
From: 

To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Thank you very much for coming back so quickly on your availability to meet. 

I attach some initial feedback for you to consider. I have circulated your draft proposal to the LTOA chair and ,u�th �, to my 
GLA colleagues from the Climate Adaptation teanl, and to some manager in our Green infrastructure unit - and-

). They might provide additional feedback to mine, which I will forward in due course. 

Please find below a proposed agenda. Feel free to suggest amendments. I am happy to chair.

12.00 Introductions 

12.05 Study scope 

How do we address time horizons, tree profiles (e.g. street trees vs parks trees), UHI gradient/zones, tree management 

12. 20 Data needs 

What data will be needed? What are concerns on data quality? 

12.35 Governance and stakeholders' input 

Steering group composition, stakeholders to be involved (and who manages their involvement) 

12.45 Costs, delivery timescales and invoicing 

12.55 Next steps 

Microsoft Teams Need help? <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting?omJct---en-US> 

Join the meeting now <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup­
join/19"/o3ameeting_NmQ1NrnJiZmYtZDI0YyO0MjI4LThjNmMtY2U2Yjc2ODdJ'NWI5%40thread v2/0? 
context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2230653dea-tb01-4b4c-8ddf-cl 83f89febtb%22%2c%220id%22%3a%225919e3b6-ee0f-4e6d-9fd7-
e27b6974ff75%22%7d> 

Meeting ID: 347 455 323 187 

Passcode: xx7Z6hZ9 

Dial in by phone 

+44 20 3321 5200,,78348662# <tel:+442033215200,, 78348662> United Kingdom, City of London 

Find a local number <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/5ftld4234-6a2c-406b-92e8-a05173c676c7?id=78348662>

Phone conference ID: 783 486 62#

For organizers: Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/rneetingOptions/?organizerid=5919e3b6-ee0f-4e6d-9fd7-
e27b6974ff75&tenantld=30653dea-tb01-4b4c-8ddf­
cl83f89febtb&threadld=19_rneeting_NmQ1NrnJiZmYtZDIOYyOOMjI4LThjNmMtY2U2Yjc2ODdjNWI5@thread.v2&messageld=O&language=en­
US> I Reset dial-in PIN <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/usp/pstnconferencing> 

Welcome to the GLA's Team's Meeting 



 
 

 Community Interest Company Number: 15964609 

 
Commissioned Research Proposal – Greater London Authority 
20th November 2024 
 
 
Urban Plant Lab is a not-for-profit organisation that provides a ‘centre of gravity’ for 
plant selection research and knowledge exchange. Drawing on a range of expertise from 
the international research community and leading practitioners to deliver the best in 
contemporary, evidence-based guidance on plant use in urban environments. 
 
 
Shared vision 
 
London’s urban forest contributes to the wellbeing of residents and visitors in manifold 
ways. Whilst as a whole, London’s urban forest is taxonomically rich, relatively few 
species dominate. To support an agenda of strategic diversification, it is critical to 
evaluate the vulnerability of London’s trees to a changing climate. Using contemporary 
analysis, Urban Plant Lab will report on the likely resilience of London’s trees to future 
climate scenarios.  
 
Project Overview 
 
Using collated tree inventories from local authorities within the Greater London 
Authority area, species representing greater than 2% or more of the species 
composition will be evaluated for their likely resilience to the SSP3 climate scenario.   
 
Objectives 
 
The project will: 

• Determine the resilience of London’s urban tree species to a future climate 
scenario.  
 

 
Project Team 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
 

 Community Interest Company Number: 15964609 

Urban Plant Lab reserve the right to bring in additional partners to bolster the impact 
and relevance of this project. However, all contributions to funding and expertise will be 
fairly acknowledged.  
 
Programme of Work 
 

• Work package 1 – Collate and consolidate GLA tree inventory to determine 
species list for further analysis (Lead – AH) 

 
o Task 1.1: GLA to provide tree inventories in an agreed format (.csv) to 

enable the project team to unite databases and draft species list for 
further analysis. 

 
o Task 1.2: GLA Tree demographic analysis presented to stakeholder group 

for confirmation of species subjected to resilience modelling.  
 

• Work package 2 – Tree resilience to future climate scenarios (Lead – KM) 
 

o Task 2.1: Review and select the most appropriate methodologies to 
develop tree resilience rating. 

 
o Task 2.2: Develop analytical frameworks for the consistent evaluation of 

tree species resilience to future climate scenarios within London. 
 

o Task 2.3: Develop a composite resilience scoring system that is intuitive 
to non-specialists.  

 
• Work package 3 – Future species for London’s urban forest (Lead – HS) 

 
o Task 3.1: Develop a list of functionally similar species for those found to 

have low resilience to future climate scenarios.  
o Task 3.2: Identify supply chain constraints for recommended future 

species 
 

• Work package 4 – Reporting (Lead AH) 
 

o Task 4.1: Written report submitted to GLA with key findings and 
outcomes. 

o Task 4.2: Workshop (hosted by GLA) with project team to discuss how 
project findings could be integrated into relevant strategies and policy. 
(optional, event cost not included in the research budget) 

 
 
 



 
 

 Community Interest Company Number: 15964609 

Outcomes 
 
The major outcome of this project will be a report to GLA identifying the species with 
greatest resilience to London’s projected climate. 
 
 
Risk Management 
 
It should be acknowledged that this project has novelty and as such may face unforeseen 
challenges to the achievement of objectives. However, fundamentally this project seeks 
apply proven analytical approaches to the strategic challenges facing London’s urban 
forest. The context is novel, but the methodology is mature, thus we deem the project to 
be highly achievable.  
 
The project team has a wide range of skills and proven expertise in their fields. Therefore, 
we are confident that objectives and deliverables can be achieved.  
 
The greatest risk is the quality of the initial tree inventories supplied by the relevant 
authorities operating within the region of interest (London). If data is not collected in 
systematically, developing a representative species list could be challenging.    
 
Requested funding 
 
£15,000 
  



 
 

 Community Interest Company Number: 15964609 

References and selected publications from the Urban Plant Lab team 
 
Hirons, A.D. and Sjöman, H. (2018) Tree Species Selection for Green Infrastructure: A 
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Hirons, A. and Thomas, P.A. (2018) Applied Tree Biology. John Wiley & Sons. 
Hirons, A.D., Watkins, J.H.R., Baxter, T.J., Miesbauer, J.W., Male-Muñoz, A., Martin, 

K.W.E., Bassuk, N.L. and Sjöman, H. (2020) Using botanic gardens and arboreta to 
help identify urban trees for the future. Plants, People, 
Planet. https://doi.org/10.1002/ppp3.10162 
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Sjöman, H., Hirons, A.D. and Bassuk, N.L. (2018) Improving confidence in tree species 
selection for challenging urban sites: a role for leaf turgor loss. Urban 
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preliminary evaluation of drought tolerance in seven magnolia species. Arboricultural 
Journal. (40)1-10. 

Sjöman, H., Hirons, A.D. and Deak Sjöman, J. (2017) Criteria in the selection of urban 
trees for temperate urban environments. In: Ferrini, F., Van Den Bosch, C.C.K. and 
Fini, A. () Routledge Handbook of Urban Forestry. Taylor & Francis. pp 339-362. 

Sjöman, H. and Anderson, A. (2023) The Essential Tree Selection Guide: for Climate 
Resilience, Carbon Storage, Species Diversity and Other Ecosystem Benefits. Filbert 
Press 

Sjöman, H., Ignell, S. and Hirons, A. (2023) Selection of shrubs for urban 
environments—An evaluation of drought tolerance of 120 species and 
cultivars. HortScience, 58(5), pp.573-579. 

Watkins, H., Hirons, A.D., Sjöman, H., Cameron, R. and Hitchmough, J.D. (2021) Can 
trait-based schemes be used to select species in urban forestry? Frontiers in 
Sustainable Cities, 3, p.21.  

