 
management, climate effects) has been translated into economic terms, economic valuation of 
social benefits has yet to be fully accomplished. As a consequence, the i-Tree analysis models 
employ mostly environmental benefits to assess the function and value of the urban forest. This 
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is a major omission, both because policymakers and the public have shown that they also find 
social benefits of urban forestry to be compelling, and because the economic ramifications of the 
social benefits of nature, within moderate to high density population centers, may be greater than 
environmental benefits. 

Nearly 40 years of research has empirically expanded on anecdotal reports about the importance 
of nearby nature in urban environments. This science-based literature is scattered across the 
presentations and publications of multiple disciplines, including forestry, environmental 
sciences, psychology, sociology, urban planning, geography, and landscape architecture. This 
literature is now being compiled and summarized, with results to be presented as a national 
resource on a Web site. The work is now being done at the University of Washington (supported 
by US Forest Service funding) with the research summaries targeted for completion in late 2010. 

There is an important opportunity before use - to compile and then assess the economic value to 
communities and the nation of city trees and greening. With this proposal, we will jumpstart the 
process of economic valuation of social benefits. We will initiate the process of creating an "i
Tree Community" analysis module for the i-Tree suite of analysis products. Economic valuation 
is needed to better integrate social benefits knowledge into municipal, state, and federal urban 
forestry policy and programs, and would better enable communities to comprehensively consider 
and commit to urban forest investments, programs, and activities. 

Economic Valuation Process 
Generally, the valuation process starts with identification and definition of ranges of benefits or 
services. Benefit units are described (such as per tree, per individual, per neighborhood) and 
valued (using deferred costs, hedonic pricing, contingent valuation, and other econometrics). 
Value units are then aggregated across specific populations or geographic units. Multiple benefit 
types may be combined into models (such as was done to construct UFORE and STRATUM). 

Three major activities are needed to comprehensively understand and analyze economic value: 

A. Research Assessment and Summary. Assess and compile scientific studies about city 
trees and urban nature experience and resulting impacts on human health and well-being. 
This literature is extensive but dispersed widely across a multitude of disciplines and 
publications. Compiling existing evidence is the foundation step of economic analysis. 

B. Geospatial Modeling. Once the full range and scope of HHWB benefits and their costs 
are understood, there are opportunities for map-based analysis to demonstrate the 
importance of urban forest planning and management for human functioning and health. 
Positive correlations and relationships are highly likely between the presence of trees 
(now readily mapped) and psychosocial outcomes (i.e., mappable effects such as 
increased physical activity or reduced crime rates). 

C. Economic Valuation. Once the full range and scope of HHWB benefits are compiled it 
is then possible to express those benefits and costs in economic terms. Well-being net 
benefits are intangible, nonmarket "products" that urban forests provide. Economists 
have developed a number of strategies for nonmarket valuation (e.g., public health 
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benefits and costs) and such approaches could be applied to psychological, social, and 
other HHWB outcomes across entire human populations of cities and towns. 

Activity A., the Research Assessment is now being prepared by Dr. Kathleen Wolf at the 
University of Washington, with support of the USDA Forest Service. By December 2010 an 
expansive, annotated bibliography will be compiled, and will present benefit and cost summaries 
within a 12 theme classification system to be made available on-line. 1 As that information takes 
shape it will then be possible to formulate concepts and methods for C. Economic Valuation. 

The first steps of creating i-Tree Community have begun, but support is now only available to 
complete a literature review and research assessment. This will be a valuable foundational 
product, but NUCF AC funding for this proposal would allow us to take the literature results to 
another level of usefulness for communities across the entire U.S. Once drafted, an economic 
valuation model will be distributed for review and critique by economists, other social scientists, 
and urban forestry professionals. Critical feedback will be used to refine the model and create a 
credible, scientifically valid product. The overall research purpose is to construct a practical, 
science-based economic analysis of improved human health and well-being attributed to urban 
trees and nature. 

2. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY /JUSTIFICATION 
Well-managed urban forests offer tremendous social, health, and well-being benefits. There is 
extensive scientific evidence of these benefits, yet there is poor understanding as the 
documentation is widely distributed and not readily accessible to professionals, officials, and 
managers that make key decisions about urban forestry in U.S. cities and towns. This project will 
build on existing empirical findings to advance the role of urban forests in promoting HHWB in 
densely populated settings. 

This project will also produce a valuation model for HHWB benefits of urban forestry and urban 
areas. It will not generate new benefits from research, but rather, will collate existing research 
results to launch a valuation model, with applications to local government policy throughout our 
nation. This process will create a knowledge foundation to initiate development of an i-Tree 
Community. 

This innovative collaboration and research will enable non-traditional partners across the United 
States to better understand and communicate why city trees and forests are profoundly important 
elements in urban environments. This project will utilize an unusual and productive collaboration 
between the social science disciplines and economics. It will also pursue existing evidence of 
HHWB benefits and expand the expression of this knowledge base using economic terms. 

This project will be valuable to cities throughout the U.S. While based in the Pacific Northwest, 
the approach and methods will produce a product that is useful on a national scale, and address 
benefits that are occurring in municipalities throughout the nation. This research will be valuable 
to USDA FS research labs, Urban and Community Forestry (U&CF) staff in states and cities, 

1 Literature summaries to be completed December 2010. Web site prototype (Note: not for public distribution): 
http://depts.washington.edu/hhwb/ 
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staff of non-profit organizations (NPOs), and all others who communicate about the need for 
better urban forestry programs and activities. The project will provide new, practical ways to 
communicate about urban forestry economics and benefit/cost analysis. 

3. LITERATURE REVIEW 
All references in this section can be found in Appendix C: Literature Review List 

Urban forest benefits and costs have been analyzed for nearly 20 years.i Environmental 
benefit/cost analysis has advanced more than social benefit/cost analysis - creating a situation of 
need that we will address with this work. Two components of the social science literature are 
important to this project - social benefits and nonmarket valuation. Project collaborators have 
contributed to studies, articles, presentations, and other works in both domains. 

Urban Forestry Human Health and Well Being Benefits - Current Knowledge 
There are four broad categories of social benefits - ranging from the individual to community 
scale. Below are brief summaries (these are expanded in the literature assessment being done at 
UW): 

Individual Health: Hospital pat~.ents who have a view of nature recover faster from surg~ry and 
require less medication for pain.". Views of nature reduce physiological stress response, 111 

including driving stress.iv Trees and landscapes contribute to more walkable cities and increase 
recreation benefits.v More active lifestyles combat obesity, improve cardiovascular health, 
increase longevity, and enhance physical and psychological development of children.vi City trees 
may help reduce escalating personal and public spending for health services. 

