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INTRODUCTION

Urban trees across cities (Feng & Tan, 2017)
Urban trees and quality of life (Duinker et al., 2015)

Unequal distribution of urban trees between and within towns (McConnachie &
Shackleton, 2010; Kuruneri-Chitepo & Shackleton, 2011)

Drivers of unequal distribution (Fan et al., 2019; Gwedla & Shackleton, 2017)
Momentum of urban forestry in South Africa

Urban forest research in South Africa (McConnachie et al., 2008; McConnachie &
Shackleton, 2010; Ward et al., 2010; Kuruneri-Chitepo & Shackleton, 2011;
Shackleton & Blaire, 2013; Kaoma & Shackleton, 2014, 2015; Gwedla &
Shackleton, 2015, 2017; Shackleton et al., 2015; Shackleton et al., 2018)
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OBJECTIVES & HYPOTHESIS

To understand the perceptions of residents on the importance of
urban trees across different suburb types, within multiple towns with
differing socio-economic contexts in the urban settings of South
Africa

Assess preferences for the structure and distribution of urban trees,
and satisfaction with current distribution

Different perceptions within and between towns,
and more satisfaction among residents from
wealthier towns and suburbs than those from the poor
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STUDY AREA & METHODS
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Figure 1: Location of study towns within the Eastern Cape province (*=former homeland towns)
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STUDY AREA & METHODS
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KEY FINDING 1: POSITIVE PERCEPTIONS

Proportion of Responsents (%06)

Table 2: Respondents’ perceived importance of trees for quality of life in towns based on

their perceived importance of having trees on the street.
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Figure 2: Residents’ perceived importance of street trees based on their preferences for the location of planted trees within towns and

between suburb types.
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KEY FINDING 2: SATISFACTION WITH

APPEARANCE & DISTRIBUTION

Table 3: General (dis)satisfaction with street and preference for location of planted trees (*=former homeland towns; a=high
street tree density; b=medium street tree density; c=low street tree density).

Town General (dis)satisfaction with street Preferences for location of trees (n=1200)
70
Number of General Yard & Yard Street Nowhere
apbearance Street
Burgersdorp? 9;’ 91 (748N 49 (419%) 15 (12%)mgoth 7 (6%)
Cradock® £ 87 (THb) 27 (23%) 6 (5%) ®mGaden () (0%)
Graaff-Reinett | & 74 (i) 24 (20%) 14 (12%)75" 3 (3%)
S h
Libode*< 2 104 ( 44 (37%) 20 (17%) " 5 (4%)
Matatiele® £ 721 31 (26%) 14 (12% 6 (5%)
Peddie*c & 108 ( 36 (30%) (10%) 1 (1%)
Port St John’s*® 107 ( 31 (26%) 13%) 2 (2%)
Queenstown® 75 (63%juent. 90 (75%wnship 68 (57%) rop 25 (21%)  Tou26 (22%) 1 (1%)
Tsolo*< 89 (74%) 101 (84%)  RE"{I6E) 18 (15%) 5 (4%)
i b 0 0 0 0 (0] 0

e Figure g6 Ig?gfé)l)ences for t7hle q509ca/ ?on of pla7n]te(8 ?r@s amon&sgl %gp/ dents from %3</ rious =
Total suburbl_elﬁdﬁaﬁﬁ)ss all to9@s(75%) 662 (55%) 352 (29%) 153 (13%) 33 (3%)
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KEY FINDING 2: SATISFACTION &

PREFERENCES FOR TREE LOCATIONS

Table 4. Common reasons for satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the general appearance of streets (n=1

200).
Reason for Number of mentions Reason for Number of mentions
satisfaction Suburb Type dissatisfaction Suburb Type
Affluent  Township RDP Affluent Township RDP
(n=400) (n=400) (n=400) (n=400)  (n=400) (n=400)
Tar road 101 60 0 Notar road 69 107 326
Clean 89 57 14 Not clean 119 148 198
Well maintained 116 30 6 Dusty/Muddy 58 103 27
Many trees 95 11 3 No drainage system 26 82 162
Looks fine 42 31 17 No trees 39 77 113

Other: | like the way it is; wide road; proper drainage Other: potholes; no paving/pavement; narrow road; not
system; everyone else is satisfied; everything looks fine appealing and dull; smelly water all over; not
for this settlement; clear street view; lot of grass; proper maintained; no variety of trees; no flowers.

gravel road.
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KEY FINDING 2: SATISFACTION &

PREFERENCES FOR TREE LOCATIONS

Table 5: Common reasons for the various preferences for the location of planted trees.

Pr?%? ae Reason for preference Number of mentions
logfi;r']‘%gd‘)f Suburb Type
trees Affluent  Township RDP Total
% Shade 17 ) 121 ) 127 Acn
e Abundant fruit Benefits derived from urban
% Beautiful yards and streets trees
© Protection from strong winds Sl 30 4y 110
s Oxygen provision 29 25 14 68
Vandalism of trees on the street
= Criminals hide behind the trees on the street
-E Shade for my house
$ Directly benefit from all trees 9 18 28 63
Not enough space on the street 8 13 29 50
Not enough space in the yard 10 26 26 62
%‘ Trees will make the yard look messy and dirty 12 20 6 38
% Tree roots will crack house walls 8 13 10 31
% Shade for passers-by 3 12 14 29
No responsibility to take care of them 5 8 9 22
I do not like trees 4 6 7 17
§ No space for trees anywhere 2 2 4 8
=3 Criminals hide behind trees 1 3 2
E Trees are more dangerous than beneficial 1 2 3
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KEY FINDING 3: PREFERENCES FOR TREE

SPECIES

Frwt speC|es Ornamental speC|es indigenous Ornamental alien
\‘.‘f Olea africana Eucalyptus spp.
Prunus " L Harpephyllum Angophora spp.
armeniaca v caffrum
Corymbia spp.
domestica
2 Ficus burtt- :
Pinus spp.
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CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Hypothesis supported

Dissatisfaction highest in former homeland towns and low-income
areas

Dissatisfaction mostly related to infrastructure and cleanliness
Preferences for both fruit and ornamental tree species

South Africa as a unique example- comparability
Key priorities to improving urban forest structure and distribution

User-needs based planning and solutions
Recognition of knowledge limitations and address these limitations
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