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Introduction 
 
The City of Woodbury has identified critical success factors related to environmental 
stewardship as part of its 2040 plan. A core area of focus is improving the city’s urban forest, 
with significant public investments being made to increase its urban tree canopy. The main 
goals of the initiative include: equitably increasing the city’s percentage of tree canopy 
coverage; and reviewing and updating the approved tree species list to address plant diversity, 
introduction of pests, and shifting plant hardiness zones.  
 
However, increasing the urban tree canopy is not just about increasing the number of trees. 
More trees are good for the community as a whole, but not all groups benefit equally.  
Benefits of trees include shade, storm water control, and increased home values. Negative 
impacts include potential additional maintenance for individual property owners, gentrification, 
and displacement of vulnerable populations as property values and cost of rent increases.  
 
The City recognizes that any decisions made to increase the urban tree canopy need to be 
made in partnership with a broad group of stakeholders. In an effort to ensure appropriate 
public engagement for this initiative, the City has partnered with the University of Minnesota 
through its Resilient Communities Project to develop proper guidance for public engagement. 
  

Problem/ Opportunity Statement: 

The City of Woodbury wants to ensure future investments to distribute urban tree 
canopy and city tree services continue to be equitable. Now facing restrictions 
and limitations due to Covid-19, the City’s traditional public engagement 
strategies are not viable.  

 
This document outlines the recommendations, guidelines, and tools developed to enable the 
City to facilitate informative and inclusive public engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic 
and beyond. It also summarizes the research and analysis that informed the strategies. The 
recommendations and tools in this document are designed to work together to overcome 
resident barriers to participation.  
 
Recommendations: 

1. Coordinate efforts of multiple departments and organizations around trees.  
2. Cultivate a vision of a “Woodbury Ideal” that includes trees.  
3. Reach community groups. 
4. Use multiple engagement tools when engaging each different audience.  
5. Build long-term relationships with historically underrepresented groups, community 

groups, and private landowners. 
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Context 
Woodbury’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan describes how tree canopy contributes to community 
resiliency. The City began this effort in 2009, when it started drafting an Urban Forestry Plan, 
which was completed in 2011. The 2011 Urban Forestry Plan commits to performing a canopy 
assessment and tree inventory on a recurring 10-year schedule (Figure 1). The City is currently 
in the process of performing the first 10-year update. The 2011 Urban Forestry Plan lays out 
goals for future expansion of the urban canopy, to 30% citywide canopy by 2030 and 40% 
canopy by 2040. The goals were slated for implementation through changes to city ordinances, 
new public policies, volunteer action, and community education. 

  

 
Figure 1: Woodbury Urban Forestry Plan update timeline 

The City targeted a number of actions as possible tactics to preserve, maintain, and increase its 
tree canopy (City of Woodbury, 2011):  

● Enacting a comprehensive tree preservation ordinance 
● Undertaking an open space acquisition program 
● Maintaining a diseased tree inspection and control program on city properties 
● Adopting major roadway corridor landscape guidelines 
● Requiring tree planting on boulevards for all new subdivisions 
● Holding an annual Arbor Day celebration 
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● Implementing a Tree Incentive Program to encourage residential tree planting 
● Developing commercial landscape standards  
● Controlling invasive species such as buckthorn  

Resources and capacity will necessitate increasing the canopy on both public and private land. 
The City of Woodbury can use public lands as a model to demonstrate canopy goals, as canopy 
cover on public lands already meets the City’s 30% goal (City of Woodbury, 2011). To meet 
these canopy goals citywide, the City will need to increase the involvement of the public to get 
their buy-in. A sense of ownership and commitment to maintenance of the trees is critical to 
long-term success of the canopy. Move from informing the public to involving them, because 
community members will be more invested in projects that they have had a hand in shaping. 

Several projects will inform decisions about how to increase the canopy effectively and 
equitably, and also diversify tree species across the city.  

Figure 2: Projects that inform Woodbury’s decision making 

 

● Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update: The technical analysis that is currently underway by 
Savatree will assess the existing canopy across the Woodbury’s land uses and 
neighborhoods, and changes to the canopy over time. This will help the City understand 
what land offers the potential for canopy development, an important baseline for 
updating the Urban Tree Canopy Plan with specific priorities to reach the City’s long-
term canopy goals.  
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● RCP Capstone group: This report by graduate students from the Humphrey School of 
Public Affairs provides tools and strategies to help the City consider public opinions, 
needs, and the lived experience of residents alongside technical analysis in any decision-
making process around increasing the tree canopy. The work includes reviewing the 
existing conditions and updating numbers, goals and policies to promote equity and 
resilience.  A robust and inclusive engagement process will support Woodbury’s efforts 
to educate residents on the importance of the urban forest and how they can provide 
feedback, in order to update the Urban Tree Canopy Plan to ensure the plan equitably 
increases the city’s percentage of tree canopy coverage. In addition, this engagement 
approach will shape future investment in the tree canopy over the coming decade. 

● RCP Urban Forestry class: The work by the graduate and undergraduate students 
(instructed by Dr. Eric North in the Department of Forest Resources at the University of 
Minnesota) will provide additional layers of analysis that show the distribution of 
Woodbury’s urban canopy resources by race and socioeconomic status of residents, 
highlight the possibility of involving indigenous knowledge in land management, and 
identify future considerations for forest resiliency in the face of challenges posed by 
climate change and new pests and pathogens. This is critical information for 
understanding the equity implications of future canopy development priorities. 

Process/Methods 
Project Phases and Work Plan 

The following narrative seeks to explain and justify the Project Work Plan chart found in 
Appendix D. 
 
Figure 3: Project Phases  
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Exploring the Current Space (February) 
Up to this point in the project, our main focus has been seeking to understand the project and 
engagement context as thoroughly as possible. Our major research questions for this phase of 
the project were: 
 

● What is the purpose of the engagement plan? Change management? Inform specific 
decisions? 

● Does Woodbury have a Public Engagement Plan? 
● Are there any other documents that guide the urban tree canopy program and the 2030 

and 2040 plans? 
● Has the City done an assessment around technology access? 
● Who should be considered stakeholders for the Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan? 
● What barriers exist to including these stakeholders in public engagement efforts? 
● What are best practices for equity in public engagement processes? 
● What are best practices for public engagement in virtual or remote settings? 
● How have other communities engaged the public around trees? 
● How has Woodbury engaged its residents in the past? 

 
To answer these questions, we did extensive background research on engagement practices 
and conducted research interviews with key City of Woodbury staff to get a preliminary 
understanding of the stakeholders and previous approaches to public engagement. This 
research helped us define our project scope and formulate the rest of the work plan. The 
findings from these explorations can be found in the Environmental Scan summary on page 11.  
 
Environmental Scan 
 
Initial research focused on the analysis of four main sources of data and information: census, 
GIS, academic literature, and policies in other local municipalities.  
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Figure 4: Data Sources for Research, Part I 

 
● Conducting a quantitative analysis of the census data for the City of Woodbury helped 

us to get a better understanding of the demographics of the community, and later 
helped inform the development of a series of personas that can be used by City leaders 
to develop more equitable engagement processes.  