Individual Mental Functioning: Nearby nature provides restorative experiences that help us to 
overcome the mental fatigue associated with urban lifestyles.vii Desk workers who have a view of 
nature report greater job productivity and satisfaction.viii Experiences of urban nature help 
children be more disciplined/x and can reduce attention deficit disorders.x 

Community Wellness: Well-managed urban forests can strengthen communities by empowering 
citizens,xi improving social ties, xii reducing crime, xiii and revitalizing neighborhoods.xiv The urban 
forest contributes to a sense of place.xv Trees add to our quality oflife and make our cities and 
towns better places to live, xvi work, play,xvii and learn.xviii 

Community Development: The economic value of a well-managed urban forest includes 
increased property values,xix higher rental rates for commercial properties, xx and positive 
consumer response in business districts. xxi A city having high environmental quality is an 
attractive environment for new businesses.xxii These benefits can generate a larger local tax base, 
providing revenue to offset urban forest management costs. 

Nonmarket Economic Valuation-A Starting Point 
There is an extensive literature on nonmarket valuation of ecosystems and natural resources. 
Many of the approaches used to derive economic values of ecosystem goods and services (such 
as work of Robert Costanza and colleaguesxxiii) could be applied to HHWB benefits. In addition, 
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economic valuation approaches used within the disciplines of public health and risk assessment 
will be applied. 

At the next level, recent studies have investigated the role of urban open spaces and parks on 
property valuation and other community values. These are potentially useful in this project, as 
they provide ideas for valuation approaches.xxiv In addition, an array of studies have tested the 
effects of urban forests on property values and other land based outcomes.xxv 

Few of these approaches have been applied to social benefits. Initial valuation concepts have 
been constructed for HHWB by Kathleen Wolf, PI. xxvi More sophisticated economics approaches 
are needed to move this valuation process forward. Stephen Grado, co-PI, and colleagues will 
provide that expertise. Building on initial efforts this project will carry the valuation work to its 
full potential by fully embracing all aspects of the social perspective. Additional, more detailed 
valuations will be done and then strategically shared with social science and economics experts 
for feedback and critique. It is of utmost importance that valuation approaches do no overlap or 
leave gaps within their construct. This process will generate a model that is credible and accepted 
and can be shared with various communities for benefit/cost analysis, leading to the i-Tree 
Community model. 

4. METHODOLOGY/ORGANIZATION 
Figure 1 outlines a valuation process and general timeline. The work starts with a conceptual 
model of a wide range of potential valuations across diverse benefits types. Coinciding with this 
effort is an examination of the costs involved with implementing a particular program or activity. 
First efforts will be broad in scope, proposing a full conceptual model of valuation approaches. 
Once a full framework is drafted, several specific valuation analyses will be done, premised on 
existing research findings of net benefit outcomes. 

HHWB BENEFITS EVIDENCE: TRANSLATION TO 
VALUATION FRAMEWORK 

Benefrts & Valuation Literature 
complete catalog of urban forestry/ nonmarket economic valuation methods 
urban greening HHWB benefits ... .., (e.g., he<ionic value, deferred costs) 

phase one - 6 months 

Synthesis of Literature 
benefits knowle<ige & valuation methods 

constructing the i-Tree Community valuation framework 

phase two - 9 months 

Evaluation & Revision 
review by UF professionals for ...... ___ ....... _ review by economists for model 
usefulness in community outreach validity and reliability 

phase three - 9 months 

Figure 1: Modeling Economic Valuation of Human Health and Well-Being Benefits 
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Drs. Kathleen Wolf (UW) and Stephen Grado (MSU) are the project collaborators, and each 
brings extensive expertise within their disciplines. This project will be a strategic, phased 
process. Collaborators will direct the project, providing theoretical and conceptual foundations. 
An economics post doc will be hired to execute model construction. The post doc will be based 
at MSU, and will work from the research literature to assemble valuation approaches, develop 
valuation scenarios based on benefits literature and urban lands applications, and assist with 
model application to pilot situations. 

As the valuation models takes form the collaborators will recruit colleagues to provide important 
feedback and model revisions. This will happen via e-communications, and culminate in one 
face-to-face meeting in which preliminary models are critiqued and expanded. 

The emerging valuation models will be published and publicized to attract critiques from 
economists, and perhaps, to stimulate interdisciplinary collaboration. It is expected that the 
preliminary valuation modeling will attract economists who have an interest in nonmarket value 
theory and urban natural resources, and then their feedback can be integrated into this project 
through active collaboration. 

The project will be conducted in 3 phases, as seen in Figure 1. 

a. Phase One - Two Literature Reviews. One comprehensive literature review will focus on 
HHWB benefits studies, and the other on techniques for nonmarket valuation. Wolf, in alignment 
with the currently funded work, will collect and sort HHWB benefits studies. Grado (assisted by 
a post doc associate) will compile materials on nonmarket valuation, to include for example, 
hedonic value, travel cost, and deferred costs approaches. 

b. Phase Two - Literature Synthesis. The two literature sets will be synthesized to construct a 
valuation framework. In other words, benefits will be itemized and the appropriate valuation 
technique(s) applied. Then valuations will be aggregated and totaled. This is similar to the 
STRATUM and UFORE models of urban forest environmental benefits. For example, one 
particular environmental benefit of trees has been identified and measured, such as particulate 
interception from the air. The economic equivalent of the measurement was constructed, such as 
air quality improvement, to continue the example. Then the value across all benefits is modeled 
to provide a value tally across a neighborhood or city, with values dependent on the degree of 
vegetation presence (such as canopy cover). 

c. Phase Three - Evaluation & Refining. The draft model will be directed to two audiences for 
critique and evaluation. The model will first be directed to economists using a "white paper" 
format, shared through academic networks and publications. As a start, these organizations will 
be targeted to recruit economic review: United States Society for Ecological Economics, Gund 
Institute for Ecological Economics (U of VT), Renewable Natural Resources Foundation, 
EPA/NSF Environmental Policy and Economics Workshops. The model will also be shared with 
urban forestry professionals at national, state, and local government levels using professional 
networks and professional publications. 
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In addition, a designated expert panel will review the conceptual framework and valuation 
models. The panel will include a combination of social scientists and economists. Participants 
would be recruited and asked to pledge to participate in a one face-to-face workshop, followed 
by six months of feedback review of follow-up materials. Resulting critique and feedback will be 
used to refine the model, resulting in a credible and valid framework of value. Resulting 
economic values will be shared nationally as outreach products. 

5. OUTCOMES & PRODUCTS 
Expected outcomes for this project: 

• Demonstrate HHWB benefits and the importance of nearby nature in moderate to high 
density population centers in a complete and comprehensive way. 

