




CIS opposing CF25-0962 AND CF25–0974 unless amended 
 
The goals of the ShadeLA program are admirable and justified.  Increasing shade canopy in Los 
Angeles is a cost effective and important mitigation for climate change and supports making Los 
Angeles a more livable city.  However, we are also in a climate-driven biodiversity crisis of 
emergency proportions.  CF25-0962 and CF25-0974 make no mention of this or the essential 
role of planting native tree species to support biodiversity.  Native trees are just as capable of 
meeting ShadeLA’s tree canopy goals but also provide critical biodiversity that non-native trees 
can never provide.  Yet, ShadeLA has thus far deferred species decisions to LA City 
departments and community organizations that do not prioritize native species and instead 
promote a “right tree for the right place” approach that is a euphemism for continuing to plant 
the same 25 non-native (to California) tree species planted around the world in urban forests.  
The current draft of the referenced Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) does not even 
mention native species despite consistent stakeholder feedback requesting that the City plant 
native species at UFMP community outreach sessions performed by the Office of Forest 
Management.  We simply cannot afford to launch yet another tree planting program in Los 
Angeles that adds even more exotic species to our public spaces when native fauna relies on 
native flora in a biodiversity crisis located in one of the most important biodiversity hotspots on 
the planet.  We currently have only 3% native species street trees and under 15% native 
species park trees.  Scientific consensus confirms that a region needs a minimum of 70% native 
flora to support local biodiversity in an urban forest.  With over 90 native tree species available 
for use as street trees identified by the Los Angeles Community Forest Advisory Committee, 
there is no need to ever plant a non-native tree in a public project in Los Angeles.  ShadeLA 
offers a great opportunity to address both shade and biodiversity.  Without changes, it will 
address the former crisis while making the latter crisis worse.  We urge the council to specify 
that ShadeLA plantings should consist of 100% California native species. 
 
Though it exceeds the scope of ShadeLA, another impediment to achieving the shade canopy 
Angelenos deserve is the destruction of mature trees that happens when new housing is 
developed.  Developers are sometimes even allowed to replace mature trees with small trees in 
containers.  To provide true shade, we need to plant trees in the ground.  This often becomes 
impossible because subterranean structures are built to the property boundaries and there is no 
room for tree roots.  Addressing the canopy without addressing development's role in reducing it 
means we're looking at one side of the coin when both sides are critical.  We need to enact 
subterranean setbacks so our trees have a chance to thrive. 