● Spatially viewing Woodbury’s existing canopy and census data using GIS gave us an 
initial broad idea into where current canopy resources intersect key resident 
demographics.  

● We researched the existing landscape around both public engagement in general, and 
public engagement related to urban tree canopies. This included a review of literature 
related to best practices in facilitating engagement and building community 
engagement around trees, as well as current community engagement efforts in 
Woodbury (related to both trees and other local issues). We specifically included 
research of equity in tree canopy/natural resources and equity considerations in public 
engagement, to ensure that our recommendations would promote environmental 
justice. Due to the changing nature of public engagement during the COVID-19 
pandemic in 2020, we also sought to better understand emerging public engagement 
practices, which include many new uses of digital platforms.   

● Review of existing policy documents and guidance resources from other suburban 
communities in the Twin Cities Metro Area included the Cities of Lakeville, Maple Grove, 
and River Falls (Wisconsin).  
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Refining Understanding and Generating Ideas (March) 
Beginning in February 2021, we began conducting a wider-ranging series of interviews with 
stakeholders and others in order to refine our understanding of the project context. Our 
primary research questions for this phase were: 
 

● What are the decision-making points in the Urban Tree Canopy Plan revision process 
where public input should be included? 

● How do stakeholder groups think about trees? What messaging might compel them to 
participate in public engagement efforts? 

● Where are the under-represented groups in Woodbury?  
● How do different organizations engage with thunder-represented groups?  
● What kind of engagement has been effective around urban tree canopy/ green spaces?  
● What kinds of engagement have been effective during COVID?  
● How have entities other than the City of Woodbury engaged Woodbury residents? 
● How do different groups participate in City of Woodbury engagement efforts? 

 
To answer these questions, we conducted research interviews with key City of Woodbury staff, 
engagement practitioners from other agencies or organizations, and Woodbury residents. The 
findings from these interviews can be found in the Findings from Interviews section of this 
report (page 12). The interviews informed our understanding of the timeline for engagement 
around Woodbury’s urban tree canopy and what kind of resources might be available to 
implement engagement strategies, as well as providing many ideas of engagement efforts that 
have been successful at reaching diverse groups of people in the community. These 
conversations have allowed us to refine our understanding of the stakeholders and the barriers 
that Woodbury may face in successfully engaging them. In particular, it has become clear that 
there are stakeholder groups such as renters, low-income residents, and BIPOC communities, 
that have not been well represented in past engagement efforts in Woodbury. These identities 
often intersect and compound marginalization felt by these individuals. Our background 
research also indicates that these groups are not always well served by tree canopy 
development efforts either. This reinforces the need to make a concerted effort to include 
them in this engagement. The City does not have strong relationships with these groups, and 
there may be a lack of trust stemming from previous engagement efforts. Our toolbox will 
therefore include tool designs that are aimed at purposefully and inclusively engaging key 
stakeholder groups who are less likely to be heard from in general engagement settings. A 
description of the tools is included in future pages. 
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Interviews 
 
Figure 5: Who was interviewed? 

 

Over the course of two months we interviewed seventeen people who live and work in and 
around the City of Woodbury, as well as communities with similar population or tree canopy 
goals. These interviews gave us additional insights into engagement practices and urban tree 
canopy development efforts that added to what we had learned in the review of census data, 
GIS, academic literature, and policies in other local municipalities. The interviews followed a 
standard Interview Guide that we developed to fit the goals of this project for three different 
audiences: Woodbury staff, non-Woodbury professionals, and residents. (See Appendix D for a 
complete list of interviewees and the Interview Guide).  

Developing, Testing, and Improving Tools (April) 

As we moved into the final phase of the project we began developing prototype engagement 
tools that we felt were most appropriate to the goals and challenges of Woodbury’s Urban Tree 
Canopy Plan update. We received feedback from engagement practitioners and potential 
stakeholders, which informed the next round of modifications and adjustments to all of the 
tools in the Engagement Toolbox (See Appendix A). Primary questions for this phase were: 
 

● What kinds of engagement tools might best meet Woodbury’s primary goals? 
● What messaging might compel different stakeholder groups to participate in public 

engagement efforts? 
● How widespread is technology access for Woodbury’s residents? 
● How does engagement look different around public versus private tree canopy?  
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● What other organizations share similar goals who might collaborate with the City on the 
tree canopy update? 

● What engagement resources already exist that we could draw on for engagement 
around the urban tree canopy plan update?  

 

Changes to the Plan 

Our team was initially charged with developing practical strategies for engagement that could 
be used to effectively engage the full range of community voices virtually and in-person; inform 
and educate community members about the importance of urban trees and an urban canopy 
plan, and the possibilities for providing input; provide opportunities for residents to share their 
opinions, needs, and concerns about urban green spaces with the City; and involve community 
members in decision-making around the future of Woodbury’s tree canopy (taken from the 
Memorandum of Agreement signed in January 2021).  
 
The first half of this list of goals has remained relatively unchanged throughout the five months 
of the project. We have developed engagement strategies that can be used during in-person as 
well as virtual engagement efforts to educate residents about the importance of trees and the 
urban tree canopy plan. We have also included tools that provide opportunities for residents to 
share opinions, needs, and concerns about greenspaces (focusing on trees) in Woodbury. 
However, the remaining goals have proved to be a bit more challenging. The process for 
revising the Urban Tree Canopy Plan has not yet been determined by city staff, because they 
are awaiting the final report from Savatree, which will be shared after our Capstone project 
concludes. Therefore, our group does not have enough information at this time to determine 
the “possibilities for providing input” on the Urban Tree Canopy Plan and specific ways in which 
community members might be involved in “decision-making around the future of Woodbury’s 
tree canopy.”  We have tried to develop more general tools that can enhance the revision 
process of the Urban Tree Canopy Plan, although we did not have specific deadlines or decision-
points to work with.  
 
The original vision for an engagement toolbox included research products such as “engagement 
surveys, a brief on the current state of tree equity, and other educational materials.” We have 
included one survey tool rather than multiple surveys, since Woodbury staff expressed a 
familiarity and comfort with the use of surveys as a tool. In the Environmental Scan section of 
this report (below), there are findings on tree equity in communities across the United States. 
The RCP forestry class group is working simultaneously on a report that will analyze the tree 
equity of Woodbury specifically. Some of our tools would be considered “educational 
materials” to inform the public, but many promote more active engagement in the process. The 
more we learned about the community, past engagement efforts, and equitable practices in 
tree canopy development, the more our thinking about the purpose of this engagement effort 
shifted from merely informing residents of tree canopy goals to involving residents in decision-
making around the tree canopy.  
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We also intended to provide an engagement plan template including guidelines for inclusive, 
equitable engagement of the public in local decision-making with: 

1. equity at the center of the planning process 
2. social-distancing considerations/tools that reach the public inclusively and safely 

The resulting tools provided in the Engagement Toolbox have indeed been designed to promote 
equity and accessibility during a time of social distancing requirements.  