• Improve understanding of HHWB benefits and their importance for local government 
decision making concerning urban forestry. 

• Provide a more complete understanding ofreturn-on-investment for public spending on 
urban forest planning and management 

• Explore ways to entice a buy-in on the part of the private sector for urban forestry. 
• Provide justification for public investment in urban nature in health, healing, and 

human services. 
• Expand ecosystem services conceptualization to include distinctly urban services and 

reveal the value potential. 

Products will be developed to explain and distribute the project outcomes: 
• comprehensive summaries of urban forestry social benefits, derived from the 

literature review 

• comprehensive summary of nonmarket economic valuation techniques that apply to 
social benefits 

• draft social benefits valuation model, including summary of economic value, formatted 
for review and critique, and 

• 

• 

final social benefits valuation model, including suggestions for integration with 
environmental economics models, (e.g., STRATUM and UFORE). 

initiating development of the i-Tree Community module . 

See 7. for description of the products format and their distribution. 

6. COLLABORATION 
Collaborative efforts will begin with the shared work of UW and MSU. The co-Pls share a 
strong interest in this work, and the opportunities to build new knowledge about urban forestry 
across our respective disciplines. As the HHWB valuation model proceeds other collaborators 
will be recruited to participate on an expert panel, to serve as a "sounding board," assuring the 
reliability and validity of the draft model(s). We have not yet contacted the panel members (nor 
asked for letters of collaboration) as the final list will depend on literature reviews and response 
to outreach about the project. We have begun to consider who we might ask to serve; Table I 
lists potential participants. 
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T bl 1 P t f I b f t a e : o en 1a mem ers o an exper I review pane 
Social & Health Scientists Economists 

Ming Kuo, Ph.D., University of Illinois Jean Daniels, Ph.D., USDA Forest Service, 
Pacific NW Research Station 

Desiree Backman, Ph.D., Sacramento Tree Donald Grebner, Ph.D., Mississippi State 
Foundation University 
Robert Ryan, Ph.D., University of John Harris, M.S., Landscape Economics, LLC 
Massachusetts, Amherst 
Lynne, Westphal, Ph.D., USDA Forest Scott Grosse, Ph.D., Centers for Disease 
Service, Northern Research Station Control 
Wm. Elmendorf, Ph.D. Pennsylvania State Seong-Hoon Cho, Ph.D., University of 
University Tennessee 

7. NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION/TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 
Project outcomes will have national significance! The methodology will produce results that are 
generalizable to cities and towns across the nation and will be shared throughout the U.S. 
Products will be targeted to organizations and individuals who work on behalf of, and advocate 
for, urban forestry in their communities. This will include state U&CF Coordinators, NPOs, and 
consulting and municipal foresters. We will also reach out to secondary dispersers, such as 
professional organizations (e.g., public works, planners), citizen groups, and local U&CF 
advocates. In addition, outreach will be targeted to groups that have an interest in municipal 
economics such as planners and elected leaders. 

Primary products (described in 5.) will be shared in multiple formats and venues, so that results 
are widely available: 

• Scientific Literature - At least one manuscript will be submitted to a peer-reviewed 
scholarly journal, and results presented at conferences, 

• Professional Publications and Conferences - Manuscript(s) and other documents will 
be submitted to professional arenas: public sector economists and local elected officials, 
planners, urban foresters and arborists, urban greening and urban forestry advocates. See 
partners list in 6. for specific outreach opportunities. Such articles often generate 
speaking requests; all opportunities to present the information at state, regional, or 
national conferences will be considered. 

• Research Fact Sheets - These hard copy and on-line documents will provide concise 
summaries of results. The fact sheets series each developed by UW have proven to be a 
successful strategy for explaining and sharing urban forest research with diverse 
stakeholders. 

• On-Line Access -The UW sponsors Web sites that share information about research on 
the human dimensions of urban forestry and urban greening: 
www.cfr.washington.edu/research.envrnind. Results will be posted to the site (which is 
linked to other U&CF sites, such as TreeLink). Project partners will provide links to the 
outcomes on their Web sites. 
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All print materials will be made available at no cost as downloadable Web versions (PDF), and 
will be available indefinitely on partner Web sites. Up to 100 hard copies of all print materials 
will be available for at least one year following the study, to be mailed on request. 

All professional and research articles will be available subject to copyright conditions of the 
magazines, journals, or conference proceedings where published. 

A PowerPoint presentation of project results will be produced, used for project reporting, and 
will be downloadable from Web sites indefinitely. 

Products notification will be sent to partner organizations and key contacts. Notification will be 
also directed to urban forestry listserves, TreeLink, the national Sustainable Urban Forests 
coalition and state urban forestry coordinators. 

Materials generated from this project will be incorporated into a currently taught course by 
Grado, titled "Nonmarket Forest Values." In addition, plans are in place to create a basic course 
in Urban Forestry with the Department of Forestry at MSU, whereby projects results can also be 
used. 

8. PROJECT EVALUATION 
The UW/MSU project team (investigators and research staff) will be responsible for project 
design and execution. As nationally recognized social scientists, the co-Pls will provide ongoing 
internal evaluation of the project. Once the draft valuation model is crafted, economists will be 
actively recruited to provide critique. Providing a framework and examples of social benefits 
valuation should attract more collaborating economists. Cutting edge work often attracts 
collaborators once the potential impact of the work becomes obvious. 

In addition, non-academic partners will assist with communicating project outcomes (see 7.). 
They will evaluate and edit model presentation so the technology transfer is relevant to 
professionals and local decision makers. Strategic communications to both scientific and 
professional audiences will make outcomes highly visible. 

9. EXPERIENCE/PERSONNEL/ADEQUACY OF RESOURCES 
Two social scientists will serve as co-Pls for the project. Dr. Kathleen L. Wolf has extensive 
social science experience, with her work being based on the theory and methods of 
environmental psychology. The project will build on her preliminary publications on valuation 
(see literature review). Wolf will guide development and implementation of the research 
approach. University of Washington will provide administrative and telecommunications 
resources. Appendix D contains a curriculum vita for Dr. Wolf. 

Dr. Stephen Grado is a natural resource economist who has worked for the last 10 years on 
various projects in urban and community forestry. He has published a numbers of referred 
articles and ma1wals related to urban and community forestry and valuation of natural resources. 
Grado will assist with development and implementation of the research approach, including the 
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post doc oversight. MSU will provide administrative and telecommunications resources. 
Appendix D contains a curriculum vita for Dr. Grado. 