 



From:  
To:  
Subject: 7 Feb event prep & catch-up on resilience study

________________________________________________________________________________
Microsoft Teams meeting Need help? <https://aka.ms/JoinTeamsMeeting?omkt=en-GB>  
Join: https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/384719376724?p=uFfxcR6qgiI8qE1B6h  <https://teams.microsoft.com/l/meetup-
join/19%3ameeting_OTk3OTYzMjgtMzYxYS00ZjRiLWE1OTYtODM4NTY5YWVlNmM3%40thread.v2/0?
context=%7b%22Tid%22%3a%2230653dea-fb01-4b4c-8ddf-c183f89febfb%22%2c%22Oid%22%3a%225919e3b6-ee0f-4e6d-9fd7-
e27b6974ff75%22%7d>  
Meeting ID: 384 719 376 724 
Passcode: Jk6SF334 
________________________________

Dial in by phone 
+44 20 3321 5200,,788948970# <tel:+442033215200,,788948970#>  United Kingdom, City of London 
Find a local number <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/5f0d4234-6a2c-406b-92e8-a05173c676c7?id=788948970>  
Phone conference ID: 788 948 970# 
For organisers: Meeting options <https://teams.microsoft.com/meetingOptions/?organizerId=5919e3b6-ee0f-4e6d-9fd7-
e27b6974ff75&tenantId=30653dea-fb01-4b4c-8ddf-
c183f89febfb&threadId=19_meeting_OTk3OTYzMjgtMzYxYS00ZjRiLWE1OTYtODM4NTY5YWVlNmM3@thread.v2&messageId=0&language=en-
GB>  | Reset dial-in PIN <https://dialin.teams.microsoft.com/usp/pstnconferencing>  
Welcome to the GLA's Team's Meeting
________________________________________________________________________________



From:  
To:    
Cc:    
Subject: RE: Query regarding number of trees in London / Next steps for assessment of the climate resilience of London"s public realm trees
Date: 24 April 2025 22:25:40
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

CAUTION:  This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the
sender and know the content is safe.

Hi 
Thanks, that is really useful feedback.
Briefly, I think that we should be able to infer something based on the iTree tree data.   and I have already been in
touch and he sent some key data to me from Appendix II. We are on the same wavelength there I think.
Of course we will happily provide more justification on the methods. It really was the compressed timescale of the interim report
that meant that it was very scant from that point of view. However, there is a robust literature and rationale for the traits we have
included. For sure, we will elaborate this in the final report.

 could no doubt elaborate further, but the BGCI CAT tool that TreeEconomics used basically only uses temperature as a
variable, the modelling that  is pioneering also includes a climatic moisture index that greatly improves the model by capturing
more of the ‘tree’s experience’. Further, we believe that combining the modelling with the trait data also provides a more robust
approach. None of these metrics are perfect but they all bring something to the table. The BGCI tool is currently being rewritten
because of the limitations that the original version used in the TreeEconomics report. Read into that what you will.
It looks like the TreeEconomics report only looked at the top ten species, however, we are doing about 40. It was great to see that
the TreeEconomics report looks into the biotic threats to London’s trees. That is beyond the scope of the Urban Plant Lab report,
however, if you and key stakeholders still believe this pest and pathogen evaluation represents the state of current knowledge, we
could look to tie some of it in. I am on a working group in a FR project that is looking at this question as well.
Yes, I should have mentioned in the report that we will provide a ‘high confidence’ and ‘low confidence’ statement around the main
outcome statement, so that we are as transparent as possible about our evaluation. This was already in my thinking – in fact 
and I were discussing this earlier today, before I picked up this email 
Framing and interpretation. Yes, I think regular dialogue with you will help, once we have conducted the basic underpinning
analysis. Basically, I fully agree with your comments.
The full report will include inner and outer sites. The interim was just based on inner London.

 and I have already discussed opportunities for geospatial visualisation. We are actively thinking about this and will keep you
posted.
The next few weeks I will have to dedicate to marking – the day job takes over at this time of year. I am on a research project in the
Morton Arboretum most of July and then on leave for the first part of August.
If you would like a workshop this side of the summer, I suggest that we look at the last two weeks in June. Otherwise, it will have to
be September. Let’s chat about the invite list.
Can I just check that we have all the data now, or are there other boroughs that need to contribute?
I hope this brief response helps,
Kind regards,

 
Senior Lecturer in Arboriculture and Urban Forestry
University Centre Myerscough
Bilsborrow, Preston, Lancashire, PR3 0RY
Tel:  
Web: http://www.myerscough.ac.uk/

P please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From:   
Sent: 24 April 2025 17:20
To:   ;   
Cc:   ;   
Subject: RE: Query regarding number of trees in London / Next steps for assessment of the climate resilience of London's public
realm trees
Hi 
The database you analysed only included public realm trees.
The iTree Eco study, which is sample based, assessed the whole London urban forest, including trees in private ownership. As in most urban areas, the
latter represent the lion’s share of the local tree population (about 60%). I believe all species identified in the iTreeEco study as representing more than
1% of the total population (based on the sample-based approach used – see Appendix II in the full iTreeEco report) are represented in your list (Table 1
of your report), except Cupressus spp, Cupressocyparis leylandii, Chamaecyparis spp, (ie. private hedges!), plus Castanea spp and Ulmus spp.
I wonder if the iTree Eco study findings could be valuable in helping us interpret the significance of your findings for the whole of the London urban
forest, using the dominance figures (species abundance X % of leaf area)?
Regarding your Interim report,  and I had the following observations/questions.
1/ Do you think you could explain a little bit more about your methodology, and specifically why you chose those three plant traits (wood
density, leaf dry matter content and turgor loss point) to inform your analysis alongside the species distributions records based on mean







Wednesday 11 June: 10.00 or 12.00
Friday 13 June: anytime before 16.30

   would any of these times work for you?
Obviously, anyone else on this email is welcome to attend – but at a minimum we need either 
or  and  plus me if possible!
Kind regards,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk
My pronouns are: 

From:   
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2025 7:02 PM
To:   
Cc:   ;   ;   ;   ;   ;   ;

  RBKC ;   ;   H&F 
Subject: RE: IN CONFIDENCE: Early DRAFT of the Interim Report on the Climate Resilience of London's
Public Realm Trees

Official

Dear 
I hope that you are well.
Thanks again for including the LTOA in this discussion and giving us the opportunity to provide
feedback.
Please see the collated notes in response to the shared information as attached. We’ve
decided to present in bullet points under appropriate headings; there would be a benefit to
having a discussion to compliment the notes, is this something that we could arrange for the

week commencing 9th June?
Kind regards

 
Arboricultural Manager
Serving Richmond and Wandsworth Councils
Tel: 020 
Email: richmondandwandsworth.gov.uk
www.richmond.gov.uk / www.wandsworth.gov.uk
Please note that my weekly working pattern is Monday-Tuesday and Thursday-Friday

From:   < london.gov.uk> 
Sent: 16 May 2025 12:51
To:   RBKC < rbkc.gov.uk>;   < ealing.gov.uk>;





frame and interpret results. Without such framing, results could be really mis-interpreted (ie
one could conclude that in inner London, one should only plant 3 species).

5. List of alternative species: Forthcoming.
6. Launch and Coms plan: As you might be aware, yesterday’s London Assembly Environment

Committee meeting explored the topic of ‘Trees in a Changing Climate’. If you have a long
journey coming up offering a ‘window of time’, it is work listening to the recording. The
Committee session, made the Evening Standard the next day, and the BBC’s online news this
morning. This confirms how much interest there is around this topic. I would like the London
Urban Forest Partnership as a whole, and the partners leading on steering this study in
particular, to have a robust, shared communication plan (with clear messages on Next Steps)
ready for September when we release  and  findings.

Last, but not least: Welcome 
I am adding  to this distribution list, given his recent contribution to the Environment
Committee.

 welcome to the (rather informal) steering committee for the London Public Realm Trees
Climate Resilience study   and   are preparing for the London Urban Forest
Partnership (GLA and FC are funding this work). For your information, I also attach the agreed scope
of work for this project.
Thank you all for your time on this.
Kind regards,

 
London Urban Forest Plan Coordinator
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk
My pronouns are: 
We are London. Find out about the work of the Mayor, the London Assembly, and the Greater
London Authority. https://www.london.gov.uk/





















This project is designed to assess the climate resilience of London’s public realm trees in light of anticipated temperature changes, water needs
and water availability. It focuses on species representing more than 1% of London’s public realm tree population, and also includes all UK native
species found in London’s public realm (trees in streets, parks and open space, housing land). Tree species information was supplied by London
Boroughs as well as other public realm tree owners (such as the Royal Parks, Transport for London, etc). Altogether, the species included within
the scope of this work represent 75% of London’s 1.14 million public realm trees <https://apps.london.gov.uk/street-trees/> . Resilience scores
have been developed for both inner and outer London locations to reflect the impact of the Urban Heat Island effect. The project also includes
identifying a potential list of species/provenances providing a suitable alternative to those deemed most vulnerable to anticipated climate impacts.