Summary of Background Research 

Environment Scan 

Public engagement requires explicit objectives and clearly articulated expectations for the 
engaged parties. Engagement plans must be transparent and honest about the level of public 
participation they hope to achieve. After engagement occurs, participants want to know how 
their efforts influenced the final plan.  

Implications of Virtual Engagement 

The COVID-19 pandemic has produced new challenges for engaging the public equitably. 
Many in-person engagement tools cannot be safely used, and cities have increasingly 
turned to engaging the public virtually. This has potentially to raise serious equity 
concerns for five reasons (Roberts and Hernandez, 2019): 

● Availability: access to high speed internet and phone service is not evenly 
distributed 

● Affordability: the cost of internet, smart phones, and computers results in 
unequal ability to participate in virtual settings for lower income residents. 

● Awareness: Some people are less likely to look for online engagement 
opportunities. 

● Ability: Some groups of people are less likely to have the technological literacy 
required to participate. 

● Agency: Some people have more competing priorities and therefore are less 
likely to figure out how to participate in a virtual engagement with which they 
are unfamiliar. 

These components of digital access should be considered in developing a COVID-safe 
engagement strategy, especially with an eye towards ensuring that historically 
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underrepresented groups are not further disenfranchised by the move to virtual 
formats.  
 
Some Strategies to Mitigate Barriers to Digital Participation 

● Select engagement tools that prioritize inclusion over participation 
● Expand the time window and provide multiple avenues for engagement 
● Involve communities in engagement design 
● Use analog tools in tandem with technology 

Equity in Public Engagement 

Equity involves sharing fairly the burdens and benefits of policy and actions across 
members of a community (Takei 2014). To achieve equitable outcomes, communities 
must feel empowered to contribute in planning processes and must feel like their voices 
are being heard and considered. Equitable participation requires that the people and 
groups with interest and influence in a project be carefully considered. Engagement 
must be designed so that all stakeholders are able to participate at an appropriate level 
(Bryson et al. 2013). Stakeholder ability to participate can be affected by many factors, 
not limited to: 

● not being identified as a stakeholder 
● high opportunity cost of participation caused by meeting times and venues 
● lack of accessibility services 
● lack of information needed to understand topic 
● apathy or distrust of institutions doing engagement based on past experiences 
● not feeling welcomed to participate, or feeling like an outsider to the dominant 

culture 
● not knowing the expectations of the institution doing engagement 

Engagement processes cannot be considered equitable unless the barriers to 
participation are addressed for all stakeholders. Note that these barriers are aggravated 
by virtual engagement modes. It is easy to overlook barriers when communities are 
hindered by distance and technology in forming personal relationships. Equity is 
especially important when considering the distribution of natural resources. 
Communities striving to achieve environmental justice must be cognizant of both the 
positive relationship between green infrastructure and public health outcomes, and the 
ways in which green infrastructure can drive gentrification and inject wealth into a 
community (Wilson 2017). To experience equitable outcomes, it is necessary that there 
is equity in engagement procedure (Lauer et al. 2018). According to a 2014 report on 
local governments achieving social equity, there are three outcomes of equitable 
processes (Takei 2014): 
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● Rectify previous environmental injustices 
● Avoid environmental injustices going forward 
● Provide equal access to participate in and shape development 

All stakeholders have to be aware of and involved in the situation to achieve equitable 
outcomes. 

Public Engagement and Trees 
Involving the community in decisions made about urban forest management is a 
complex task. Trees endow measurable benefits upon a community, including 
intercepting stormwater, reducing erosion and water pollution, intercepting airborne 
particulate solution, sequestering carbon, lowering local ambient temperatures, and 
increasing property values (Coder 2011; Kurn et al. 1994; Behe et al. 2005). At the same 
time, trees burden residents with measurable costs, including the cost of maintenance, 
safety hazards from deferred management, and possible gentrification (Raciti et al. 
2006). Community members deserve to have their voices heard when considering the 
distribution of these costs and benefits. Community involvement can ensure that trees 
provide the right amount of services to residents, but with policies in place that ensure 
the community-wide benefits don’t create potential for gentrification and displacement 
(Ehrmann 2018). 

At the same time, trees are a natural resource that requires silvicultural and 
arboricultural expertise to maintain at a healthy level. It is inappropriate to expect 
community members to contribute to highly technical management decisions and can 
lead to both poor outcomes in natural resources health and “engagement exhaustion” 
as communities are overburdened with requests that they are not equipped to fulfill. 

Engagement Practices in Woodbury 

Organizational design literature suggests that understanding Woodbury’s 
“organizational design legacy” will be important in developing an engagement model 
that is recognizable and legitimate in the eyes of both the city staff that will be 
conducting the engagement and the public that is being asked to engage (Junginger 
2015). It is important that recommendations and tools in this report build on the ways in 
which Woodbury has engaged residents in the past. Based upon our research, public 
engagement in Woodbury typically focuses on managing infrastructure or service 
changes, with the goals of informing, consulting, and occasionally involving members of 
the community. These engagement goals come from the International Association for 
Public Participation (IAP2). We identified the following tactics that Woodbury has used in 
the past: 
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Table 1: Engagement Tactics Used Previously In Woodbury 

 
Engagement 

Practice 

 
Surveys 

 
In-person Project 

Meetings 

 
Intercept Engagements 

Benefits + Broad audience 
+ Can be completed 

any time 
+ Easy to process 

results 

+ Two-way 
communication 

+ Immediate follow-
up 

+ Meet people 
where they are 

+ Capture specific 
audience 

Drawbacks - Low-priority 
- Limited breadth of 

responses 

- Limited time 
- Resource intensive 

- Respondents are 
unprepared 

Goal ● Inform 
● Consult 

● Inform 
● Consult 
● Involve 

● Inform 
● Consult 

Audience All residents Residents living at a 
particular location 

Residents using a 
particular space 

Findings from Interviews 
Our research, including extensive interview data, yielded themes in four major categories: 
philosophies of engagement, approaches to operationalizing engagement, barriers to 
engagement, and insights into the Woodbury community. 

Philosophy of Engagement 
● Fundamental question: is engagement project-based or an ongoing effort? 
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○ While most engagement efforts in Woodbury and elsewhere in Washington 
County are ultimately looking to serve specific projects, there is differentiation 
with regards to whether those efforts are part of a longer-term conversation 
with residents that builds on itself over time. We found that this distinction has 
an impact both on the types of engagement tools being used and on the 
effectiveness of a given tool. 
 

● Community partnership can be formal or informal 
○ Some ongoing community-government relationships have been facilitated by 

formal structures, such as citizen advisory councils or community liaison 
programs. On the other hand, we also heard examples of the importance of 
informal, personal relationships in facilitating inclusive engagement. Community 
leaders are more likely to help organize their organizations for engagement if 
they personally know the city staff member who is asking for a favor, rather than 
hearing generically from Woodbury Public Works. 