10. BUDGET JUSTIFICATION 
We request a total of $136,385 for this study (details in Appendices Band C). Funds will be used 
primarily for research materials and procedures, and will be matched dollar for dollar by non
federal partners and participants. Phase One study will commence in October 2010. We believe 
this is an exciting and distinctly unique project and plan to complete all work by December 2012. 
It is felt that this work will significantly add to the body of knowledge in the field of urban 
forestry. 

It is important to note that most of the proposed budget covers personnel costs. There are several 
reasons for this. First, the project activity is based on extensive conceptual development, which 
will be provided by salary support for Dr. Kathy Wolf (who has a soft money position at the 
University of Washington) and a post doc research associate (at Mississippi State University). 
Second, outreach costs (such as printing and mailing) have been reduced in recent years due to 
the use of Web downloads. Finally, travel for project outreach and reporting will likely be 
covered by entities wishing to learn about valuation results. Thus requested salary costs will be 
largely leveraged by organizations interested in communications about the project results. 
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APPENDIX A: BUDGET 

Itemized Budget for 2-year Project 

Applicant: Kathleen Wolf, U of WA 

Total Project: $272,910 ($136,385 funding request) 

Project: Economic Valuation of Urban 
Forest Human Health & Well-Being Benefits 
Project Duration: 2 years 

Federal Non-Federal Match Total Source of 
Cost Item Req'sted Cash 
SALARIES & WAGES 
Dr. Kathleen Wolf, PI *(I) 27,985 
Dr. Stephen Grado, Co-PI 8,000 
Post doc research associate 50,000 
Professional services 4,000 

BENEFITS(% ofsalarv)*(2) 
K. Wolf(29.3%) 8,200 
S. Grado (25%) 
Post doc (19.4%) 9,700 

Total Salaries & Benefits: 107,885 

TRAVEL 
Results reporting, U.S. *(3) 7,500 
Co-PI meeting 2,500 
Expert Panel ( 4 persons @ one trip 10,000 

DATA ACCESS 
Local govt data *(4) 1,000 

LAYOUT & PRINTING 
Reports & web design *(5) 7,000 

MAILING 
Reports mailing *(6) 500 

TOTAL DIRECT 136,385 
TOTAL INDIRECT (56%) 

GRAND TOTAL 136,385 
Total Match 

NOTES: 
*(I) PI 0.25 FTE for portion of grant period 
*(2) all benefits rates established by UW & MSU 
*(3) regional/national conferences, up to $2.5K each 
*(4) data access and acquisition 
*(5) economics "white papers," final reports, & Web 
*(6) fact sheets, outcomes reports 

0 

2,700 

2,700 

2 700 

variable pricing, all available one year post project 

In-kind Cost Match 

27,985 
18,000 26,000 Miss State U, state salary 

50,000 
24,000 28,000 scientists, NPO, non-fed age 

8,200 
4,500 4,500 

9,700 

46,500 154,385 

5,750 15,950 NPO, non-fed agencies 
2,500 

10,000 scientists 

1,500 2,500 non-fed agencies 

3,000 10,000 NPOs, local orgs 

700 1,200 NP Os 

57,450 196,535 
76.375 76,375 UofWA 

133,825 272.910 
$136 525 

MATCH SOURCES: 
scientists - expert panel participants 
NPO - nonprofit partner organizations 
non-fed agencies - state & regional 
U of WA- unreimbursed indirects 



APPENDIX B - BUDGET NARRATIVE 

We request a total of $136,385 for this project, with a commitment of$136,525 match 
from non-federal sources. This is a detailed description of the line item budget of Appendix A. 

Salaries, Wa2es and Benefits 
Federal Requested $107,885: Dr. Kathleen Wolf is Principal Investigator on the project, 

and will supervise the research design and implementation of the project. She will also define 
and coordinate collaborators' contributions and act as liaison with the University of Washington 
(UW). Dr. Wolf will be responsible for overseeing all grant administration, cost-share 
administration, products development and technology transfer. Support is requested for Wolf's 
salary (0.25 FTE) for a portion of each of the project years. The request includes a 3% annual 
increase. 

A post doctoral research associate will be hired for one year. This researcher will work 
primarily on the nonmarket valuation modeling, so will be based at Mississippi State University 
under the supervision of Dr. Grado. 

Pay rates are established by UW's and MSU's personnel offices. Benefits rates are 
standardized by each university's annual negotiation with federal agencies. 

Match $46,500: Co-PI Stephen Grado will contribute 8% of annual salary for each of 
two years. Other salary contributions are from (non-federal) professional staff of partner 
organizations. Scientists on the expert panel will contribute time for a face-to-face meeting and 
subsequent project review. Time spent on project review, outreach and communications will be 
tallied for match. 

Domestic Travel 
Federal Requested $20,000: Travel funds are requested to achieve three purposes. First, 

one of the co-Pis will travel to the other host university to participate in an intensive project 
launch meeting and discussion. Second, a panel of experts will be assembled and hosted for a 
face-to-face meeting to brainstorm the foundations of the economic valuation models. Finally, 
Dr. Wolf or Dr. Grado will travel to present valuation results at economics and natural resources 
meetings, to invite review and critique of the valuation models. This will include travel to one 
NUCFAC meeting to present results. 

Match $8,450: The match sum represents the cumulative contribution of travel costs 
incurred by professional staff of partner organizations and agencies, and the Co-Pis. Cash and in
kind contributions are for non-federal sponsored travel to meetings and conferences to present 
both social benefits summaries, and valuation results. Such meetings will have an economics 
focus and/or an urban forestry focus. 

Data, Publications & Mailings 
Federal Requested $8,500: Funds are requested for expendable project materials and 

supplies that are specific to the project. The University of Washington will provide basic office 
supplies. Funds are needed to access socioeconomic data for the economic model. Other costs 
are for graphic layout, printing and mailing of project report(s). At least 100 copies will be 



printed, and will be available for a year following project close at no charge. 

Match $5,200: Match will be provided by partners who assist with the production and 
distribution of project findings and outcomes reports, including printing and mailing costs. 
Partners may also contribute to Web development for on-line results distribution. 

Indirect Costs 
Federal requested $0: The project will be conducted as a Cooperative Agreement with 

the U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region. 

Match $76,375: The University of Washington's unrecovered on-campus Facilities and 
Administrative Costs (calculated at 56% of the project's total direct costs) will be provided as 
cost-share match for the award. 

TOTAL PROJECT REQUEST: $136,385 

TOT AL COST-SHARE MATCH: $136,525 

Note: The University of Washington Facilities and Administrative Costs (aka indirect 
costs) Rate Agreement Letter Follows 
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Oct. 15. 2009 9: 52AM DIVISION OF COST ALLOCATION No. 2854 P. 3 

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES RATE AGREEMENT 

EIN #: DATEl: October 1:3, 2009 

INSTITUTION: 
University of Washington 
Management Accounting a.nd Analysis 
UW Box 354165 

FILING REF.: The preceding 
Agreement was dated 
November 5, 2008 

Seattle WA 98195 

The ra~ea approved in this agreement •~• fo~ uae on granta, contracts and other 
agreements with the Federal Government, •ubject to the conditiona in seetion III. 