This work builds upon an initial study released last year which focused on London’s top 10 street trees and used a simpler methodology to assess
climate resilience. The sobering results <https://forestrycommission.blog.gov.uk/2024/10/09/cultivating-resilient-trees-and-woodlands-in-london-
a-model-for-all/>  of this work provided an incentive to expand its scope as well as the range of data input / modelling approach informing of
such assessment.

I look forward to our discussions later today

 

Senior Policy and Programme Officer

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE







are provide on the datastore.
I am still chasing updated data from Bromley (we are currently using the dataset they provided
us a few years back), Havering (they have never given us anything)…and Barking and Dagenham
has come back to us saying they noticed they had probably missed a few trees, which they are in
the process of sending us….
GiGL has offered to use your taxonomic categorisation (  as discussed this is Plants of the
World Online) to clean up the Croydon data and any new data we receive in the future. To
facilitate this, would it be possible please for you to send to  (CCd above)

1. The ‘cleaned up’ dataset you have generated to use for your analysis?
2. Any workflows/automation you might have set up to facilitate this?

Thank you very much,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk



From:  
To:     (Guest); gmail.com
Subject: RE: London Public Realm Tree Resilience study: timeframe for release.
Date: 15 July 2025 17:44:00

Dear both,
As you might have picked up from my earlier email, we have decided to postpone the
launch of your work until early November. I didn’t hear from you on the September
timeframe set out below – it seemed too rushed from my perspective for all of us to be
really ready in time. The GLA has a lot on in October – so early November is now what we
are aiming for.
I will work out an updated timetable based on this shortly.
In the meantime,  if you can, it would be great if you managed to squeeze in an
answer to my request to send the cleaned London public realm tree dataset (e.g. with
cleaned taxon) to , plus any tips or work flow you may have that could help
GiGL’s species team take over this data cleaning process and automate it!
As always: many thanks!

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 

From:   
Sent: 07 July 2025 11:04
To:   ;   ;   (Guest)' 
Subject: London Public Realm Tree Resilience study: timeframe for release.
Dear both,
I am working with our Coms team on a release date for your work.
The earliest option being considered is an October release, which then would require working to
the following timetable:

· Final dataset cleaned up by GiGL (e.g. total number of tree & number of tree per
species) sent to  by mid-August = your guidance needed on exact
timeframe for GiGL to get the data to you [we now have some Croydon data and
Barking and Dagenham have found new trees they overlooked sending data
about…].

· First draft of the final report sent by  to  &  circulate to review
group by COB on 16 September.

·  to test Adobe Acrobat Accessibility Check on the draft version of the report,
with a view to resolve any accessibility issues no later than 24 September (‘Pass’
report sent to 

·  to collate review group comments received and send back to  by COB
on 24 September

· Final report incorporating comments + Adobe Acrobat Accessibility Check on final
version of the report (showing a full ‘Pass’) sent to  on 30 September.

Three questions:
1. Is that timetable workable for you?







I have add some notes also.

GiGL unassigned names Count
Powo (Kew)
name

Note  notes Powo link

Cornus alternifolia 1
Cornus
alternifolia

Cornus alternifolia L.f. | Plants of
the World Online | Kew Science

Koelreuteria

1

Marsdenia

It’s a genus

this would be Koelreuteria paniculata common name Golden Rain Tree

Koelreuteria Medik. | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Metasequoia

10

Metasequoia

This would Metasequoia glyptostroboides, common name Dawn Redwood

Metasequoia Hu & W.C.Cheng | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Populus x canadensis 'Serotina Aurea'

1

Populus × canadensis?

It’s a hybrid

Populus × canadensis Moench | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Rhamnus

2

Rhamnus

It’s a genus

Rhamnus L. | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Ribes speciosum

1

Ribes speciosum

…it’s a shrub?

Ribes speciosum Pursh | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Sorbus mougeotii

11

Hedlundia mougeotii

correct name

Sorbus mougeotii | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Tsuga

1

Tsuga

It’s a genus

Tsuga (Endl.) Carrière | Plants of the World Online | Kew Science

Ulmus minor

1





CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content is safe.

Hi both,

I’ve been through and compared the list, about 60 taxon names need small changes, so I will add this to our standardisation process. There are

some names that were quite different, and I therefore wanted to confirm I have these correct, please could you confirm these names:

Kew Name GiGL Name Powo (Kew) Note Powo link

Melianthaceae Francoaceae

[Is it possible to
deduct/assume a tree
genus, to get a bit more
specific than a family
name?]

This is a family… The
Powo name is
Francoaceae. This family
doesn’t seem to include
many trees…maybe we
can infer from this name
a likely tree genus???

Francoaceae A.Juss. |
Plants of the World Online |
Kew Science

Cupressus arizonica var. glabra Hesperocyparis glabra

Hesperocyparis glabra Powo says the name it
uses for this is
Hesperocyparis glabra
….but do we really have
this?

Cupressus arizonica var.
glabra | Plants of the World
Online | Kew Science

Fallopia japonica Reynoutria japonica

Reynoutria japonica Fallopia japonica | Plants
of the World Online | Kew
Science

Sorbus glabriscula Sorbus pseudohupehensis

Sorbus glabriuscula? These are 2 different
species, both accepted
by Powo (see link right).
Note that the correct
spelling of Sorbus
glabriuscula

Sorbus glabriuscula McAll.
| Plants of the World Online
| Kew Science

Sorbus pseudohupehensis
McAll. | Plants of the World
Online | Kew Science

There was one species name in Kew’s list which didn’t obviously match to ours, this is Populus candicans. In addition, the below table shows

names from GiGL’s database that could not align with Kew’s names.

GiGL unassigned names Count Powo (Kew) name Note Powo link

Cornus alternifolia 1
Cornus alternifolia Cornus alternifolia L.f. | Plants of the

World Online | Kew Science

Koelreuteria 1
Marsdenia It’s a genus Koelreuteria Medik. | Plants of the World

Online | Kew Science

Metasequoia 10
Metasequoia It’s a genus Metasequoia Hu & W.C.Cheng | Plants of

the World Online | Kew Science

Populus x canadensis 'Serotina Aurea' 1
Populus ×
canadensis?

It’s a hybrid Populus × canadensis Moench | Plants of
the World Online | Kew Science

Rhamnus 2
Rhamnus It’s a genus Rhamnus L. | Plants of the World Online |

Kew Science

Ribes speciosum 1
Ribes speciosum …it’s a shrub? Ribes speciosum Pursh | Plants of the

World Online | Kew Science

Sorbus mougeotii 11
Hedlundia mougeotii Sorbus mougeotii | Plants of the World

Online | Kew Science

Tsuga 1
Tsuga It’s a genus Tsuga (Endl.) Carrière | Plants of the

World Online | Kew Science

Ulmus minor 1
Ulmus minor Ulmus minor Mill. | Plants of the World

Online | Kew Science

I have also attached the spreadsheet I used to work all this out. Could you assist with any of the unassigned names?

Note that counts in the spreadsheet differ as we have added more data, but they’ve been useful for matching up names.

If I could help before week’s end that would be great. If not I will go ahead with what I’ve managed so far.

Kind regards,

  (

Partnership & Communications Officer

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC

E: gigl.org.uk
  

Office: c/o London Wildlife Trust, Fivefields, 8-10 Grosvenor Gardens, Victoria, SW1W 0DH







Thanks,

  (

Partnership & Communications Officer

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC

E: gigl.org.uk
  

Office: c/o London Wildlife Trust, Fivefields, 8-10 Grosvenor Gardens, Victoria, SW1W 0DH

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC Registered Office: 10 Queen Street Place, London EC4R 1BE.

Community Interest Company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales number 8345552

The contents of this email are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed.

From:   < london.gov.uk>
Sent: 31 July 2025 16:20
To:   < gigl.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Tree map update

The categorisation to use is: Plants of the World Online

I am pretty confident  will be able to send the data  cleaned up.

Best,

 

Senior Policy and Programme Officer

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE

www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 

From:   < gigl.org.uk>
Sent: 31 July 2025 16:18
To:   < london.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Tree map update

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content is safe.

  reacted to your message:

From:   < london.gov.uk>
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2025 3:16:41 PM
To:   < gigl.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Tree map update

Hi 

I will liaise with   from Kew, to ensure you get what you need.

Best,

 

Senior Policy and Programme Officer

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE

www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk



My pronouns are: 

From:   < gigl.org.uk>
Sent: 31 July 2025 16:15
To:   < london.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Tree map update

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content is safe.