  
● Relationships can make a big difference in the effectiveness of a given tool 

○ Some tools, such as web surveys, tend to be less effective at hearing from 
underserved communities. This can be the case for a number of reasons. These 
communities tend to be less well connected to government communication 
channels, there tends to be less trust between community members and 
government, and these communities are more likely to face barriers relating to 
language and technology access. We heard examples of personal relationships 
that practitioners had with, for example, faith leaders, helping to mitigate some 
of these barriers and make a given engagement tool more effective. When a 
planner or practitioner makes personal acquaintance with a community leader, 
that leader is able to circulate public engagement opportunities to their 
congregation knowing that they are referring people to an acquaintance, not just 
a faceless government agency. 

 
● Audience specification is key to engagement that builds relationships 

○ Engagement efforts that clearly define the communities from which they want to 
hear are more likely to reach underserved communities and tend to prioritize 
the building of long-term relationships. Engagement efforts that do not define 
their audiences in detail are more likely to employ one-size-fits-all approaches 
that do not successfully reach underserved communities or prioritize the long-
term relationship building that is needed to do so. 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            17 

Operationalizing Engagement 

● Inclusive engagement efforts tend to use multiple tools 
○ Entities that have had more success at engaging underserved communities tend 

to use multiple communication channels and engagement tools in order to reach 
their target audiences. For example, in order to reach low income and BIPOC 
communities with its Community Health Assessment, Washington County’s 
Public Health department supplemented its web survey with a door-to-door 
effort and pop-up surveying at events, libraries, and food shelves. Similarly, 
other people we interviewed discussed the importance of following an 
informational email with phone calls to key people to ensure that the message 
reaches communities who are less likely to use email and rely more on word of 
mouth. 

  
● Organizational norms often dictate which tools are used 

○ In a number of interviews, we heard indications that organizations tend to 
prioritize the engagement tools and strategies that have been used in the past. 
In some cases this is because those are the tools that staff feel prepared and 
confident using. In others, it’s because organizational leaders are resistant to 
trying new tools or because they lack the resources to add to what they are 
already doing. These instances point to the importance of taking time early in 
the engagement planning process to carefully consider engagement goals and 
audience to ensure that the tools used are appropriate. This will allow staff to 
ensure that the engagement tactics pursued are not simply a default and justify 
the use of new practices and resources if need be. 

  
● Organizational resources and capacities often dictate the level of engagement 

○ The organizations which are effectively pursuing collaborative engagement with 
communities have taken the time to develop the capacities and mobilize the 
resources required to do so. Some good examples include South Washington 
County Schools’ Cultural Liaisons program and the Washington County Parks 
Community Advisory Council. Entities with fewer relationships in the community 
and less staff time to put towards engagement tend to conduct engagement that 
is more focused on informing and consulting with the public, even where they 
have expressed a desire to have more community involvement in their work. 
This is not to say that good collaborative engagement is not possible with limited 
resources, but it is worth noting that the required relationships, staff capacity, 
and organizational buy-in must be consciously and strategically built over time. 
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Barriers to Effective Engagement 

● The digital divide is a barrier to inclusive engagement, even with relatively high internet 
access 

○ While 94% of Woodbury residents have access to a computer and high-speed 
internet access (American Community Survey), there are populations that are 
less likely to engage digitally due to issues relating to attitude, ability, or 
awareness. Some groups of residents, such as older residents, are less likely to 
hear about online engagement channels and less likely to choose to use them 
when they do. The more inclusive engagement efforts that we encountered in 
interviews often included non-digital tactics or created more intentional virtual 
spaces, like advisory councils, that prioritize inclusion over broad participation. 

●  Without trusting relationships, the opportunity to engage is not enough 
○ Communities that do not have a strong, trusting relationship with government 

are less likely to take part in engagement opportunities. Building personal 
relationships and partnering with trusted community organizations is often an 
important first step. Some people we spoke to also found that providing 
incentives or even compensation can be effective at increasing engagement 
from lower income communities who may have many competing priorities that 
make engagement difficult (See Inclusive Engagement Checklist in Appendix B 
for guidance on compensation).  

● People have a lot going on right now and may be less likely to seek out engagement 
○ With many people pressed with more immediate needs than normal, engaging 

on other issues may be a lower priority for some people. Practitioners 
conducting engagement should be cognizant of the requests that they are 
making of communities, especially historically underrepresented groups. Low 
burden tools that meet people where they are should be sought out. 

Woodbury Community Landscape 
● Community relationships tend to be hyper-local 

○ The relationships that exist between many community members seem to be 
neighborhood-based or related to schools, faith communities, youth sports, or 
similar programs. Working to tap into these existing networks feels like a 
promising place to look both for relationship-building and amplifying specific 
engagement efforts with specific stakeholder groups. 

 
● Perception of trees seems to vary based on location of neighborhood 
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○ The older, more established sections of Woodbury have more existing tree 
canopy, and therefore those residents seem to be more likely to support a vision 
of Woodbury that emphasizes trees. More newly developed parts of the city 
have far fewer trees and residents in these areas of the city seem to be less likely 
to be enthusiastic about planting and maintaining trees on their property. If the 
Savatree assessment concludes that meeting the tree canopy goals will require 
meaningful development of the tree canopy on private property, it will be 
important to continue developing an understanding of residents’ attitudes 
towards trees so that the City might most effectively work to build a vision of a 
future Woodbury in which trees are a larger part of the landscape. 

 
● There are formal and informal pressures that privilege conformity over diversity 

○ Organizations like homeowners’ associations put formal rules into place that 
discourage differentiation between property appearance. Multiple interviews 
pointed to informal social pressures to conform to a vision of a Woodbury ideal. 
This dynamic is also reflected in the results of the 2019 Woodbury Community 
Survey in which fewer than two-thirds residents felt the City is “[valuing] 
residents from diverse backgrounds” (62%) or “[demonstrating] respect for all 
residents” (66%). These pressures could be a powerful barrier to working with 
private landowners to increase tree canopy coverage unless the City can help 
promote a vision of Woodbury that includes trees.  

Recommendations 
These recommendations flow both from our background research on engagement practices 
and from our quantitative and qualitative exploration of the engagement context in Woodbury. 
Our guiding principles and engagement toolbox seek to outline an engagement approach that 
operationalizes these recommendations.  

1. Coordinate efforts of multiple departments and organizations around trees.  
○ Establish a standing Tree Committee (modeled after Maple Grove) 
○ The City should strive to coordinate messages and efforts across departments. 

Most people and non-government organizations see the City as a singular, united 
entity. Where possible, the City should also attempt to share information and 
engagement channels with other public entities (e.g. Washington County, the 
Metropolitan Council, the library, the school district). Sharing efforts with these 
public institutions can increase participation, as residents don’t feel that they’re 
being asked multiple times to participate in similar engagement efforts. 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            20 

○ Tool(s) that support this recommendation: Communications Plan Template, 
Journey Map, Personas 

2. Cultivate a vision of a “Woodbury Ideal” that includes trees.  
○ Sell the idea of trees! Some Woodbury residents do not want trees on their 

property, and it will be very difficult to reach the City’s urban tree canopy goals 
without a major PR campaign to positively encourage public perceptions of 
trees.  