SECTION I : FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE COST RATES* 
RATE TYPE$: FIXED FINAL PROV. (PROVISIONAL) PR!D. (PRBDETERMtNED) 

TYPE 

PRED. 
PRED. 
PRED. 
PRED. 
PRED. 
l?RED. 
PRED. 
l?RED. 
PRED. 
PREO. 
FRED. 
PRED. 
PRED. 
PRED. 
PROV. 

(A) 
(C) 
(!: ) 
(F) 
(G) 
(H) 
(I) 
(J) 
(K) 
(Ii) 

EFFECTIVE PERIOD 
FROM TO 

O?/Ol/04 06/30/05 
07/01/05 06/30/07 
07/0l/07 06/30/09 
07/01/04 06/30/09 
07/01/04 06/30/05 
07/01/05 06/30/09 
07/01/04 06/30/09 
07/01/04 06/JQ/05 
07/01/04 06/30/0S 
07/01/05 06/30/09 
07/01/05 06/30/09 
07/0l/04 06/30/09 
07/01/04 06/30/09 
07/0l/05 06/30/09 

RATE(~) 

51.6 
55.5 
56.0 
26.0 
55 . 0 
58 . 0 
26. 0 
30 . 0 
GO.O 
44.0 
75.0 
17.0 
25 . 0 
66.0 

LOCATIONS APPLICABLE TO 

(1) & (A) (G) 
(1) & (A) (G) 
( 1) & (A) (G) 
(l) &: (B) (H) 
(1) & (A) (I) 
(l) & (A) (I) 
( 1} & (B) (l) 
(1) & (C) (J} 
(l) & (C) (I<) 
(1) & (C) (J) 
(l) & (C) - (K) 
(1) & (D) 
(2) & (F) 
(1) & (L) ~G) 

07 /01/09 UNTIL AMENDJ;lD Use same rates and conditions as those 
for fiscal year ending June 30, 

on-Campus (B) Off-Campus 
Regional Primate Center (Ol Applied Physics Laboratory 
(Intentionally Dlank) 
Vessel Operations 
Organized Research 
organized Research & General Clinical Research Center 
Instruction 
Core Grant Only 
Regional Primate Center Rese~eh except ~ore Grant 
~ake union Campus 

2009. 

*BASS: 

cited 

(l) Modified total direct costs, consisting of all aal•riea and wagea , fringe 
benefits, materialei and supplies, services , travel, and subgrante _and e\.lbcontract1 up 
to the first $25,000 ot each sUbgrant or subcontract (regardleae of the pe~iod 
covered by the eubgrant or subcontract). Equipment, capital o;x;penditures, chargee for 
patient care and tuition remiseion, rent•l costs, scholar•hips, and fellowshipa as 
well aa the portion of each subgrant:; and l!luboontraot in excese of $25 ;ooo shall })e 
excluded from modified total direct c:osts . 

(2) Direct salaries and wages including vacation, holiday and sick pay and other paid 
absences but excluding other fringe benefits. 

(1 ) 02212~ 



Oct . 15. 2009 9: 52AM DIVISION OF COST ALLOCATION 

INSTITUTION: 
University of Washington 
Management Accounting and Analysis 

AGREEMENT DATE: October 13, 2009 

SECTION I: FRINGE BENEFITS RATES** 
RAT~ TYPES: FIXED FINAL PROV . (PROVISIONAL) 

EFFECTIVE PERIOD 
Im ~ TO RATE(%) LOCATIONS 

FIXED 07/01/09 OG/30/10 23.6 (l) & (B} 

FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 25.7 (1) & (A) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 24.5 (l) & (A) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 12.9 (1) & (A) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/lO 19.4 (l) & (A) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 38.3 (1) " (B) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 29.3 (1) & (B) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 15.9 (1) & (B) 

FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 20.8 ( 1) & (B) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 '7.4 (1) & (B) 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 13.0 ( l) & (A} 
FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 10.3 (1) & (A} 
FIX!D 07/0l/09 06/30/10 62.8 (2) &. (C) 

FIXED 07/01/09 06/30/10 51.2 (2) & (C} 

FIXED 07/01/09 OG/30/10 39.6 (2) & (C) 

(A) Entire Univereity 
(B) All except Applied Physics Laboratory 
( c) Applied Physica ~aboratory · 

(D) Profeaaional Staff - Global (NO' Health) 
(E) Profeeeional Staff - Global (No Retirement) 

No. 2854 P. 4 

PRED . (PREDETERMINBD) 

APPLICABLE TO 

Faculty 
Auxiliary Teaching 
Residents 
Graduate Students 
Post Doctorate 
Classified Staff 
Professional Staff 
(D) 
(E) 
(F) 
Hourly 
Pre-Doctoral Fellows 
Classified Staff 
Professional Staff 
Faculty 

( F) Profeaeional Staff • Global (No Health or Retirement) 

**BASE: 
(l) Direct salaries and wages including vacation, holiday, and aick pay 
but excluding othe~ fringe benefits . 

(2) Direct sala~ies and wage& excluding vacation, sick leave, holidays, 
other paid abaencea and all other fringe benefit•. 

(2) 



Oct . 15. 200 9 9:52AM DIVISION OF COST ALLOCATION 

INSTITUTION: 
University of Washington 
Management Accounting and Anal ysis 

AGREEMENT DATE: October 13, 2009 

SECTION II: SPECIAL REMARKS 

TREATMENT OF FRINGE BENEFITS: 

No. 2854 P. 5 

Thia o•~am.zation uses • fringe benetit rate which is applied to sala:riea and wages for 
both budgeting and charging purposes for Federal projecta. 

TREATMENT OF PAID ABSENCES: 
Vacation, hohd.ay, sick leave pay and other pa.id absences are included in salaries and 
wagee and are claimed on granta, · contracta and other agreements ae pal:'t of the nomal cost 
tor salaries and wagea. Separate claims for the costs of theee paid absence• are not 
made. 

Beginning October l, 1996 the Applied Phydcs Laboratory (APL) has separate !ringe beneUt 
rates from the remainder ot the University of Washington. These r~tes include paid 
absences. Therefore, char'9eB for direct salaries and wages from APL muat excludl!'l ch~rges 
for paid absences, including vacation, . sick le$ve, holidays, and other paid absences. 

