






Structural (Woody) Condition of Public Trees by Zone (%)
3/11/2008

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Dead Critical Poor Fair Good Very Good

Zone

01, 02, 03  2.2  2.2  18.3  51.5  25.7  0.0

04  2.0  0.7  12.2  29.0  55.3  0.8

05, 06  1.8  3.4  24.2  46.1  24.5  0.0

07  0.3  1.4  24.4  53.8  20.1  0.1

08, 09  0.2  1.0  8.6  50.2  40.0  0.0

10  0.4  1.1  9.9  62.3  26.3  0.0

11  0.0  1.0  9.9  76.0  12.9  0.2

12, 13  1.3  1.5  20.4  65.4  11.4  0.0

14  0.3  0.6  26.6  48.6  23.6  0.3

15  0.4  0.9  28.5  49.3  20.7  0.1

16  0.7  0.2  18.9  34.1  46.0  0.0

17, 18  0.8  0.7  31.4  38.1  28.9  0.1

19  0.7  0.7  25.6  50.9  22.0  0.1

20  1.0  0.9  15.2  52.0  31.0  0.0

21, 22  1.9  1.9  33.9  40.1  22.2  0.0

23, 24, 25  1.5  0.7  17.1  50.6  29.6  0.6

26  1.3  1.6  32.5  46.6  17.4  0.5

27, 28  0.8  0.5  20.9  48.6  28.8  0.4

29, 30  1.4  0.3  13.5  53.7  30.7  0.4

31, 32  0.5  0.6  13.9  52.4  32.1  0.4

Citywide total  0.9  1.0  21.0  50.4  26.5  0.2
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3/12/2008

Total Annual Benefits of Public Trees by Zone ($)

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone Energy CO Air Quality Stormwater
Total 

($)

% of Total 

$
Aesthetic/Other

Standard 

Error2

01, 02, 03  26,376  735  5,062  5,725  64,001  2.7 26,103 (N/A)

04  35,902  1,033  7,314  9,771  75,103  3.1 21,084 (N/A)

05, 06  33,450  946  6,842  8,760  70,807  2.9 20,809 (N/A)

07  64,663  1,957  13,616  18,291  129,366  5.4 30,839 (N/A)

08, 09  54,984  1,559  11,161  14,032  111,967  4.7 30,232 (N/A)

10  68,121  1,979  14,587  18,604  130,857  5.5 27,565 (N/A)

11  75,447  2,239  15,802  21,181  146,807  6.1 32,138 (N/A)

12, 13  66,356  1,856  13,906  18,257  128,563  5.4 28,188 (N/A)

14  313,374  9,740  67,289  95,627  611,629  25.5 125,600 (N/A)

15  42,341  1,236  9,016  11,657  82,414  3.4 18,165 (N/A)

16  23,067  630  4,731  5,854  50,419  2.1 16,137 (N/A)

17, 18  37,239  1,062  7,544  9,103  76,434  3.2 21,484 (N/A)

19  52,457  1,439  10,946  13,734  103,054  4.3 24,478 (N/A)

20  52,289  1,457  10,773  14,200  100,346  4.2 21,627 (N/A)

21, 22  49,184  1,370  9,934  12,004  104,518  4.4 32,026 (N/A)

23, 24, 25  24,673  720  5,062  6,069  52,054  2.2 15,529 (N/A)

26  29,058  884  6,098  7,780  58,299  2.4 14,478 (N/A)

27, 28  76,556  2,262  16,168  21,366  148,671  6.2 32,320 (N/A)

29, 30  35,120  1,033  7,480  10,021  70,410  2.9 16,757 (N/A)

31, 32  44,475  1,287  9,605  12,566  85,257  3.6 17,324 (N/A)

Citywide total  1,205,133  35,424  252,935  334,601  572,883  2,400,977  100.0(N/A)

1



Relative Age Distribution of Public Tree Species for All Zones (%)
3/11/2008

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone

DBH class (in)

0-3 3-6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24-30 30-36 36-42 >42

01, 02, 03  10.3  44.7  40.8  3.5  0.6  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0