Hi 

I received an out of office from  until the 21st August. I think we’ll have to go ahead with our classifications for now. I’ve been assured by our

species team that the dictionary we use is widely used in species work (although all dictionaries have disputes and discrepancies!). As part of our

standardisations, we’ve also cleaned up a lot of the species name issues too.

Happy to update with  version if he sends it on his return. Sound ok?

Thanks,

  (

Partnership & Communications Officer

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC

E: gigl.org.uk
  

Office: c/o London Wildlife Trust, Fivefields, 8-10 Grosvenor Gardens, Victoria, SW1W 0DH

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC Registered Office: 10 Queen Street Place, London EC4R 1BE.

Community Interest Company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales number 8345552

The contents of this email are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed.

From:   < london.gov.uk>
Sent: 31 July 2025 15:19
To:   < gigl.org.uk>
Cc:   < myerscough.ac.uk>
Subject: RE: Tree map update

Hi 

I definitely would like to squeeze Bromley in. They promised they would send us their data!

Did you get what you needed from   to (1) import the clean taxon data he cleaned up for the dataset you had sent over to him (2) standardise the Taxon
fields from Croydon, and the extra Barking and Dagenham trees you added to the overall dataset?

Thank you,

 

Senior Policy and Programme Officer

GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE

www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 

From:   < gigl.org.uk>
Sent: 29 July 2025 16:57
To:   < london.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Tree map update

CAUTION: This email originated from outside this organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content is safe.

Hi 



Just a quick update on tree things – we’re very close with the final dataset, but I’d like to add on a few extra days to the original timeline in order to

test everything if that would be ok. Could we aim to get the final dataset to you next week? I haven’t heard from Bromley either, would you like to do

another chase to see if we can squeeze them in?

Thanks,

  (

Partnership & Communications Officer

Greenspace Information for Greater London CIC



From:  
To:    
Cc:  
Subject: Workshop notes
Date: 29 August 2025 17:48:00
Attachments: 24 June 2025 Climate Resilience Workshop Structured summary and notes.docx

Hi both,
Please find attached the long awaited notes from our 24 June workshop.
I will follow-up on Monday with  at Gigl to ensure you get the latest tree numbers,
from the latest update of the species database… (so that you can update the tree numbers
shown in the report – I am keen for these figure to match those that will be shown on the
London Public Realm Map portal) or a full copy of the database – whichever works best for
you
Best

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 



London’s Public Realm Trees Climate Resilience Assessment 

Workshop on Interim Report findings  

Held on 24 June 2025, at the Hackney Marshes Centre, from 13:00 until 17:00 
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Workshop objectives 

• Collate practitioner feedback on the accessibility and perceived relevance of the 

London Public Realm Tree Climate Resilience Assessment undertaken by Urban Plant 

Lab.  

• Gather ideas on the implications and potential next steps stemming from the 

Assessment findings – with a particular focus on communications, further research, 

tree supply chain management, tree planting practices, and tree management. 

The feedback and ideas gathered is expected to inform:  

(1) the content and presentation of final London Public Realm Tree Climate Resilience 

Assessment to be publicly released in the Autumn later this year  

(2) the approach and main communication lines the Greater London Authority, the 

Forestry Commission, Kew and the LTOA will share to publicise the report  

(3) the next steps the London Urban Forest Partnership will consider to follow-up on the 

report findings. 

Workshop agenda 

• 13.00 Arrival 

• 13.05 Introductions 

• 13.10 Presentation of method and findings from London’s Public Realm Trees 

Climate Resilience Assessment by Urban Plant Lab, eg.   and   

(45 minutes) 

• 13.55 Plenary discussion: Clarifying questions and first reactions on key take-away 

(20 minutes) 

• 14.15 Break (15 minutes) 

• 14.30 Group work: Next steps and blockers (40 minutes) 

• 15.10 Sharing (45 minutes) 

• 15.55 Hackney Community Nursery visit (optional – until 16.30) 

• 16.30 End 

Workshop attendees 
  LB Southwark  

 

  Met Office  
 





 

Summary of workshop points  

1. Communicating research findings 

1.1 Audience-specific communication strategy 

• Develop tailored communication strategies for distinct audiences, including: 

o Local authorities (tree officers, planners, decision-makers, budget holders) 

o Practitioners (e.g. TfL, developers, landscape architects) 

o Nurseries and the wider tree supply chain 

o Government agencies (e.g. Defra) 

o Community groups and volunteers 

o General public 

o Media 

Next step: Communication planning should be a core focus, ensuring each audience 

receives messaging in a form that supports their role and decisions. 

1.2 Enable local/customer empowerment 

• Findings must be interpretable at the borough/local/tree manager level, where 

decision-making authority lies. 

• Buy-in happens locally; communication should empower action at this scale. 

• Promote questions of provenance at the local level, e.g., “Where are our trees 

coming from?” — especially in local authority–nursery relationships. 

1.3 Framing the climate context: microclimates over administrative 

boundaries 

• Move away from a simplistic “Inner vs Outer London” model. 

• Instead, communicate climate vulnerability through microclimatic zones (e.g., areas 

of high vs low Urban Heat Island effect). 

o Example: some inner London areas near the Thames may be cooler than 

outer areas. 

o Recognise both negative and positive microclimate effects (e.g. cooling from 

leaky hosepipes or other localised effects). 



Implication: Ground-level interpretation and planting decisions depend on how the climate 

context is framed. 

1.4 Policy and practice alignment 

• Findings should inform briefs for landscape architects and other specifiers – clarity 

on preferred species and acceptable substitutes is essential. 

• Findings should be reflected in local planning policy, helping officers guide species 

selection in developments. 

• Need for compliance and accountability mechanisms to ensure species selected at 

planning stage are actually planted (or suitable substitute). 

Suggested action: Could be taken forward by the LTOA working planning party and the LI 

policy team 

1.5. Managing risk in public messaging 

• Prior releases of similar research (e.g. Kew study) have shown this work can attract 

a lot of attention.  

• Need careful media engagement planning to: 

o Prevent misrepresentation/oversimplification that could skew planting 

decisions. 

o But also: Use emotion tactically (e.g., fear) to inspire urgency and action. 

1.6 Provide contextual understanding 

• Communicate the why behind tree selection shifts to those planting trees at the 

community level. 

• Clarify that changes are not just about climate resilience, but also about tree 

survival, canopy longevity, and urban cooling. 

• Messaging needs to move beyond tree numbers and carbon sequestration, and 

focus on: 

o Tree longevity 

o Cooling benefits 

o Importance of aftercare & quality of planting pit 

o Layered approach, where trees are part of wider greening (shrub) supporting 

urban resilience 



2. Enhancing data quality and use 

2.1 Standardisation & consistency 

• Adopt a unified taxonomic backbone for all public realm tree owners (starting with 

London Boroughs) and nurseries. Suggested source: Plants of the World Online. 

• Standardise tree data collection methodologies across boroughs and major 

landowners. 

• The lack of consistency in current data is a major obstacle to collaboration and 

analysis. 

Outcome: Enables better comparative analysis, shared platforms, and coordinated decision-

making across London. 

Suggested action: Could the LTOA Data working party take this forward? 

2.2 Tree health, pests & climate Interactions 

• Analyse tree felling and mortality data across boroughs to: 

o Identify trends in species decline. 

o Validate and backcheck the outcomes of climate resilience modelling with 

real-world evidence. 

• Establish systems to monitor and compile data on tree health on a pan-London 

scale. Explore how remote sensing technologies can support large-scale and 

consistent health monitoring. 

• Integrate understanding of pests and diseases (P&D) into resilience assessments: 

o Some tree species highly susceptible to P&D may also be well-adapted to 

climate change. 

o Need to understand how climate change interacts with P&D risks, and share 

that information more widely. 

o Suggest further refinement of the resilience score, potentially by emulating 

Defra/Forestry Commission’s approach for woodland species mix resilience 

assessments. 

Outcome: Builds a more holistic and evidence-backed view of species viability, combining 

modelling with on-the-ground data and biotic stress factors 

2.3 Research integration & higher Education Involvement 

• Involve higher education: Encourage Masters, PhD students, and research groups to 

contribute to filling knowledge gaps, testing species, and refining models. 



Outcome: Expands research capacity and provides a pipeline of new insights to inform 

planning and practice. 

2.4. Climate modelling & vulnerability analysis 

• Borough-level application: Each borough should analyse the vulnerability of its own 

tree population using the scores, since overall resilience depends on local species 

composition. Tools/templates may be useful for consistent borough-level analysis? 