○ Tool(s) that support this recommendation: Powtoon, Draft Public Engagement 
Plan, Journey Map, Personas, Tree Stewardship Tool  

3. Reach community groups.  
○ The City should prioritize hearing from groups with whom it has previously been 

less connected (renters, POC) and community groups can play an important role 
in doing so.  

○ Partner with schools, the library, food shelves, youth groups, and faith 
communities.  

○ Think regionally. Leverage sites outside of Woodbury to reach residents.  
○ The City is not always the most well-equipped institution to carry out resident 

engagement. Institutional distrust and culture clash can discourage stakeholders 
from participating. The City often lacks the staff time necessary to thoroughly 
engage individuals and need to be careful to avoid over-engaging the public. The 
City may replicate work already done by other organizations. To avoid these 
pitfalls, the City can consult with anchor institutions who already have 
established relationships with residents in the city and county. Anchor 
institutions like local schools, Saint Ambrose Church, Washington County 
Libraries, or the Eastern Twin Cities Islamic Center may be able to directly 
disseminate information, publicize engagement events, build consensus among 
their members, and provide important knowledge to the City.  

○ Tool(s) that support this recommendation: Communications Plan Template, 
Intentionally Inclusive Engagement Tool, Tree Stewardship Tool, Personas, 
Journey Map 

4. Use multiple engagement tools to ensure that you reach key audiences.   
○ Not all engagement has to look the same. Clearly define the engagement 

audience at the outset. Tailor engagement efforts to the unique characteristics 
of the audience.  

○ Digital platforms are well-suited for much of the community (high income, edu 
level, internet access) but should be paired with in-person tools to be most 
effective.  
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○ Tool(s) that support this recommendation: Survey, Focus Group, Intentionally 
Inclusive Engagement Tool, Personas, Journey Maps 

5. Build long-term relationships  
○ Shift from reactive engagement to proactive engagement. This benefits 

historically underrepresented groups as well as majority homeowners. 
○ Tool(s) that support this recommendation: Tree Stewardship Tool, Intentionally 

Inclusive Engagement tool, Personas  

Remaining Questions 

There are a few lingering questions that our group has related to public engagement efforts 
around the urban tree canopy plan update in Woodbury. First, if we develop tools for involving 
the public (rather than informing the public) will Woodbury use them, and how will the 
feedback be used? There is a tendency to provide information to educate the public and we 
heard many examples of reactive interactions focusing on addressing complaints or a vocal 
minority rather than proactive engagement that asks authentic questions and uses the 
feedback to generate solutions. Second, we wonder how the City views the role of private 
property owners in the urban tree canopy. Put another way, how much does the City want to 
perpetuate the "Woodbury ideal" (which largely does not include trees) versus challenge it? 
 

Vision for Engagement 
Building on the above, we have developed the following vision for what an equitable and 
inclusive engagement process focused on trees would look like: 
 

Vision Statement:  
Woodbury residents will be knowledgeable about trees in their community and feel 
comfortable sharing their perspective with the City. 

 

Developing the urban tree canopy is not just about increasing the number of trees in the city. 
People value trees in different ways and to different degrees. Benefits of trees include shade, 
storm water control, and increasing home values. Negative impacts include future maintenance 
costs (public and private), gentrification and displacement of vulnerable populations as 
property values and cost of rent increases. More trees are good for the community as a whole, 
but not all groups benefit equally. Therefore, it is critical that any decisions to increase the 
urban tree canopy in the city of Woodbury be made by involving a broad group of stakeholders 
who would be impacted by the decision. 
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Figure 5: Guiding Principles for Engagement 

Guiding Principles  

The City will involve the public throughout the process of updating the urban tree canopy 
plan by engagement efforts that: 

 

1. Are intentionally inclusive.  

Connect with a targeted group-- somehow, some way-- rather than 
simply providing an opportunity for them to engage. 

 

2. Are culturally relevant.  

Every engagement effort should look different and be tailored to the 
specific values, concerns, and needs of each community. 

 

3. Foster ongoing relationships with under-represented groups. 

Inclusive feedback on the Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update, as well as 
future engagement efforts, will be easier and more effective through 
established relationships.  

 

4. Communicate transparently and clearly with the public.  

All goals, efforts, and findings of the public engagement process should 
be communicated to the public in a clear, transparent, and timely 
fashion. 
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Engagement Toolbox 

To help Woodbury translate this vision into an effective engagement plan, our team has 
constructed an engagement toolbox. The toolbox consists of planning resources to aid in 
crafting an equitable and effective engagement, as well designs for engagement tools that will 
help the City act on our team’s recommendations.  

The planning tools include audience personas, a user journey map, a template communications 
plan, a sample public engagement plan, and a checklist of designing an inclusive engagement 
effort. High-level descriptions of the planning tools can be found in Appendix B, with links to 
more detailed write-ups and supporting materials for each tool.  

Table 2: Tools for Planning 

Tools for Planning 

Tool Purpose 

Personas 
Represent key stakeholders to ensure they are reached and included in 
engagement around the project. 
 

Journey Map 

Map all the potential interactions the City could have with stakeholders around 
this initiative, ensuring a comprehensive and consistent approach across 
involved departments. 
 

Communications Plan 
Template 

Educate, engage, and build a consistent narrative around the value of trees for 
community members. 
 

Inclusive Engagement 
Checklist 

Tool to use in planning engagements to ensure that all key stakeholders will be 
reached. Also forms the basis for evaluating the engagement effort. 

 

 

The engagement tools include a community education tool, a stewardship tool that maps out 
an approach to working with private property owners on tree planting and maintenance, a web 
survey, a focus group design, and a pop-up engagement design aimed at including historically 
underrepresented groups who are less likely to be reached by more passive engagement 
tactics. High-level descriptions of the engagement tools can be found in Appendix C, with links 
to more detailed write-ups and supporting materials for each tool. 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            24 

Table 3: Tools for Engaging 

Tools for Engaging 

Tool Purpose 

Powtoon Tool for building a vision of a Woodbury Ideal that includes trees. 

Tree Stewardship Plan 
Map all the potential interactions the City could have with stakeholders around this 
initiative, ensuring a comprehensive and consistent approach across involved 
departments. 

Strategies for Intercept 
Engagement 

Guidelines to more effective intercept engagements geared specifically towards 
connecting with underrepresented groups. 

Focus Group 
Create a space to hear from stakeholders that are unlikely to be captured through 
general engagement efforts. Intentionally inclusive, culturally relevant, based on 
relationships.  

Survey 
Educate the public on trees, gather information that is relevant to both developing 
the canopy and future engagement around tree stewardship.  

 

Each tool in our toolbox serves to help meet one or more of the recommendations. We do not 
anticipate that Woodbury will use all the tools for every engagement effort in this project, or 
any project. This diagram shows how the tools work together to accomplish different purposes.  
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Figure 6: How the Toolbox Items Support the Recommendations 
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Appendix A: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Goals 

 
 

Table 4. Tree canopy cover goals for the City of Woodbury- project brief 
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Appendix B:  Tools for Planning 
This appendix includes high level descriptions of the tools designed to aid in planning and coordinating an effective and inclusive engagement 
effort, as well as links to more detailed resources for using the tools. These are all great tools for ensuring that the engagement audience is 
clearly defined, the engagement tools are appropriate for reaching those people, and the plan to communicate those engagement opportunities 
is strategic and effective.  
 