04  20.4  22.5  24.9  16.4  4.4  7.1  4.0  0.3  0.1

05, 06  18.4  26.0  30.0  13.8  5.3  4.4  1.9  0.3  0.0

07  4.6  16.4  33.9  20.3  9.6  9.0  4.1  1.5  0.7

08, 09  7.6  28.8  35.7  15.2  6.2  3.8  2.1  0.4  0.1

10  3.2  12.8  25.3  27.0  17.9  10.6  2.5  0.6  0.1

11  3.4  9.8  25.3  29.6  16.6  9.9  4.4  0.8  0.3

12, 13  3.8  8.1  30.7  34.3  12.0  5.8  3.7  1.4  0.3

14  4.3  12.5  19.5  19.5  16.2  15.9  8.5  3.2  0.4

15  7.2  10.6  30.3  24.7  13.4  9.1  3.6  0.8  0.2

16  24.5  30.7  27.3  10.4  3.4  2.7  0.9  0.1  0.0

17, 18  12.8  18.3  40.1  19.2  5.8  2.0  1.1  0.5  0.2

19  13.7  16.5  30.1  22.3  9.7  5.2  1.5  0.7  0.2

20  13.1  9.5  24.1  28.9  14.2  6.9  2.6  0.6  0.2

21, 22  6.3  27.0  37.5  25.4  2.9  0.7  0.2  0.1  0.0

23, 24, 25  7.0  27.6  42.8  16.3  2.6  2.5  1.0  0.1  0.1

26  6.5  17.5  34.1  21.2  11.6  5.1  2.8  1.2  0.0

27, 28  5.7  10.2  28.1  28.8  13.7  8.3  3.7  1.4  0.2

29, 30  17.3  18.9  24.3  18.4  8.2  5.9  4.8  1.6  0.5

31, 32  7.0  11.1  21.0  26.2  19.7  10.5  3.1  0.9  0.5

 8.6  17.9  28.7  21.2  10.8  7.7  3.7  1.2  0.2Citywide total
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Relative Age Distribution of Top 10 Public Tree Species for Zone 08, 09 (%)
3/12/2008

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone

DBH class (in)

0-3 3-6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24-30 30-36 36-42 >42

Callery pear  8.0  55.4  36.3  0.3  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

Norway maple  6.0  20.9  46.4  18.2  6.3  2.3  0.0  0.0  0.0

Littleleaf linden  0.0  3.5  19.4  56.9  18.1  0.0  0.0  1.4  0.7

Red maple  1.5  34.6  46.9  14.6  1.5  0.0  0.8  0.0  0.0

London planetree  0.0  0.0  0.0  2.0  19.6  42.2  33.3  2.0  1.0

Honeylocust  12.6  18.9  41.1  26.3  1.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

Silver maple  0.0  20.2  59.6  13.8  4.3  2.1  0.0  0.0  0.0

Sugar maple  8.0  23.9  44.3  21.6  1.1  1.1  0.0  0.0  0.0

Hedge maple  8.2  62.3  27.9  0.0  1.6  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

Ginkgo  0.0  15.5  63.8  12.1  8.6  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0008, 09 total

1



Relative Age Distribution of Top 10 Public Tree Species for Zone 14 (%)
3/12/2008

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone

DBH class (in)

0-3 3-6 6-12 12-18 18-24 24-30 30-36 36-42 >42

London planetree  0.5  6.9  0.6  2.7  16.4  36.6  25.6  9.7  1.0

Norway maple  1.6  6.1  28.9  30.7  20.6  10.3  1.7  0.1  0.0

Red maple  6.9  35.6  36.7  17.0  2.6  1.0  0.2  0.0  0.0

Littleleaf linden  0.7  2.4  6.4  42.1  35.0  12.8  0.5  0.2  0.0

Pin oak  1.0  2.9  4.7  13.1  18.8  31.9  18.1  7.9  1.6

Callery pear  9.5  38.5  47.3  4.2  0.4  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

Sweetgum  0.0  0.5  18.0  54.4  23.3  2.4  1.5  0.0  0.0

Northern red oak  1.5  1.0  16.5  26.0  19.5  18.5  11.0  6.0  0.0

Sugar maple  1.2  17.4  43.5  25.5  9.9  1.9  0.6  0.0  0.0

Apple  12.2  23.7  45.0  18.3  0.8  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0014 total
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Replacement Value for Public Trees by Zone
12/7/2007

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone
% of 

Total

Standard 

ErrorTotal>4236-4224-3018-2412-186-123-60-3 30-36

DBH Class (in)

01, 02, 03  20,727  263,849  769,417  189,397  69,742  22,379  0  0  0  1,335,512  0.98(±0)

04  30,894  112,465  418,697  797,365  462,221  1,238,814  1,014,282  86,087  38,948  4,199,774  3.07(±0)

05, 06  31,298  137,478  496,235  672,586  446,805  694,792  402,546  88,192  0  2,969,933  2.17(±0)

07  12,047  115,747  769,050  1,354,758  1,204,758  1,740,380  1,236,566  537,195  297,294  7,267,795  5.32(±0)

08, 09  22,712  220,093  930,859  1,276,905  1,050,965  1,057,949  916,320  246,774  66,440  5,789,016  4.24(±0)

10  7,073  79,343  532,610  1,786,648  2,287,125  2,230,223  777,249  309,286  97,212  8,106,769  5.94(±0)

