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% Recognition of the Asset

AAAAAA

A challenge in itself
Long history based on liability

Accounting principles “set in stone”
“Value of asset is replacement value” (= new tree in the ground)

What about assets that increase in value over time?
Tangible or intangible asset? (Is it physical? Yes!)
Tangible assets depreciate over prescribed lifetime!

Special case?
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# How To Evaluate an Urban Woodland?

London

CANADA

* Timber? Very little harvesting in an urban setting
» Appraised landscape value? Homeowners pay a premium

» Real Estate market value? $10,000/ha, conservation lands

» Benefits to society? CO2 mitigation; water quality; energy

saving; human health; etc

Something else?

Whatever value(s) you choose, it/they must be:
Easily repeated
Not requiring particular qualification,

skill, or knowledge
london.ca
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% Our Model: Cost of Asset Replacement

AAAAAA

~ CAD $67,300 per hectare

(USD$49,000)*

Note: This does not include underlying land value

* T Elmquist et al. 2015: Benefits of restoring ecos]}/stem services in urban areas. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability, Volume 14, June 2015, Pages 101-108
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# \What is our “Level of Service”?
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RATING

Qualitative measure (with quantifiable indicators) - like rating a hotel!

5: Excellent
4: Good

3: Fair

2. Poor

1: Very poor

Choose your “Good Enough” Level of Service for community needs, expectations
— typically 3 or 4
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% Our choice: Public/Visitor Experience

AAAAAA

Do they know it’s there? 3 L\‘ %

How far? _l b L {#’
Can you park? Transit?

Is it accessible? *\ ﬂ
How is it used? How should it be used?

Is there enough of it to satisfy competing demands? Eg. bikes

© = '
r'J Does it appeal to sensory perceptions
(sight; touch; smell; sound; taste)?

| —
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% 10 Service Attributes Measured

AAAAAA

Categorise by

london.ca

Scarcity

Recreational/Human Health Opps
Landscape, Topography
Aesthetics

Access and interaction for humans

By walking route

Walking, running, yoga, wildlife?
Blink, and miss it?

Is it pleasant? Scary? Dark?
Accessible? Obvious trail?
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# Service Attributes (continued)

London

CANADA

6. Cultural/historic association Pre-19507? Person, event?

7. Connectivity Where do the trails go?

8. Structural Diversity Optimal age, size classes

9. Biodiversity No. of tree species? Invasives?
10. Operational Access Walk in only? Aerial access?

oy N
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3&"‘% Process for control of bias or influence
1. Influence from Size of Asset

Categorize Assets by Size (Area)
Q: Do you lump close-spaced woodlands together? Or split?
Very small woodlands score poorly but are not usually our highest priority

e.g. Very small 0.25 — 0.5ha Small >0.5 - 1.0ha Medium >1.0 — 5.0ha
Large >5.0 — 25.0ha Extra large >25 ha
2. Influence from Observer Subjectivity

Prescribe % weighting for each Attribute, in each Size category
e.g. 30% for structural diversity, 30% for biodiversity, + other attributes to 100%

Half-points are okay!

Calculate ﬁcore x weighting %) and sum products together to achieve total for each
asset (each woodland)
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% Example: Structural Diversity

Score Indicator

1  No structural diversity; all the same age/size class

2  Some diversity - two age or size classes
3  More than 2 size/age classes present
4  All size/age classes present but distribution not desirable for the eco-type

5  Appropriate distribution of size and age classes for the eco-type

X Weighting 30% (example)
london.ca



% Example: Biodiversity

London
Score Indicator (do not have to match everything)
1 Dominated by invasives (80% or greater); no natural regeneration
2 Strongly influenced by invasives; natural regeneration, but it may be damaged
3 Invasives < 40%; 5 or fewer tree species; some native/desirable regeneration
4 Few or no invasives; 6 to 14 tree species present; Species At Risk habitat may be

present but no Species At Risk known

5 Sparse to nil invasives; 15 or more tree species present; Species At Risk
habitat and presence

X Weighting 30% (example)

london.ca



Application of Level of Service tool

Select your “Good Enough” indicator for each Attribute in each Size Category

Calculate “Good Enough” score x prescribed weighting (which also varies with
Size Category)

* This is the target or threshold minimum goal for acceptable LoS
City of London: 3 to 4.55 out of 5; highest target in largest Size

Asset scores lower?

Improve management to achieve required Level of
Service

Very low score may indicate woodland that is
unsustainable, will not succeed

London.ca
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Medium Size 1 - 5 ha: Target 3.07
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Marr Drain: 2.17 North Mud Creek: 3.12 Forest View Park: 4.24
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Please zoom in.....!

This slide describes most of the indicators we
measure for each Service Attribute.

One Excel worksheet prepared per Size
Class.

Indicators are the same, across every Size
Class.

The weighting (highlighted column) differs
for each Size Class

London.ca
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# |n Review — 2017 to date
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* Requires little training of observer — need basic knowledge of plant ID
» Controls subjective scores by different observers

» Useful tool for prioritizing use, management

« May need refinement - but little has changed so far

» Quick, easy, cheap to repeat for measuring success

Your Comments, Suggestions, Questions?
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