• Further data/guidance on “Moderately resilient” species: Many of London’s most 

common species fall into this intermediate category. Can further research provide 

some insight into 

▪ Lifespan outlooks under different scenarios, and clues on possible 

approaches to extend viability. 

▪ Succession planning support: indicative timelines and prioritisation 

frameworks to stage replacement or diversification. 

• Collaborate with Met Office/JULES for improved modelling inputs, while balancing 

against over-granularity that risks overlooking species adaptability. 

• Emphasise risk management: treat “Low/Moderate” species as potential tipping 

points requiring proactive, prioritised planning. 

Outcome: Moves from scores to actionable, borough-level management strategies, 

especially for species in the “Low/Moderate” resilience band 

2.5 Managing uncertainty & model Limitations 

• Recognise and communicate the inherent uncertainties in: 

o Climate projections 

o Plant trait data 

o Interactions between pests/diseases and changing climate 

• Be cautious with high-resolution climate modelling: 

o If modelling becomes too granular, it could narrow down suitable species too 

much. 

o Need to balance precision with understanding of species 

plasticity/adaptability. 

Outcome: Avoid overprescribing narrow solutions; support flexible, informed decision-

making. 

2.6 Broader application of Kew/London’s approach? 

• Explore the potential for a national roll-out of London’s species climate resilience 

assessment methodology. 



Outcome: Shares London’s leadership and helps align approaches across the UK? 

3. Nursery engagement & tree production supply chain 

3.1 Provenance & stress tolerance 

• Current gap: Provenance of commercially available tree stock is often unknown. 

o This undermines understanding of stress tolerance, which historically has 

been less of a nursery priority than aesthetics. 

• Recommendation: 

o Encourage nurseries to identify and record provenance (seed source or 

parent material for clonal production). 

o Make provenance a key consideration for future-proofing nursery stock. 

Outcome: Improves resilience confidence in planting stock and supports better long-term 

performance. 

3.2 Feeding research back into production 

• Need mechanisms to feed research findings into nursery practice in ways that are 

effective and practical. 

• Use findings to inform review of gaps in nursery catalogues, and guide new 

production strategies. 

• Explore contract growing arrangements with councils or central Government to: 

o Guarantee provenance. 

o Address gaps in the market. 

o De-risk investment in novel or climate-resilient species/provenances. 

• Defra innovation grants (e.g. Seed Sourcing Grant, TPIF) could help support 

innovation and de-risking. 

Outcome: Aligns nursery production with long-term resilience goals while reducing 

commercial exposure. 

3.3 Collaboration vs Competition in the nursery sector 

• Current nursery sector dynamics are described as “frosty” and competitive, limiting 

collaboration. 

• Suggestions: 

o Local authorities should adopt a more open approach about their needs, 

allowing nurseries to specialise. 



o Consider consortium models (e.g. Sweden’s cooperative approach funding

joint research, trials, and field collections) – though past attempts in the UK

have struggled.

• Debate: should provenance and resilience innovation be driven by market

competition (rewarding proactive nurseries) or by coordinated sector-wide

engagement? ...probably a bit of both?

Outcome: Collaboration could reduce risk for nurseries and increase alignment with 

demand, but buy-in may require cultural change in the UK nursery sector. 

3.4 Risk management & timescales 

• Balancing risk:

o Nurseries cannot carry 100% of the risk in sourcing and trialling new material

– shared models of risk are needed.

o Consider contract growing led by central Government, with local authorities

purchasing stock via Government channels to help de-risk nurseries?

• Timescales misalignment:

o Human/political timescales vs business cycles vs tree lifecycles often don’t

match.

o Long-term contracts and clearer demand forecasts are essential to reconcile

these mismatches.

• Ongoing question: is current Government funding (e.g. TPIF, Seed sourcing grant,

etc) sufficient to de-risk the scale of investment required?

Outcome: Risk-sharing and longer-term certainty are prerequisites for securing resilient 

nursery production. 

3.5 Market demand & customer Influence 

• Customers extend beyond local authorities – TfL, housing developers, and

landscape architects are also key actors shaping demand.

• Need to bring these customers into the conversation, to clarify needs and align

production.

• Messaging is critical to maximise customer influence, ensuring buyers value

provenance and resilience (see section 1 above).

Outcome: Expands the demand signal beyond boroughs, creating stronger and more 

predictable incentives for nurseries. 



3.6 Research, innovation & future-proofing 

• Further research needed into traits and novel species to diversify future stock. 

• Use of local nurseries for testing and trials could help derisk early stages. 

• Develop an urban resilient seed bank with provenance tailored to London. 

• Accept that importing seed will be necessary to access diverse material. 

• Review nursery catalogues for future-proofing relevance against climate resilience 

evidence. 

Outcome: Supports a more adaptive and experimental approach to tree production, while 

grounding it in resilience needs. 

3.7 Certainty & long-term planning 

• Nurseries require certainty and long-term growing contracts to confidently invest in 

stock aligned with resilience priorities. 

• Open question: what further research outputs are needed to give nurseries 

confidence that what they invest in producing will be the “right” trees for London’s 

future? (see section 2 on enhancing data quality & use) 

Outcome: Stability of demand and confidence in research findings are essential to underpin 

nursery investment decisions. 

4. Policy alignment & governance 

4.1 Partnership & collective action 

• Encourage London boroughs to work in partnership to secure the trees they need, 

sharing demand signals and reducing competition. 

• Could this be taken forward by the LTOA Climate Adaptation working party? 

Outcome: Stronger collective leverage with nurseries and more consistent access to 

resilient species. 

4.2 Role of Defra, grants & incentives 

• Defra is a critical player and must be adequately briefed on the research findings. 

• Grants should be used to steer greater diversity in planting and avoid over-reliance 

on vulnerable species. 

• Risk that boroughs with highly skilled tree officers (also often working in borough 

enjoying high canopy cover/pro-active planting programmes) could dominate 



access to resilient new species, e.g. risk of worsening inequities between boroughs, 

with less-resourced areas falling further behind. 

• GLA & Defra/Forestry Commission could set criteria for accessing tree planting 

grants to: 

o Incentivise diversity. 

o Discourage planting of low-resilience species (rather than promoting a “top 

species list” that could create perverse demand pressures or supply 

bottlenecks). 

o Prioritise low tree equity areas 

Outcome: Funding and incentives become powerful levers to align practice with research 

evidence, while protecting species diversity and avoiding inequities. 

4.3. Planning Policy & GLA’s role 

• GLA should play an active role in encouraging the right shift through planning 

policy. 

• Proposal: adopt a metric or metrics to promote tree diversity as part of planning 

requirements. 

• Challenge: current practice often defaults to like-for-like restocking, which 

perpetuates vulnerabilities. 

Outcome: Embed resilience thinking into planning processes and development approvals. 

4.4 Strategic leadership & consistency 

• Proposal for a GLA Tree Strategy to provide a consistent, overarching framework / 

set of principles for borough-level tree strategies (?) 

• Would help align practice across London and reduce inconsistencies in approaches to 

climate resilience. 

Outcome: A London-wide strategic framework to coordinate local action, supported by 

national levers (Defra/FC grants). 





▪ In the future: might be useful to dig deeper in the range of 

microclimates (discussion: Microclimates works both ways. Yes we 

can have a negative microclimate impact, but positive impacts also 

possible e.g. leaky hosepipes). 

o Allow for this work to be interpreted at borough / local / tree manager level: 

buy-in happens at a local level - this is where the authority/capacity for action 

lies. 

o Advise that the provenance question be systematically asked (and answered): 

Borough to ask their nurseries: “where are my trees coming from?” 

• Nursery production: 

o Feed research back to producer: what’s the most effective way? 

o Encourage nurseries to put greater efforts into identifying provenance of 

trees – seed stock or parent tree for clonal production: 

▪ Discuss possibility of contract growing with councils – targeting gaps 

in current nursery catalogue offer – looking to guaranteeing the 

provenance of the tree stock thus produced. 

▪ Speak to Defra about nursery innovation grants to support this. 

 

Table 2: 

• Education and training 

o Promote the development of a Coms strategy for different audiences around 

the findings from this work 

o Climate literacy training 

o Can Masters / PhDs and other research project conducted as part of higher 

education feed into this? 

 

• Funding:  

o Promote the GLA’s £12m Green Roots Fund 

o Defra funding? 