11  9,025  71,417  637,814  2,263,844  2,367,089  2,379,253  1,639,780  399,255  155,791  9,923,268  7.27(±0)

12, 13  9,297  52,524  738,158  2,257,781  1,327,922  1,041,586  1,094,320  535,629  155,791  7,213,007  5.28(±0)

14  40,071  338,006  1,746,759  4,971,415  7,634,057  12,498,513  10,209,504  5,091,303  615,337  43,144,964  31.59(±0)

15  12,393  47,672  430,305  986,816  980,223  923,836  554,909  172,614  43,715  4,152,484  3.04(±0)

16  33,723  139,695  408,426  383,779  280,235  377,297  179,495  17,580  0  1,820,231  1.33(±0)

17, 18  26,042  97,600  715,285  950,887  491,566  220,337  219,589  155,888  58,579  2,935,774  2.15(±0)

19  32,723  106,986  702,527  1,385,498  1,157,941  990,840  392,132  274,334  97,527  5,140,509  3.76(±0)

20  28,312  52,742  474,270  1,654,829  1,509,911  1,164,003  747,040  206,281  39,263  5,876,652  4.30(±0)

21, 22  17,258  204,955  916,898  1,723,386  409,406  177,248  46,469  24,596  0  3,520,216  2.58(±0)

23, 24, 25  10,541  108,424  593,833  618,917  137,109  221,361  142,772  26,212  3,446  1,862,616  1.36(±0)

26  8,545  58,800  357,054  653,775  558,193  463,143  410,289  217,390  0  2,727,187  2.00(±0)

27, 28  16,295  75,634  716,713  2,071,340  1,949,365  1,823,673  1,134,456  526,148  99,930  8,413,554  6.16(±0)

29, 30  28,460  82,733  361,872  792,081  704,752  806,219  1,067,025  489,875  131,016  4,464,034  3.27(±0)

31, 32  11,462  49,954  295,481  1,057,663  1,731,872  1,506,537  629,842  248,798  183,284  5,714,894  4.18(±0)

Citywide total  408,899  2,416,116  13,012,263  27,849,668  26,761,257  31,578,384  22,814,588  9,653,439  2,083,575  136,578,189 (±0)  100.00
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2/8/2008

Species Distribution for the Five Most Abundant Species of Public Trees

1st (%) 2nd (%) 3rd (%) 4th (%) 5th (%)      # of TreesZone

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Callery pear 

(35.2)

Honeylocust 

(20.1)

01, 02, 03 Japanese zelkova 

(8.2)

London planetree 

(6.7)

Red maple 

(6.1)

 1,298

Littleleaf linden 

(16.4)

London planetree 

(14.9)

04 Callery pear 

(14.3)

Red maple 

(11)

Honeylocust 

(10)

 1,105

Callery pear 

(18.7)

Red maple 

(12.6)

05, 06 Norway maple 

(11.9)

Honeylocust 

(10.6)

Littleleaf linden 

(10)

 1,155

Norway maple 

(14.1)

Littleleaf linden 

(12.3)

07 Red maple 

(11)

Callery pear 

(9.9)

Sugar maple 

(7.4)

 1,515

Callery pear 

(22)

Norway maple 

(17.2)

08, 09 Littleleaf linden 

(8.2)

Red maple 

(7.4)

London planetree 

(5.8)

 1,751

Norway maple 

(18.3)

Littleleaf linden 

(13.9)

10 Honeylocust 

(11.4)

Callery pear 

(8.5)

Red maple 

(8.2)

 1,417

Littleleaf linden 

(17.9)

Norway maple 

(15.7)

11 Red maple 

(13.9)

London planetree 

(11.6)

Callery pear 

(9.9)

 1,538

Littleleaf linden 

(17.9)

Norway maple 

(16.1)

12, 13 Red maple 

(12.8)

Black locust 

(6.2)

Sweetgum 

(5.5)

 1,444

London planetree 

(21.6)

Norway maple 

(15.4)

14 Red maple 

(10.6)

Littleleaf linden 

(9.6)

Pin oak 

(6.7)

 5,726

Norway maple 

(22.1)

Littleleaf linden 

(15.7)

15 Red maple 

(12.3)

Pin oak 

(9.1)

Callery pear 

(6)

 960

Red maple 

(14.9)

Callery pear 

(14.1)

16 Honeylocust 

(11.7)

London planetree 

(10.7)

Norway maple 

(10.2)

 982

Norway maple 

(19.9)

Callery pear 

(18.2)

17, 18 Red maple 

(10.7)

Littleleaf linden 

(10.6)

Maple: Freeman 

(6.3)

 1,183

Norway maple 

(20)

Red maple 

(12.5)

19 Littleleaf linden 

(10.4)

Callery pear 

(9.2)