DEFINITION OF EQUIPMENT 
Equipment is defined as tangible nonexpendablo personal property having a ueeful life of 
more than one year, and an ~cquieition cost of $2,000 or more per unit . 

The following fringe benefita are included in the frinse benefit r&to(e); 
TIAA/CREF, HEM.Ta INSURANCE, M!DICAli AID, INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE, WORKERS COMl?ENSATION, 
STAT! RETIREMENT, SOCIAL SECURIT~, AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

DEFINITION OF ON-CAMPUS, OFF-CAMPUS A.ND SPECIAL RATES1 
OEFIN!TION OF OFF-CAMPUS RATE 
a. An off-campus program is one that is conducted (1) in leased facilitiee where space 
related costa (e.g. rent, utilitiee and maintenance) are charged directly to the program, 
or (2) in facilities made available (at no cost) to the program by ~ non-univeraity 
organization, or (3) away from the ~nivereity over an uninterrupted period of time in 
excess of 30 oays for field work. The Oft~campus - rate is not to be ueed aa a eubstitute 
for the VeHel Operations rat'e or the Applied Physics Laboratory rate. Bven though Paek 
Forest, Big Bee! Creek, and Olympic Natural Resource Center are owned and operated by the 
University, these facilities are considered to be off campus. 

b . Projects conducted at two or more locations : 
There are instaneee where a project supported by a single grant or contract is condueted 
at two or mo~e locations, thus requiring special consideration in determini ng the 
appropriate indirect cost provision . The following should be observed in sueh 
circumstances: 

(1) Where the total annual amount of the grant or contract direct costs ie l eas than 
$250 , 000, a eingle indirect cost rate will be applied. Thia rate will be the one 
currently applicable to the location where the preponderanco of project 1alariee ia 
loc•ted. 

(2) Where the total annual f.mount of the grant: or contract direct costs i8 $250 ,000 
or more, the appropri ate rate for each location will be applied to the modified total 
direc~ coDte speoificaliy assigned to the reapective location. !n the absence ot the 
institution'a ability t¢ specificallf identify an4 aasign coeta to each location, the 
appropriate rate for each location will be applied to total project coats in the same 
ratio a.a direct salary c:oeta incurred at e-.ch loc•tion during the period covered by the 
puoject billing or accounting. 

The Regional Pri\'l\ate Center ohan~ed to a dual r•te Dtructure l;ieginning JUly 1 1 1997 . When 
applying the rate for RPCR except core Grant, the difference in recoveries between this 
rate and the Core Grant only rate shall be retained by the Core Grant. 

Thi• rate agreemen~ ~pd.a.tea the fringe Denefits onl y . 

(3) 



Oct . 15. 2009 9:52AM D!V!S!ON OF C03T ALLOCAT!ON 

INSTITUTION: 
University of Washinston 
Management Accounting and Analysis 

AGREEMENT DATE : October 13, 2009 
!1£!ION III i qppNe 

A. LlMlf-'TlOllG : 

r. D 

The r•t•• •n th~• ~reen.nt are •ubject to any atetutory or a4mini1crat ive l 1~itatlon1 and app!y to a iiven ;rant. contract or 
other agreement onl y to the extent tl\ac tun4• ar1 avail&ble . .i.ccepcenco or the rate• 1• al.lb,act to che !011owtnv c01'16it1ona : 
1li Otlly ccata iftCUtttd by :ne organisation were included ~n I.ti eic:Uit.iee and adll\.l.natretive coec pool& u ~i116lly accepted • such 
coat• •r• 19981 obligation• of th• ozvaniaation end are &l~ow&ble unde r t~ 9ov~ninw co1t pr1nciplea1 (2 ) 1'h• ,,,.. coat• that nave 
been treated aa facilltlea ~ a~in1acrat1ve coat• are not ola1!R04 •• Q~rect co•c• 1 () ) s1m1lar cypot o: coete· havt l>een a~4t4 
con.L•tanc acCOl.U\Cil)9 ~r .. t-.nt ; and i4) Th• i nto~tion provi ded by t he org6l'l1•&t i on ..ttich waa 1.&1•d to e1tM1li•h the rat•• l • not 
hear found to be 1111cer1ally 1nco111pletc or 1na«ur•t• by the Peden.l Oove=-nt . In 1\lch Utu• t i Ol'I• the "'•t • <•l '-'O\lld be aubj«t to 
~negotiation at th• e11crat1oft of the Federal oo~c. 

• · ACCOUN'HllQ awsu: 
TM• 1.grffflleftt U Nied on the accounti1'19 •Y•t41111 purported by the or9anizatio:i to bt in etfect during t he AgreeM!lt peri od. Ch~a 
to t he -thod of •ccountin; for coat• which atteec tM amount of reif'U:>Vne111tnt rHu:ttng t r01I'. the uaa ot Cllh Awnemeflt r~1ra 
pr~or approval ot the l\l~hor11ed rc;irc••n;•t~v• o! ~he ccwni a.nt agtn~y . avch c~t incll.lde , but are not li~ited to, chanqe1 i n 
tilt el\arging o: & plrti~\lltr type ot coat trom tao i li t ie• &nd adn.l n1et rative to 4•rect . raill,l;'t t o obt•i~ approval llllly r-e•~l t 1n 
coet di•&llo..,.nc•• · 

C. 1% AP llATU: 
t ! a !ix.ed rate 1• i n t h11 Atrreeinent, 1t 1• l>&ft4 o~ an ••ti inate of the coat• for the ~~~04 covered ~y t h• rate. ll1ltn the act1.141l 
co•'• tor ehle period are 6etet'l!lined, an ad~llltment w111 i,e 1118~ to 1 rate ot a tuturt ya1r (1) to COl!lpeneate tor th• dtfterence 
btt'ltetn ~~ co1t1 ~ to eet&bl ieh the !ixed l."15e an4 aet u.al co•e• . 

D. USI &'t OTHll 'IPIJWr MRQICJj!B ; 
The r&tH in thia Agr teHnt wei-e a~roved i.tl accordance with tl'ae a.11 t horay 1n Oft1 c:• of !olan.19ement and Jludget C1rC\lln A·;ll 
c1r-c;-..l11r , 11"4 11101,110 be appUed to ~renc.a . contracu u 1d. other a;r eel!Wlntt eovend by eh is Ch•eular . aul:ljeet to any l!ltlit&tion• J.11 A 
&Oovt . Th• o~anisat1on 111o11y provide oopie• of th• ~ree111&11t to otner ,aderal "9eno1e• t o give eheM ••rly nocit1eat1on o! the 
AWr•-nt . 