Table 5: Planning Toolbox 

Tools for Planning 

Tool Audience Purpose 

Personas Internal 
Represent key stakeholders to ensure they are reached and included in 
engagement around the project. 
 

Journey Map Internal 

Map all the potential interactions the City could have with stakeholders around 
this initiative, ensuring a comprehensive and consistent approach across 
involved departments. 
 

Communications Plan 
Template 

 
Internal 

Educate, engage, and build a consistent narrative around the value of trees for 
community members. 
 

Inclusive Engagement 
Checklist 

Internal 
Tool to use in planning engagements to ensure that all key stakeholders will be 
reached. Also forms the basis for evaluating the engagement effort. 
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Communications Plan Template   
LINK 
 
Description: Strategic communication is an essential tool for effective public engagement. A 
communications plan sets the tone and direction for strategic communication activity to ensure 
tactics and messaging work in harmony to achieve the goals of the public engagement. We 
have many stakeholders to engage as part of the urban tree canopy project, that range from 
simply informed to influencing decision-making. The communications plan will ensure the City 
sends timely and informative messages. In addition, a communications plan will also help:  

- Define the best channels to reach target audiences 
- Define the timeline and cadence for messages to key internal and external stakeholders  
- Ensure accurate, consistent and frequent messages are delivered in a variety of ways 
- Measure the effectiveness of our communications efforts by establishing key 

performance indicators that are aligned with communications tactics 
This template can be leveraged for urban tree canopy engagement and repurposed for future 
public engagement planning/execution. 
 

Journey Map   
LINK 
 
Description:  A journey map documents the collection of experiences and actions of a target 
audience/user. In the case of the urban tree canopy, we will develop journey maps for the key 
personas identified that will detail touchpoints, goals, questions, motivations, needs, and 
feelings at each step. The process is used to address needs and pain points which will inform 
how to best engage with our key audiences regarding the city’s tree canopy. Ultimately, the 
journey map answers “how do we prepare ourselves to deliver what the public desires and 
deserves?” 

Personas  
LINK 
 
Description: To make public-informed decisions regarding the urban tree canopy, it is essential 
for City of Woodbury officials to understand the needs and desires of community members and 
to formally incorporate public insights into plan development. The motivations, roles, networks, 
and needs of residents, as well as the attributes that make them relatable are best translated 
through the development of personas. Through the persona development process we will be 
able to: 

● Define key segments of residents required for equitable public engagement 
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● Communicate residents’ needs 
● Enable resident-centered decision-making 
● Check design assumptions 

 

Inclusive Engagement Checklist 

LINK 
 
Previous engagement efforts have not always been successful at soliciting feedback, and have 
sometimes backfired as residents actively resist attempts to engage them. A checklist for City 
staff to use in the planning of engagement events will list and briefly describe considerations to 
create more intentional and welcoming spaces for people of all ages, abilities, faiths, 
ethnicities, and races. Using this checklist will help to foster more inclusive and equitable 
engagement efforts.   
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Appendix C: Tools for Engaging 
This appendix includes high level descriptions of the tools designed to engage with residents and coordinating an effective and inclusive engagement effort, as 
well as links to more detailed resources for using the tools. These tools include a cartoon for informing the stakeholders about the value of trees, a plan for 
collaborating with residents around tree stewardship and three public input tools: a survey, a focus group, and a set of guidelines for more effective and 
inclusive intercept engagements. The survey is intended to capture input from a broad range of residents, whereas the focus group and intercept engagements 
represent two approaches for reaching specific key audiences whose inclusion the City wants to prioritize. We are recommending that the City pair the survey 
with either focus groups or intercept engagements in order to capture public input. 
 
Table 6: Engaging Toolbox 

Tools for Engaging 

Tool Engagement Goal Purpose Potential Partners 

Powtoon Inform Tool for building a vision of a Woodbury Ideal that includes trees.  

Tree Stewardship Plan Collaborate 
Map all the potential interactions the City could have with stakeholders 
around this initiative, ensuring a comprehensive and consistent approach 
across involved departments. 

Tree Trust, Woodbury Thrives, MN 
Society of Arboriculture, Woodbury 
Heritage Foundation 
 

Strategies for Intercept 
Engagement  

Consult or Involve 
Guidelines to more effective intercept engagements geared specifically 
towards connecting with underrepresented groups. 

School District, Library, Food 
Shelves, Civic Orgs, Grocery Stores, 
Churches 

Focus Group Consult or Involve 
Create a space to hear from stakeholders that are unlikely to be captured 
through general engagement efforts. Intentionally inclusive, culturally 
relevant, based on relationships.  

School District, Eastern Twin Cities 
Islamic Center, Library, Churches  

Survey Consult 
Educate the public on trees, gather information that is relevant to both 
developing the canopy and future engagement around tree stewardship.  

Schools, ETCIC, Library, Churches, 
Civic Orgs  
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Make Your House a Home Powtoon  
LINK 
 
This short, engaging cartoon video will provide residents with a basic understanding of 
the personal and community benefits of trees. There are many different departments 
within the City of Woodbury, as well as County and private partners, that do work 
related to the urban tree canopy. However, there does not seem to be a coordinated 
effort across these different groups about the value of the canopy and  the messages 
that are most appropriate for different stakeholder groups.  Having one video resource 
will provide a consistent message that can be shared by many different people, in a 
digestible format that is more likely to be consumed than a document.  
 
The main purpose of this Powtoon is to increase community education and awareness. 
about how they can personally experience the benefits of Woodbury’s tree resources 
(e.g. lower utility bills, raised property values). A second goal of the Powtoon is to direct 
people to survey and other engagement efforts related to the Urban Tree Canopy Plan 
update.  The City of Woodbury can leverage modern media (social platforms, video 
tools, interactive mapping) to reach Woodbury residents. It can be used before, during, 
and after launch of the Urban Tree Canopy Plan update. The Powtoon will be editable by 
one designated Woodbury staff person so the call to action at the end of the video can 
be customized to fit the phase of the project. Clicks, views, and share metrics will likely 
be the most effective evaluation criteria for this tool. 