Sugar maple 

(5.5)

 1,473

Norway maple 

(14.4)

Littleleaf linden 

(12.4)

20 Red maple 

(9.4)

Sweetgum 

(9.3)

Callery pear 

(7.4)

 1,262

Red maple 

(25.3)

Callery pear 

(15.4)

21, 22 Littleleaf linden 

(14.4)

Honeylocust 

(14.2)

Norway maple 

(10.9)

 1,620

Norway maple 

(21.6)

Callery pear 

(20.9)

23, 24, 25 Littleleaf linden 

(13.8)

Red maple 

(8.7)

Silver maple 

(7.3)

 885

Norway maple 

(29.1)

Red maple 

(10.8)

26 Callery pear 

(8.9)

London planetree 

(5.4)

Littleleaf linden 

(5)

 742

Norway maple 

(23.8)

Red maple 

(11.5)

27, 28 Littleleaf linden 

(7.8)

Callery pear 

(7.5)

London planetree 

(7.2)

 1,664

Norway maple 

(13.9)

Red maple 

(10.1)

29, 30 London planetree 

(10.1)

Callery pear 

(7.2)

Honeylocust 

(6.2)

 950

Norway maple 

(13.4)

Ginkgo 

(9.6)

31, 32 Spruce: Colorado 

(7.4)

Littleleaf linden 

(6.2)

Red maple 

(5.9)

 971

Citywide total

Norway maple 

(15.7)

Red maple 

(11.4)

Callery pear 

(11.3)

Littleleaf linden 

(10.9)

London planetree 

(8.6)  29,641
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12/7/2007

Total Annual Benefits of Public Trees by Zone ($)

City of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Zone Energy CO Air Quality Stormwater
Total 

($)

% of Total 

$
Aesthetic/Other

Standard 

Error2

01, 02, 03  26,376  735  5,062  5,725  64,001  2.7 26,103 (N/A)

04  35,902  1,033  7,314  9,771  75,103  3.1 21,084 (N/A)

05, 06  33,450  946  6,842  8,760  70,807  2.9 20,809 (N/A)

07  64,663  1,957  13,616  18,291  129,366  5.4 30,839 (N/A)

08, 09  54,984  1,559  11,161  14,032  111,967  4.7 30,232 (N/A)

10  68,121  1,979  14,587  18,604  130,857  5.5 27,565 (N/A)

11  75,447  2,239  15,802  21,181  146,807  6.1 32,138 (N/A)

12, 13  66,356  1,856  13,906  18,257  128,563  5.4 28,188 (N/A)

14  313,374  9,740  67,289  95,627  611,629  25.5 125,600 (N/A)

15  42,341  1,236  9,016  11,657  82,414  3.4 18,165 (N/A)

16  23,067  630  4,731  5,854  50,419  2.1 16,137 (N/A)

17, 18  37,239  1,062  7,544  9,103  76,434  3.2 21,484 (N/A)

19  52,457  1,439  10,946  13,734  103,054  4.3 24,478 (N/A)

20  52,289  1,457  10,773  14,200  100,346  4.2 21,627 (N/A)

21, 22  49,184  1,370  9,934  12,004  104,518  4.4 32,026 (N/A)

23, 24, 25  24,673  720  5,062  6,069  52,054  2.2 15,529 (N/A)

26  29,058  884  6,098  7,780  58,299  2.4 14,478 (N/A)

27, 28  76,556  2,262  16,168  21,366  148,671  6.2 32,320 (N/A)

29, 30  35,120  1,033  7,480  10,021  70,410  2.9 16,757 (N/A)

31, 32  44,475  1,287  9,605  12,566  85,257  3.6 17,324 (N/A)

Citywide total  1,205,133  35,424  252,935  334,601  572,883  2,400,977  100.0(N/A)
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Appendix E: Additional Resources 
Information provided in this report is the result of a STRATUM (Street Tree Resource Analysis 
Tool for Urban Forest Managers) analysis of Pittsburgh’s street tree resource. Data used for this 
analysis were obtained from the City of Pittsburgh’s street tree inventory. STRATUM generates 
a variety of reports detailing annual benefits, management costs, replacement value, and 
structural analyses. Inventory data and all STRATUM reports are included on the attached CD. 
STRATUM is a computer-based tool found within the i-Tree software suite (i-Tree Cooperative, 
2006). Additional information concerning i-Tree can be found at www.itreetools.org.  

This report is based on the entire series of Municipal Forest Resource Analysis reports prepared 
and published by the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Center for 
Urban Forest Research. These reports are companions to the regional Tree Guides and i–Tree’s 
STRATUM application developed by the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research 
Station, Center for Urban Forest Research and can be found at www.fs.fed.us/psw/programs/ 
cufr/.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