Local authority process review 

• Review asset management and inventory metrics and adopt standardisation 

• Pathways to interdepartmental collaboration 

• Work towards private realm inventory data 

• Tree pit improvement: really important to emphasise, not just species selection 

• LTOA Working Party on data standardisation 

Species selection  

• More collaboration between nurseries – so that the industry supplies the trees the 

market wants, but there needs to be commercial viability for growers. Increased 



collaboration can be a means to de-risk – currently relationships can be a “frosty”. To 

facilitate this: 

o More open approach from local authorities on their needs: each nursery has 

their skillset on what they can grow, the nurseries could agree an approach 

for each nursey to specialise into certain species 

o In Sweden: a consortium of nurseries is in place, with all contributing a 

relatively modest amount (approx. £10,000 each) to fund Henrik Sjoman’s 

research (enabling trials and field collection trips) and they all benefit from 

the outcomes of that research, and give e-plant status to trees suited to 

climate – little success in replicating this approach in the UK despite some 

attempt… UK nurseries collaborate with nurseries abroad rather than fellow 

UK nurseries – still a rather competitive approach. 

o There isn’t necessarily consensus among nurseries on this approach (e.g. 

provenance): so is it best to leave it to competition between nurseries, letting 

market feedback reward those investing in this field (e.g. let demand be the 

key driver)? Or do we focus on a nursery-specific communication to get this 

information across to the sector more effectively and achieve better buy-in? 

If nurseries’ whole business model doesn’t work on provenance, then, its 

inevitable that there is going to be resistance and there is a need to 

understand the hardship that will need to be overcome to make this viable… 

Nurseries will grow tree from any provenance: the issue is the risk: whatever 

is desired from the steppes for example first has to be proven to be possible 

to commercially grow in the UK: balance is needed of where that risk lies: a 

lot of time and effort could be dedicated to sourcing and trialing new 

materials, but where things don’t work out, the nurseries cannot carry 100% 

of that risk. More collaboration is needed to balance that risk. 

o While market demand is the key driver of this – timescales are an issue: 

Human vs business vs tree timelines don’t match – We need to find a way to 

align these timelines into a project whole!  

o Is existing Government funding adequate to help derisk such efforts? E.g. 

Defra’s Seed Sourcing Grant; Defra’s Tree Production Innovation Fund (TPIF): 

£200,000. Need to discuss with Claire. 

o Could the Government contract grow with nurseries (thereby de-risking the 

investment), and local authorities buy-off the Government who would then 

recuperate its investment? 

• Continue supporting LTOAs/communities on species selection, factoring the 

evidence of the resilience of species 

• Factor an understanding of the impacts of resilience on canopy cover in 2050 and 

2090 

 

Table 3: 

Sharing/collation of data & data consistency 



• Ensure consistency of data – current lack of consistency is a major obstacle 

• More sharing of information between public landowners and nurseries, and between 

nurseries to influence the species produced/planted 

• Could there be a national roll-out of London’s approach to assessing climate resilient 

species? 

• Monitor & compile data on tree health in urban areas. Could this be supported by 

remote sensing solution? 

• Understand uncertainty – uncertainties around climate + uncertainties around plant 

traits: how does this affect overall approach 

Pests and Diseases and policy 

• Keep in mind that some of the tree species most susceptible to p&d are perhaps also 

best climate adapted. Knowledge of how climate interacts w/ p&d is critical: need 

more sharing of this information 

• Consider climate resilience and tree health resilience in tree and woodland 

strategies.  

Provenance and nursery selection 

• Long-term planning for nurseries – place more importance on provenance. 

• Review relevance of tree catalogue offer for future proofing 

 

Sharing/messaging/facilitating an understanding of the research 

o How do we communicate findings to practitioners / those making decisions 

on the ground? 

 

 

Table 4: 

Communication & messaging 

• Sharing research and how it’s communicated more widely, needs to be carefully 

considered: 

o Dissemination of findings to practitioners / those delivering on the ground - 

incl TfL, housing developers, landscape architects – e.g. those specifying what 

is being planted. Briefs for landscape architects need to be clear re: species 

selection. 

o Potential for local planning policy to better reflect this research – to help 

officers to direct the type of trees being planted in development. There is 

also a need for those who deliver to be held accountable/enable compliance: 

even if both local planning authorities and landscape architects are on top of 

tree species selection, by the time contractors make tree purchases, a lot of 



substitutions can happen. There can be a lot of deviation compared to the 

scheme approved at planning stage. From a nursery perspective, it’s 

inevitable that at one point a given species will become unavailable, so to 

manage this, there needs to be list of alternatives as certain species are 

always in high demand 

▪ A topic for the LTOA working planning party to consider? 

o How do we manage the messaging to the wider media? Previous experience 

has shown this work (e.g. release of Kew study) attracts a lot of attention. 

Risk that 

risk of strategic message gets overlooked 

Influencing / supporting shift in tree production & addressing associated commercial 

viability issues 

o Discussed as previous group 

o Who are the customers? Need to bring customers around the table more 

(e.g. TfL, housing developers, landscape architects – not just London 

Boroughs’ tree officers). Careful management of messaging is a key tool to 

maximise customer influence (as highlighted above). 

o Need certainty and long-term tree growing contracts – what research is 

needed to ensure that what we invest in producing are the right things? How 

can we improve the quality of our projection to help de-risk this investment? 

Further research needed into traits and novel species to retain diverse tree 

stock? 

o Use of local nurseries for testing and trials 

Concern / tree equity 

• Concern that parts of London have highly skilled tree officers (likely already with high 

tree canopy cover) may have higher demand for new tree species – negative impact 

on tree equity: how do we avoid inadvertently increasing London’s existing 

disparities? 

 

[question] Urban Plan Lab approach to providing recommendation on suitable alternative 

to species deemed most vulnerable? 

Look at what’s available in the trade: make recommendations on substitutions based on 

what’s available in the trade. E.g. exploit the rich long tail in the dataset (underused species) 

Horizon scanning for best provenance novel species that can feed into the supply chain. 

Getting novel species or genotypes into the production system is a 15-20 year endeavour. 

The contract growing needs to focus on this, to de-risk this investment. 

How can we give the research more teeth? Use tree species as grant criteria? BUT may 

cause  



• overdemand of very limited number of species if “top species” are set too narrowly. 

OR could discourage certain species instead, which would be better at encouraging 

diversity 

• Make recommendations to nurseries for at-risk species – focus on species currently 

available, as novel species take 15-20 years to get into the system. Need to derisk for 

nurseries as much as possible 

Table 5: 

• Planting and species selection: we need to increase the diversity of treescapes by 

promoting a broad mix of planting. This requires: 

o Thinking outside the box of commonly planted tree species – what species 

are we not planting that exist in European Steppe? 

o Find space to plant an urban resilient seed bank with provenance tailored to 

London 

o Influence tree production supply chain tree nurseries rely upon to secure the 

production of species/provenances suitable for London. 

 

• Partnership and engagement: 

o London boroughs to work in partnership to secure the trees they need 

o From a Media engagement perspective: Allow fear to set in! To inspire action 

o Place pressure on our partners to source tolerant species 

o Advocacy & outreach work w/ community group on tree species (not just 

cultivars) 

o Work with landowners and explore funding options to create localised supply 

lines – secure space for planting the seed bank. 

 

• Data: 

o Use data from Urban Plant Lab to establish climate vulnerability of tree 

population at borough level: retain species that are in the high/moderate 

categories for as long as possible, create a response/strategy for most 

vulnerable  

o Liaise with Met Office’s climate-vegetation interaction team (JULES): could 

higher res climate data help with this research? –  already working with 

them (Univ of Exeter doing modelling) 

▪ Higher resolution climate data – however, if we drill down too much 

we will limit the species susceptible to be identified as suitable, 

overlooking the fact that most species have a level of 

plasticity/adaptability 

o Tree felling data could help understand risks, mortality data, etc. – can be 

used to backcheck research (  has done it for the Kew analysis, and 

looked at mortality data to identify trends). 

▪ BUT availability of tree data varies significantly between boroughs 

 



• Obstacles + approaches 

o Resources: money, space, time 

o Increased need for risk management – could there be more insight provided 

by the research into what’s going to happen to the ‘Moderate’ trees, to help 

tree managers strategise an approach (e.g. a prioritised 

management/succession approach) 

o Having a GLA Tree Strategy promoting consistency across boroughs – provide 

an overarching framework borough’s tree strategies could feed into 

o GLA&FC could also stipulate certain criteria for accessing grants – better to 

incentivise diversity and avoidance of low resilience species that promote a 

list of ‘resilient’ species (likely to be purchased by a limited number of 

boroughs with greater delivery capacity – contributing to inequity) 

o Standardise tree data – using plant World Data online for taxon information + 

FR work   

Table 6: 

Sharing information and education 

• Disseminate research findings across the board: nurseries, central Government, 

government agencies, local authorities (incl decision makers and budget holders), 

the community groups / volunteers / wider public (those who plant trees at a local 

level need to understand why local authorities are making those changes), the media 

• All these different groups need different/very specific coms strategies / tailored 

messages: this ought to be a key focus in next steps. 