Tree Stewardship Plan 

LINK 
 
Urban tree initiatives are made more successful and sustainable when the community 
has a sense of ownership and stewardship with neighborhood trees. Included here is a 
list of organizations for the City to forge and foster relationships with who can, in turn, 
recruit their own members, partners, and neighbors to be tree stewards in Woodbury. 
Also included is a proposal for an annual Community Tree Stewardship event, which is 
intended to foster education and action among residents for expanding the tree canopy. 
It is intended to simultaneously lower the barrier for planting healthy trees at residents’ 
own homes, and to provide opportunities for residents to get to know their local tree 
individuals. Success of this program could be evaluated by participation in the proposed 
event. This tool will be most useful after the plan has been approved and implemented. 
It will engage organizational partners, residents, and private land owners and land 
managers 
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Survey Tool 
LINK 
 
This survey instrument is aimed at communicating important information to the public 
and collecting key input on topics relevant to decision-making in the Urban Tree Canopy 
Plan revision process. It will also be useful in identifying residents and communities with 
particular enthusiasm for tree canopy development who might play a role in future 
efforts. While surveys have limitations in the breadth and inclusiveness of the input they 
collect, the design seeks to mitigate these limitations wherever possible and collect the 
data points necessary to evaluate the inclusiveness of results. This survey should be 
paired with some of the other included tools that explicitly seek to inclusively capture the 
input of key stakeholder groups. 
 

Strategies for Intercept Engagement 
LINK 
 
These strategies will provide ideas for Woodbury staff to intercept the public in places 
where they work, shop, and interact in the community. Public Engagement practitioners 
now recognize that a “one size fits all” approach (such as traditional Public Meetings) is 
rarely effective in reaching historically underrepresented groups. In order to reach those 
who have not been previously engaged in city decisions (especially people of color and 
low-income households), City staff must employ more intentional and targeted efforts to 
reach this population in the spaces where they are on a daily basis: grocery stores, hair 
salons, the food shelf, at school, etc. This list of intercept engagement strategies will help 
guide staff to “go where the people are” and lead pop-up engagement. A public-facing 
postcard is included to use in these engagement efforts and also to direct residents to 
the full survey. These ideas for pop-up engagement can be adapted to fit any point in the 
process, and it is recommended that they be used repeatedly to help build long-term 
relationships with community members that will yield greater engagement in the future.  

 

Focus Group Tool 

LINK 
 
This is a tool for collecting input from key stakeholder groups that have historically been 
underrepresented in public engagement or are unlikely to be adequately represented in 
traditional engagement channels, such as surveys or public meetings. These small events 
are designed to be paired with the survey tool in order to ensure that the engagement 
process as a whole is inclusive of key stakeholder perspectives. They also present 
excellent opportunities to build new relationships with historically underrepresented 
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communities, laying the groundwork for easier and more inclusive engagement in the 
future.  
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Appendix D: Supplemental Materials 
List of Interviewees  (listed in alphabetical order by last name) 
 
Mike Adams—Parks Planner, City of Woodbury 
Emily Ball—Forester, City of Lakeville 
Megan Beck—Communications Specialist, City of Woodbury 
Dana Boyle—Resident, Volunteer Tamarack Nature Preserve 
Theron Drier—Public Works Coordinator, City of Woodbury 
Dana Dumbacher—Community Services Policy Analyst, Washington County Development 

Agency 
Margaret Gardner—Senior Library Manager, R.H. Stafford Library (Washington County Library 

system) 
Angie Hong—Washington Conservation District 
Brittney Klingl—Middle School Teacher, ISD 622 
Mike Noreen—Forester, City of River Falls 
Mary Parenteau—Chair of Arbor Committee, City of Maple Grove 
Jason Posel—Coordinator of Multicultural Advisory Committee, City of Woodbury 
Sandra Saucedo-Falagan—Achievement and Integration Department Coordinator, South 

Washington County Schools 
Connor Schaefer—Planner, Washington County Parks 
Eric Searles—City Planner, City of Woodbury 
Stephanie Souter—Program Supervisor, Washington County Public Health 
Stephanie Wang—Resident, Volunteer, Tamarack Nature Preserve 
Karen Zumach—Director of Community Forestry, Tree Trust 
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Semi-Structured Interview Guide  
 
Our team used this interview guide as a base for our research interviews. 
 
Research Question:  What tools can the City of Woodbury use to equitably and effectively involve 
residents in the future of Woodbury’s urban tree canopy. 
 
Introduction:  Thanks for agreeing to meet with us. This interview is for a public engagement capstone 
project at the Humphrey School, working in conjunction with the Resilient Communities Project. We 
hope to attribute your answers to you, but can make any part of your comments anonymous, if you 
wish. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
 
Questions: (for Woodbury Staff, likely consumers of engagement input or people who would be signing 
off on our model) 

1. Does your department do public engagement? IF NO→ SKIP TO Q2 
○ For who? (the City of Woodbury?) 
○ What kinds of data do you use to create plans/improve processes for your 

department? 
○ How have you effectively engaged the public in the past? 
○  What kinds of engagement have been effective during COVID?  
○ What other similar cities do public engagement well? 

● What has been the objective of the engagement efforts you’ve been involved with? 
○ To inform/educate residents… 
○ To get feedback from residents… 
○ To involve residents in the decision-making process... 

● How have the School District, County, local churches been involved in previous 
engagement efforts? 

● What kinds of tools do you wish the City could use to communicate with residents? 
○ How has the City used Social Pinpoint in previous engagement efforts? 
○ How widespread is technology access?  

● How would you evaluate the engagements you’ve participated in? 
○ What is an example of a success? 
○  What is an example of a failure? 

2. What people, groups, or communities in Woodbury should be engaged in public decisions?  
● How well do you think the City does in communicating with and engaging diverse 

stakeholders? 
● How has the City has communicated with different groups in the past? 
● Are there people, groups, or communities that the City has had a harder time engaging? 
● What do you think has contributed to those challenges? 
● How have you effectively engaged historically under-represented groups (HUGS)? 

(People of color, women, youth, young adults, young families, people with disabilities, 
immigrants, low income individuals, people who are housing insecure/ homeless.) 

● Where do you reach under-represented populations in engagement efforts?  
● How have other Departments at the City engaged HUGS? 

3. Should residents have more or less influence in decision-making processes in your department?  
● What about in the city more generally? 
● What are residents’ expectations around being engaged in city decisions? 
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● Do you think the City of Woodbury effectively communicates with residents now? 
● How do you think Woodbury residents are used to engaging or expect to be engaged? 
● In your experience, what forms of input are likely to be used by the City? 

4. How should Woodbury’s tree canopy goals be determined? 
●  What is you/your department’s involvement with Woodbury’s tree resources? 
● What other communities have effectively engaged the public in their urban tree canopy 

plan? 
● What other cities have an equitable urban tree canopy plan? 
● What kind of engagement has been effective around your urban tree canopy/ green 

spaces? 
● Why should Woodbury residents care about trees? 

5. Would you be willing to continue supporting our work on this project? 
● Who else should I be talking to in order to inform this project? 
● Would you be willing to review prototypes of materials/ tools we create for this project? 
● Could you share any examples of materials you have used to promote or conduct 

previous engagement efforts? 
Questions (Resident) 

1. How do you communicate with the City as a resident? 
2. How do you communicate with the City as a volunteer? 
3. Do you think the City effectively informs/educates residents? 
4. Do you think the City effectively solicits feedback from residents? 
5. Do you think the City appropriately involves residents in decision-making processes? 
6. Should there be more trees in Woodbury? Should the responsibility for those trees be public or 

private? 
7. What else should I have asked you? What did I miss? 
8. Would you be willing to review prototypes of materials/ tools we create for this project? 