8Y 'M<J: t NITI1VI'IOlll 1 

uiuvet••tY of W..h1nqton 
Mtn!gp!flt ""91!PC1pq tn4 AA&l y1i1 
(INSTITUTION) 

1)1AMI J 

1-:1n.1i \'{-edi.Gi)J'fj{ {?;()~ 0:\'. ~~ 
t )OJ 0NIYJ{)( et-1 a-ooq 

(CATIJ 

Wal lace Chan 
(~) 

( 'l'I '!'tt2) 

O<:;ober 13, l OOt 

HHS l!tP~MATIVI ; Patri ck Smith 
Tele~hone . {415 ) 437-782 0 

( 4 ) 
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APPENDIX D - INVESTIGATORS' & PARTNERS' CONTRIBUTIONS 

The Co-Pls will develop a valuation model, and carry it through a review and refinement 
process, including critique from economists. 

Non-scientific partners will be recruited as the economic model begins to take shape. 
This work will be premised on sophisticated models of nonmarket economic valuation. As the 
work proceeds it will become more apparent what and which non-federal organizations and 
agencies would like to collaborate. These eventual partners will enhance the project as they: 

• provide input and feedback on the project content and process 
• network to facilitate economic review 
• develop and distribute results communications products 

1. Co-PI: Dr. Kathleen Wolf, Research Social Scientist, University of Washington -
The University and School of Forest Resources (SFR) are committed to research and teaching 
about applied and theoretical topics in urban forestry and urban ecology. The College is also 
dedicated to public outreach, to providing the latest information about urban horticulture and 
forestry to citizens and interested groups. This project is a good example of the work promoted 
by resource sustainability goals of the School, as well as the College of the Environment. 

SFR will house and provide day-to-day leadership for this project. Project design and 
methodology, analysis and synthesis - each of these tasks will be guided by this partner. SFR 
will serve as the telecommunications and administrative centers for the study. Research support 
and services (e.g. statistical processing) will be provided. Kathleen L. Wolf will be principal 
investigator for the project. Her curriculum vita is attached. 

2. Co-Pl: Dr. Stephen Grado, Professor of Forestry, Mississippi State University
Dr. Stephen Grado is the George L. Switzer Professor of Forestry at MSU. Dr. Grado is a natural 
resource economist who has worked for the last 10 years on various projects in urban and 
community forestry. His research and teaching interests span several topics that contribute to the 
economic principles he will bring to this project: human dimensions of natural resources, wildlife 
economics, eco-tourism, and forest certification. Grado has published a numbers of refereed 
articles and manuals related to urban and community forestry and valuation of natural resources. 

Grado will assist with development and implementation of the research approach. His 
unit will provide office space and support to the post doctoral research associate. Dr. Grado will 
provide oversight on the valuation model development. MSU will provide administrative and 
telecommunications resources. Dr. Grado's curriculum vita is attached. 
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University of Washington, School of Forest Resources, Box 352199, Seattle WA 98195 
Phone: (206) 780-3619 Fax: (206) 685-0790 Email: kwolf@u.washington.edu 
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Whitman College (WA) 
University of Michigan 
University of Michigan 

Biology 
Landscape Architecture 
Land Arch/Environmental Psych 

B.A. 1979 
M.L.A. 1987 

Ph.D. 1993 

Appointments: 
2009 - present 
2004 - present: 
2008, 2003: 

Research Social Scientist IPA, US Forest Service, Pacific NW Station, Seattle WA 
Research Social Scientist, University of Washington 

1994 - 2003 
1986- 1992 
1989 - 1992 
1981 - 1984 

Visiting Scholar, Awaji Landscape Planning & Horticulture Academy, University of 
Hyogo, Kobe, Japan 
Research Assistant Professor, University of Washington 
Lecturerffeaching Assistant, School of Natural Resources, University of Michigan 
Landscape Architect, Wm. J. Johnson Associates, Ann Arbor Michigan 
Urban Forester, City of Key West, Florida 
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Research Social Scientist while at the University of Washington. This scholarly work concerns the 
Human Dimensions of Urban Forestry and Urban Greening, including topics of public preference, 
perception and behavior concerning urban natural resources and green spaces. The work has 
contributed to an empirical literature concerning the psychosocial and economic benefits of city trees, 
complementing other research on the environmental benefits of urban forests. Research work is now 
turning to understanding and implementing benefits knowledge in local government policy and 
institutional practices. The research has been aided by extensive colJaborations with scientific and 
professional urban natural resources entities including state agencies, NGOs (federal, state, and 
metro), and local governments. Research outreach: http://www.naturewithin.info/) 

• My research on urban forestry and urban greening benefits have lead to numerous tech transfer 
publications and presentations in collaboration with national to local organizations. I also serve on 
advisory or technical committees that provide input on policy and programs. These activities include 
extensive interactions with scientific and professional colleagues: Sustainable Urban Forests 
Coalition (national), Transportation Research Board Landscape and Environmental Design 
Committee, Washington State Evergreen Communities Task Force, Associate Editor for 
Arboriculture and Urban Forestry. 

• A particular exciting collaborative activity has been my service on the Human Health and Well Being 
subcommittee of the Sustainable Sites Initiative. My colleagues and I are translating the urban 
resources benefits literature into performance metrics for a site-based LEED companion certification. 
Information at: http: //www.sustainablesites.org/ 
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Linda Kruger, U.S. Forest Service 
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Frances Kuo, University of Illinois 
Robert Ryan, University of Massachusetts 
Barbara Hollenbeck, U.S. Forest Service 
Steve Dubiel, EarthCorps, Seattle 

Graduate advisors and post-doctoral sponsors: 
Terry Brown, University of Michigan 
Ken Polakowski, University of Michigan 
Rachel Kaplan, University of Michigan 

Lynne Westphal, U.S. Forest Service 
Gary Watson, Morton Arboretum 
Sarah Griffith, WA Dept. ofNatural Resources 
Jody Naderi, Texas A & M University 
Fujio Hirata, University of Hyogo, Japan 
Mark Maurer, WA Dept. of Transportation 

Served as thesis advisor or post-graduate scholar sponsor 2004-2009: 
Jana Dilley, City of Seattle Ann Gibson, environmental education 
Patricia Byers, Environmental Law Marie Demmy Bidwell, environmental planning 
Sean Dugan, Tree Solutions Nicholas Bratton, Cascade Land Conservancy 
Ara Ericksen, Cascade Land Conservancy Noelle Studer, Portland State University 

Total number of graduate students advised: 21 
Total number of post-doctoral scholars sponsored: 0 
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Stephen C. Grado, PhD, George L. Switzer Professor 