• To get political buy-in: need a complete overhaul of what’s understood w/ tree 

planting: 

o Headline is always tree numbers – not helpful, because while it might be 

possible to plant a lot of trees and tick the numbers box, these trees might be 

dead in 10 years. 

o Often pitched in terms of carbon sequestration: the message, in urban areas, 

should be strongly emphasising cooling. (although this is emphasised by tree 

trait and context/urban form): a strategy is needed to optimise cooling 

benefit. Has to be a multi-layered green infrastructure approach, include 

shrub! 

o Importance of aftercare and funding for aftercare (how can it be that Defra’s 

latest grant still only cover 2 years of maintenance, despite all the feedback 

that has happened?). Big education needed on capital/revenue. 

• Possibility of using public facing GIS map showing where they want trees – many 

inner London boroughs have planted on most available planting sites available. Only 

available planting space is implies taking away car parking space. If public are 

allowed to map trees we may find they’re willing to get rid of parking space for tree 

planting 

Policy changes:  



• Grant schemes. Defra is a critical player and must be adequately briefed. Defra 

should use its grants to steer greater diversity  

• Planning policy: GLA need to take an active role in encourage the right shift. Having a 

metric to support the promotion of greater tree diversity would be a good starting 

point. Restocking is often happening like for like… 

Production 

• Importing seeds 

• Nurseries need to be able to make decisions now to make species available in time – 

significant commercial risks 

 



From:  
To:    
Cc: gmail.com
Subject: Key messages from your work...
Date: 02 September 2025 12:56:00
Attachments: UPL Interim Report June 2025 - London AJ.pdf

Dear  and 
As discussed with  yesterday, please find below the overview I sent to our Coms lead to try
and describe the scope of your work, and, critically, key findings emerging from it.
As mentioned to  I think there are issues with how figures are currently presented in the
report: there are big risks of mis-interpretation.
We do need however some overarching headlines; so I do not want throw the baby out with the
bath water!
Based on yesterday’s discussion w/ 

For presenting percentages, we need to be very clear on what wider whole the percentage
is calculated against.
For a headline on London’s public realm trees, it would make sense to focus on the whole
public realm tree population, while noting that you only reviewed the resilience of roughly
75% of it (e.g. it is desirable to express some of your findings like this: “available evidence
points to at least x% of London’s public realm trees having some degree of vulnerability to
anticipated changes in London’s climate”) . You could still also have the percentages
expressed in relation of the sample you focused on (“between 65% and 87% of the sample
studied – which accounts for ¾ of London’s public realm trees, showed some degree of
climate vulnerability – depending on assumptions made on their planting environment”).
For percentages given on the performances of trees in high urban heat island areas (which
is a better way to articulate the conditions you modelled, rather than ‘inner London’), then
again, we need to be clear on what whole the percentage is calculated against…. The table
on page 13 of the Interim report can easily be read as “7% of inner London’s trees have low
resilience to climate change”…when in fact, what you are showing is “7% of London’s
public realm trees studied (representing ¾ of the whole public realm tree population)
would have low resilience to climate change is the whole of London had very high
incidence of UHI, akin to what is found is the type of conditions currently found in central
London”
With  we agreed that, before we start thing of how we account for the performance of
trees in areas with high incidence of overheating (which does open a bit of a challenge in
terms of how we articulate findings / impacts on the whole tree population), you should
look at how many species had very different scores for high vs low UHI, and to what degree
these particular species where unevenly distributed (using the existing London Tree Map).

I re-attach the (old) comments I had made on your interim report (I didn’t update the points on the
% figures, captured above) – I just wanted to make sure this was still on your radar.
Here is what I communicated to my Coms colleague:
Report scope:

1. Use best available scientific evidence to assess and score the climate
resilience of London’s most common public realm tree species (e.g. any species
representing more than 1% of the total count, plus all the UK native species
used in the public realm) = in total 42 species. Two resilience scores were produced
for each species considered: one reflecting climate vulnerability if the tree is located in a



built-up area prone to overheating (high urban heat island effect), and another for more
benign growing London conditions (outside high UHI areas).

2. Provide a list of alternative suitable tree species (already used in London’s
public realm), that could be used more – e.g. offering a suitable substitute for
the trees with the greatest vulnerability to climate

3. Recommended next steps, factoring feedback from key nursery practitioners &
London public realm tree managers.

Outputs 2 and 3 from above are not yet part of the Interim report currently available (and
attached) – but will feature in the final version.
Headlines from this work, which no other city has undertaken on a similar scale as London, will
be:

1. Climate change is having and is expected to continue to have a significant impact on
London Trees and woodland, with evidence pointing to between 65% and 87% of London’s
most common public realm trees showing some degree of vulnerability.

2. Levels of vulnerability however vary depending on the characteristics of each tree species
and its planting location, with harshest locations typically found in more built-up areas
prone to over-heating. Available evidence suggests that up to 7% of have no record of
being able to handle such conditions.

3. 70% of London's trees are one of 25 or so species: that's not very diverse. A key step to
achieve greater resilience to climate change is to diversify the trees planted.

4. There are many species currently suitable that could be used more - diversification will be
key to enhancing the resilience of London’s tree population – not just planting climate
resilience species.

5. Other messages on key recommendations will be available in mid-late Sept.
-!- IMPORTANT NOTE: please take the percentages identified above as indicative. Final figures
are not yet available as calculations -as currently made – reflect the percentage of trees affected,
based on the subset that was analysed (800,000 trees or so) – rather that a % of the total tree
population or a % of the total tree population affected by high incidence of UHI in point (2).
Best,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 









































































250623_1712_1 UPL Interim Report June 2025 – London: Comments in pdf 

Page Comment 

2 The Greater London Authority and the Forestry Commission 

2 You are missing some wording here - maybe something like: 'commissioned Urban Plant Lab (UPL) 

2 In this Introduction / context setting, it would be useful for the role of partners to be highlighted more 
explicitely (LTOA & GiGL) e.g.  the LTOA Climate Adaptation & Tree Planting working parties taking part in 
the steering group feeding back on the draft report,, LTOA members supplying tree inventory data, and 
GiGL compiling the data. 

2 This context setting section could also briefly refer to the Treeconomics works & findings as well as Kew's 
Landscape Legacy Plan. The work Treeconmics conducted highlighted high potential future vulnerability 
that generated the appetite to go further. The Kew work demonstrated how the methodology could be 
made more robust... 

8 or this Phase II, it would be helpful to break it down more clearly (with subheadings)  into the different  
component parts of the composite score - ie: 
 
1/ Context:  
The climate changes London trees are facing, e.g. increased heat, constant annual precipitation, but more 
prolongued drought period (less even rainfall distribution) plus the impact of UHI 
 
2/ Scoring plant traits  
4-point scoring of resilience targeting plant traits reflecting drought tolerance. 
 
Outputs: WD, LDMC and TLP scores for each species 
 
3/ Scoring species distribution  
4-point scoring of resilience based on degree of occurrence in future climate analogues (with climate 
analogues accounting for both MAT and CMI - and match to both inner and outer London conditions) 
 
Output: SMD score for inner London and Outer London for each species 
 
4/ Putting both scores together into a composite resilience score for each species studied, for inner and 
outer London, plus a confidence statement. 
 
....I wonder also if you could have a simple diagram capturing your resilience scoring methodology (i.e. 
showing its component parts are added and averaged d to produce the composite scores)? 
 
e.g. (WD score + LDMC score + TLP score+ SDM score)/4 = composite score 
 

8 The area with high UHI index spreads beyond the City of London boundaries. Could we refer to 'Inner 
London' instead? 

8 DO you mean 'Outer'? Greater London refers to the whole of London, including the City 
 

9 These graphs are hard to read.  
 
Do you think you could have values for Inner & Outer London on the same graph to allow easier 
comparisons? (e.g. maybe two dots, or two bars side by side for each time horizon considered 

11 Table A2 presents the resilience score for each trait based on which cluster each specie fell in e.g. 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. 
 
The averaging into the composite score only comes into play once you have added the resilience score 
based on degree of occurrence in climate analogue, correct?  
 
You don't actually average the plant traits scoring on their own before integrating the SDM score to 
produce the final composite scoring, so I find it a bit confusing to have this explained here. I think you 
could keep this explanation for later, when you introduce the composite score. 
 

13 Outer 

13 Here you are jumping into the composite score, correct? (ie. as presented in table A2 in the Appendix) I 
think we are going to need more explanations on this last step - about how the resilience score based on 
plant traits reflecting drought tolerance, and the resilience score based on degree of occurrence in climate 
analogues are brought together into this final, composite appraisal of resilience. 
 
My understanding is the math works as follow: 
(LDMC score + WD score+ TLP score + SMD score)/4 = composite resilience score 
 
Take 'Acer Campestre' 
Inner London: (2+2+3+1)/4 = 2 
Outer London: ((2+2+3+4)/4 = 2.75 



 
Then if this composite score < 2, then 'Low resilience' 
If composite score = or > 2 but <3, then 'Moderate resilience' 
If composite score > 3, then 'High resilience' 

 



From:  
To:    
Cc:  
Subject: Next tuesday & timeframe for Resilience report release
Date: 25 September 2025 16:53:00

Dear both,
I have two queries.

1. Would one of you be comfortable giving a 5-minute update on the work you have
been doing for us during the London Urban Forest Partnership network meeting next
Tuesday? E.g. recap the objective, your approach (briefly – incl. the June stakeholder
workshop), a couple headlines (without revealing the full set of scores) & timescale
for release & dissemination (see below)… Please send me any slide you want to use
by 3pm on Monday.

2. Publication timescales: we are currently aiming for 24 November. With this in mind,
we need to work to the milestones shown below: please confirm that these work for
you (I have just received confirmation from our GIS/UI dev team that they were able
to develop a new version of the London Public Realm Tree Map, showing climate
suitability scores, to that timeframe)

· First draft of the final report sent by  to  &  circulate to review
group by COB on 13 October.

·  to test Adobe Acrobat Accessibility Check on the draft version of the report,
with a view to resolve any accessibility issues no later than 31 October (‘Pass’ report
sent to  on that date).

·  to collate review group comments received and send back to  by COB
on 31 October

· Final report incorporating comments + Adobe Acrobat Accessibility Check on final
version of the report (showing a full ‘Pass’) sent to  by noon on 10 November –
alongside your final invoice.

· Report published on 24 November (National Tree Week) on the London Urban Forest
Resource Hub

· Event scheduled for 24 February at Kew (with option for remote access for part of the
event) with London Urban Forest Partnership Network and wider relevant national
contacts to promote findings, explore implications, incl. follow-on projects / early
adopters.

Thank you!

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 



From:  
To:  
Cc:     
Subject: PLEASE SEND COMMENTS BY 27 OCT: "Future Climate Suitability of London’s Public Realm Trees" final

draft report
Date: 13 October 2025 12:16:34
Attachments: UPL DRAFT Final Report October 2025.docx

Dear all,
As agreed during our June workshop, please find attached for your review Urban Plan Lab
(UPL)’s Future Climate Suitability of London’s Public Realm Trees final draft report.
Please send your comments to me no later than COB Monday 27 October 2025.
At this stage, the report and its findings remain confidential: please do not share
onwards without checking with me first.
As you will see,  and  have further refined their data analysis to break into two the
large ‘moderate suitability’ category into which most species previously fell into. They have
also expanded the scope of their work, to now cover 95% of the total number public realm
trees in London. This version of the report also includes the analysis of London’s ‘long tail’
of tree species (e.g. species already present in London and therefore already commercially
available, but not common) offering potential for greater use to help support tree
diversifications efforts while tree production progressively evolves to better meet the
London tree market needs. Finally,  and  have also included their
recommendations on next steps/key priorities for action.
I am immensely grateful for the immense time(!), determination, and mix of creative and
critical thinking  and  have brought to this project. Now it’s time for our input, to
help make this work as impactful as it can be.
I would particularly welcome your feedback on:

1. CLARITY: Are all aspects of the report clear to you or are there aspects that you feel
require further clarifying? Please bear in mind that we are aiming the body of the
report to a professional/tree practitioner audience. The executive summary (not
included in the version attached) will be worded in plain language.

2. AN EFFECTIVE SPRINGBOARD: Are you confident the recommendations place
adequate emphasis on the priorities that require action and do so in a way that
provide relevant stakeholders with a solid platform they can use. We want effective
enabling, without cornering.

3. VISUAL IMPACT/COVER: What would make an impactful cover? Any image you may
be able to suggest welcome.

I will collate, synthesize, and share your comments with the UPL team who will make final
edits prior to handing the document over to a graphic designer. If you comment about
presentation, please bear in mind that what you see now is not what the final report will
look like.
We are aiming to publicly launch the report at the end of November. An updated
version of the London Public Realm Tree Map will be launched alongside of UPL’s report,
helping (among other things) to visualise the findings spatially. The London public realm
tree dataset, which will show UPL’s climate suitability scores, will also be available for
download.
In due course, I will share with you and all members of the London Urban Forest
Partnership some suggestions on how we can all support and make the most of the public



release of this outstanding work. Please do not hesitate to reach out to me if you have
some thoughts on Coms around this project.
Many thanks for your time and thoughtful contributions to this work.
Kind regards,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 











































































































From:  
To:    
Cc:  
Subject: RE: Impact of increased atmospheric CO2 level on tree water efficiency
Date: 22 October 2025 10:50:00

Dear both,
…in thinking a bit more about it, I think I am starting to see how BiFOR’s findings and your
approach sit together:

1. Drought tolerance and water efficiency are two different things, aren’t they? So while trees
might become more efficient with water, they still need to access water, and the point you
are making is that under current climate scenarios, this is going to become more
challenging.

2. Urban environments, such as London’s exacerbate this. Unlike the forest environments
where the Bifor work took place, London’s trees often grow in restricted rooting
environments with limited access to deep water reserves… If soil moisture is low due to
poor infiltration, compacted soils, or seasonal drought, even water efficient trees will
struggle.

3. The traits you have looked at are probably still relevant even under higher CO2 levels, for
understanding how trees respond to combined stresses: heat, drought, pests?

…So maybe in your report it is a matter of acknowledging that while elevated CO2 may moderate
some of the projected impacts, but it won’t altogether eliminate the risks posed by increased
heat and reduced water availability?
And your emphasis on provenance - selecting tree populations from regions already coping with
hotter, drier conditions, is really valid in the sense that it provides a way forward to identify trees
may already possess the physiological traits needed to be the best able to benefit from elevated
CO2 and tolerate water stress???
Is that right?
Best,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 

From:   
Sent: 22 October 2025 10:21
To:   ;   
Cc:   
Subject: Impact of increased atmospheric CO2 level on tree water efficiency

Hi both,
There are good comments coming in on your draft report – which I am collating and will share on
Friday.
One observation I feel is worth passing on straight away is from University of Birmingham. An
experiment coordinated by Anna Gardner at BiFOR has demonstrated across several sites
around the world and a broad range of species that trees living in conditions where the carbon



dioxide (CO2) has been artificially elevated (to mimic atmospheric conditions expected to be the
norm by 2050) are likely to become more efficient in conserving water. The trees under increased
CO2 treatment were able to increase their water use efficiency by increasing their carbon uptake
whilst, simultaneously, conserving water by adjusting the opening and closing of their stomata.
The researchers found that, overall, the efficiency of water use in the trees’ leaves increased by
85% for a doubling of CO2 and that contrary to previous assumptions, these responses were
similar across all the tree types studied (compared to pre-industrial average). You are most likely
already fully aware of this work

Gardner et al (2023). ‘Optimal stomatal theory predicts CO2 responses of stomatal
conductance in both gymnosperm and angiosperm trees.’ New Phytologist.
Plain English overview of findings: Forest trees find a new watery ‘sweet spot’ when CO2 is
high - University of Birmingham

My (lay person) question is: how does your approach account for these findings? It seems worth
acknowledging them somewhere in your report and spelling out how your approach accounts for
them or can stand alongside of them.
The fact is, currently, trees around us are clearly showing signs of increased drought stress
(despite increasing CO2 levels…) – will this still be the case with much higher atmospheric CO2?
Best,

 
Senior Policy and Programme Officer
GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way, London E16 1ZE
www.london.gov.uk

london.gov.uk

My pronouns are: 


























































































