College of Forest Resources, Mississippi State University 

Education: 1986-1992, Ph.D. The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania, (Major: 
Forest Resources; Minor: Operations Research); 1980-1984, M.S. The Pennsylvania State University, 
University Park, Pennsylvania, (Dual Major: Forest Resources and Operations Research), 1967-1971, B.A. 
Villanova University, Villanova , Pennsylvania, (Major: Political Science; Minor: Philosophy) 

Experience: Mississippi State University-Assistant Professor (1995-2000); Associate Professor (2000-2004 ); 
Professor of Forestry (2004-present). 
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Undergraduate Coordinator, Department of Forestry (2003-present). 
Member of the Department of Forestry's Undergraduate Committee (September 1995-November 2001; 
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MS SAF Past Chair (2008). MS SAF Chair (2007). MS SAF Treasurer (2002-2005). Faculty Advisor to the 
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State University (2001-present). 
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Forest Certification Auditor (2003-present); Mississippi Forestry Association, The Wildlife Society 
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Honors and Awards: The 1996 Ottilie Schillig Special Teaching Project Award ; recognition at 1997 National 
Convention in Memphis, Tennessee as the Faculty Representative of the SAF Student Chapter, as the 
Student Chapter achieved first place in 1996/97 SAF Student Chapter Award for the United States; 
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outstanding commitment to urban forestry in Mississippi; Mississippi State University's Gamma Sigma Delta 
Research Award in 2005; Mississippi State University's 2005 College of Forest Resources Faulty Research 
Award, distinction of Fellow from the Society of American Foresters. November 2006, CFR George L. 
Switzer Professorship in Forestry in 2007. 

Refereed Publications: 59; Proceedings Articles: 60; Total Grant Funding to Date: $3,297,382 (n=50) 
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National Urban and Community Forestry Advisory Council 
USDA Forest Service 
Sidney Yates Building (1- Central) 
201 14th Street S.W., MS-1151 
Washington, DC 20250-1151 

Subject: Letter of Partnership 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Corporate Headquarters 
1500 North Mantua Street 

P.O. Box 5193 
Kent, OH 44240-5193 

330-673-5685 
Toll Free: 800-828-8312 

FAX: 330-673-0860 

I am writing to inform you of Davey's interest and willingness to collaborate and 
support the project titled "Urban Forest Human Health and Well-Being Benefits: 
Translating Evidence to Economic Valuation Models" with Drs. Kathleen Wolf and 
Stephen Grado. We believe this work will be instrumental in providing the 
foundation for incorporating human health and well being benefits analyses into the 
i-Tree platform (www.itreetools.org). In doing so, this project would leverage and 
advance a substantial investment already made by Davey Tree and our cooperators to 
develop i-Tree. 

We look forward to making "i-Tree Community'' a reality. With our collaboration 
and early involvement, we will provide the necessary programming and support 
expertise needed to make efficient use of funds for broad dissemination of these new 
models through i-Tree. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Isl~ Hli«> 

Scott Maco 

Manager, Ecosystem Services 
Davey Tree Expert Company 
11253 Champagne Pt. Rd. NE 
Kirkland, WA 98034 
Phone:425-605-0383 
Toll Free: 866-853-3749 
Fax: 425-605-0863 

Cc: Kathleen L. Wolf, PhD 
Stephen C. Grado, Ph.D. 
Greg Ina, General Manager, Davey Institute 

"Do It Right Or Not At All" 
An Employee-Owned Company 



.-~ 

Preside1:1t 
Shanaon Ramsay 

f'Jlmm'<t &CED 
Trees Fo t~~et . 
wnw.treesfmeve•.o·g 

TreasQrer 
Riyad Abu-Sbarr 
C~1;:r F•N~stui Orrcrn 
Siar Marketing Group 

ww1.v.itarm~'lroup.or11 

~creiary 
Martha Ozonoll 
Ex£cur Vf 0!1'1CIO~ 

C:alifornia Aeleaf 
V..'\V'J.! .califomiarnlea f .o·g 

kellv CalfM~lli 

PHfSIDfNf 

The Horne Oei:mt foundat<cn 

V.\W!.homedepotfoJndatinn.org 

Anna M. Dool~y 
E."IECUT1vf DlHtcrnn 

G;cen.caµc of Jackson•1i!le 
W\vw.greenscapec-fjackso1wi!Je.orQ 

$Gott Fogarty 
ExKUT1vE DmEcrnn 
Niends of lfee.s 

www.lriendsoftrees oro 

. Guy Hager 
Q;P.f.CIO~ 

P'a1ks & People foundation 
www.parksandf!i!Opl0,org 

Ray Tretheway 
Ex~~nv:: 01~£C10R 

Sai;rnrne~Jo Tree foundation 
·w~V\--t .SOCUGe.or9 

Past Presidents 
Marcia Banslcy 
ExcCUiiV( Dmter-O'i 

Trees Atlanta 
YM'W.~rees.dd~ilta.o'e 

. Ooun~ Curtis 
El.ECUi'itf OiP.E!..1'(1~ 

ShreveJl011 Green 
~>1.1\11,.-.,,shrev&pd1 !graef'I. orq 

Alicv Ewen Walker 

fit.i'f.lfiVt Oittf~IOR 

al ir.e®aetrses.o•g 

Alliance tor Gommunfty Trees 
4803 r.a!verr Road 
College Park, MD 207 40 

T 301.2i7 .004'J 
F 301.27T0042 
E info@actrees.org 
www.actree-s.org 

I 

. ·I 
l 

January 7, 2010 

Nancy Stremple, RLA 
U.S. Forest Service 
Executive Staff to National Urban and 
Community Forestry Advisory Council 
1400 Independence Ave SW, 
Yates building (1 Central) 
Washington, DC 20250-1151 

Dear Ms. Stremple: 

Tree by Tree 
Street by Street 

The Alliance for Community Trees (ACT) supports the NUCFAC grant project, 
Urban Forest Human Health and Well-Being Benefits: Translating Evidence to 
Economic Valuation Models. ACT supports innovative nonprofit organizations 
and other groups that work to increase awareness and demonstrate the 
connections between city trees and the overall health and economic success 
of U.S. communities. We think that this project w ill help to more clearly 
demonstrate the economic benefits of our programs, as it will make the 
research on human health and well being more relevant to local officials and 
decision-makers. 

We will support this project through public outreach and communications on 
a national scale. As results become available we will share the information 
with our 170 member organizations and utilize the findings to help make the 
case for trees in public policy and corporate partnerships. Possible outreach 
may include results updates in our member newsletters, links on our web 
site, and a webinar. 

ACT often shares research results about the benefits of trees and forests in 
cities. Economic valuation of the social and health benefits of urban nature is 
a timely and important topic that deserves this more detailed study. We 
recommend funding support for this important work . 

Sincerely, 

Alice C. Ewen, Executive Director 