Questions (for people who have been a part of previous Woodbury engagement efforts, from whom we 
want to understand background/context) 

Background:  As I mentioned in my email, we’re working with the Department of Public Works to 
develop a covid-safe engagement model to aid and inform them in their current efforts to revise their 
urban tree canopy plan for the coming decade. At this point, we are seeking to get a solid handle on 
relevant background information for the project. In addition to doing research on emerging practices for 
remote engagement, we are speaking with people in Woodbury who have been involved with public 
engagement and communications in order to develop our understanding both of the Woodbury 
community and the ways in which the municipal government has pursued engagement in the past.  

1. What has been your (or your department’s) role in public engagement efforts for the City of 
Woodbury? 

2. What has been the objective of the engagement efforts you’ve been involved with? 
3. What have the engagements looked like? (events, communications, input collection 

mechanisms, etc..) 
○ How has the City approached informing/educating residents in the past?  
○ How has the City approached getting resident input? 

4. How has success of engagements been evaluated? 
5. How would you evaluate the engagements you’ve participated in? 

○ What is an example of a success? 
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○ What is an example of a failure? 
6. In your experience, what forms of input are likely to be used by the City? 
7. How do you think Woodbury residents are used to engaging or expect to be engaged? 
8. Who do you think we should be considering when thinking about the people, groups, or 

communities in Woodbury that should be engaged? (stakeholder question) 
9. Are there people, groups, or communities that the City has had a harder time engaging 

in the past? 
a. What do you think has contributed to those challenges? 
b. What should I know about how the City has communicated with different groups in the 

past? 
c. How well do you think the City does in communicating with and engaging diverse 

stakeholders? 
10.  We’re trying to build the best possible understanding about how to build an effective 

engagement model, who should be engaged, and what will make the community input useful to 
people in the City. Who else do you think I should talk to? 

○ Residents? Community leaders? Community orgs? 
○ City staff? 

11. From a communications perspective, what are factors you’d like our group to be taking into 
consideration when designing this engagement model? 

12. Given that our project will certainly have a communications component, how (and to what 
extent) would you (or others in your department) like to be involved in our design process 
moving forward?  

13. Would it be ok for us to follow up with you as further questions arise or as we have deliverables 
that involve a communications component? 

14. Is there anything else you think we should know or think about when we’re working on this 
model? 

15. Are there any other resources we should be taking advantage of in our efforts to better know 
and understand the Woodbury community? 
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Project Work Plan 

Figure 7: Project Work Plan 
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 IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation 

Figure 8:IAP2 Specturm 

 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            40 

Works Cited 
 
Alliance for Community Trees. 2005. NeighborWoods Guide and Workbook: Recipes for 

Community Action. http://actrees.org/files/Publications/NWoods_Guide.pdf 
Allnut, B. 22 October2020. Planting trees in Detroit could save lives, but do people want them? 

Detour Detroit. Online from https://detourdetroiter.com/planting-trees-in-detroit-
could-save-lives-but-do-people-want-them 

Angelo, H. (2019). Added value? Denaturalizing the “good” of urban greening. Geography 
Compass, 13(8), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12459 

Behe, B. K., Barton, S., Hardy, J., and Brooker, J. 2005. Landscape Plant Material, Size, and 
Design Sophistication Increase Perceived Home Value. Journal of Environmental 
Horticulture. 23(3):127–133 

Blain, C. and Ali, A. Safe and Equitable Engagement Spaces in the Age of Covid-19: a 
conversation with Cicely Belle Blain and Alia Ali Summary Notes. Morris J. Wosk Centre 
for Dialogue. March 2020. 

Berg, Annelieke C, Giest, Sarah N, Groeneveld, Sandra M, & Kraaij, Wessel. (2020). Inclusivity in 
Online Platforms: Recruitment Strategies for Improving Participation of Diverse 
Sociodemographic Groups. Public Administration Review, 80(6), 989-1000. 

Briggs, Xavier de Souza. 1998. Doing democracy up close: culture, power, and communication in 
community building. Journal of Planning Education and Research 18(1): 1-13. 

Bryson, John M., Kathryn S. Quick, Carissa Schively Slotterback, and Barbara Crosby. 2013. 
Designing public participation processes. Public Administration Review 73 (1): 23-34. 

Changing the Heritage Narrative: Detroit Michigan (2021, Feb. 12). Vibrant Cities Lab. 
https://www.vibrantcitieslab.com/case-studies/changing-the-heritage-narrative-detroit-
mi/ 

City of Woodbury Urban forests. (2016). Retrieved February 08, 2021, from 
https://www.woodburymn.gov/departments/environment/urban_forests.php 

Coder, K. D. (2011). Identified benefits of community trees and forests. Warnell School of 
Forestry and Natural Resources. University of Georgia. 

Community assessment & Goal-Setting Tool. (2017). Retrieved February 08, 2021, from 
https://www.vibrantcitieslab.com/assessment-tool 

Dickinson, J. L., Shirk, J., Bonter, D., Bonney, R., Crain, R. L., Martin, J., Phillips, T., & Purcell, K. 
(2012). The current state of citizen science as a tool for ecological research and public 
engagement. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 10(6), 291-297. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/110236 

Doerner, N., Techagumthorn, Y. Principles for Equitable Public Outreach & Engagement during 
COVID-19 & Beyond. Nelson\Nygaard. Retrieved on February 10, 2021 at 
https://umjp9n8g2j2ft5j5637up17u-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/09/Principles-for-Equitable-Engagement.pdf 

Donovan G.H. and Mills, J. 2014. Environmental Justice and Factors that Influence Participation 
in Tree Planting Programs in Portland, Oregon, U.S. Arboriculture & Urban Forestry. 
40(2):70-77. https://srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/48684  



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            41 

Ehrmann, S. (2018). Green gentrification and how to avoid it. Australian Institute of Landscape 
Architects. https://www.foreground.com.au/parks-places/green-gentrification/ 

Fedorowics, M, Arena, O, Burrowes, K. Community Engagement during the Covid-19 Pandemic 
and Beyond: A Guide for Community-Based Organizations. The Urban Institute. 
September 2020.  

Grove, M. & Locke, D. (2017). Urban Forestry & Environmental Justice presentation at Trees for 
All: Chesapeake Regional Environmental Justice Workshop. 
https://chesapeaketrees.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/LockeGrove_PP.pdf 

Growing a more equitable urban forest: Portland’s citywide tree planting strategy (pp. 1-87, 
Rep.). (2018). Portland, OR: Portland Parks & Recreation. 
doi:https://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/article/705823 

How to engage diverse voices: Six Strategies for Inclusive Engagement. (2017). Equity Matters 
https://www.eugene-or.gov/DocumentCenter/View/16314/Six-Essential-Strategies-for-
Inclusive-Community-Engagement?bidId= 

Hutchision, C. (November 9, 2017). Denise Fairchild: Building a Movement for an Equitable 
Clean Energy Economy. https://allincities.org/equity-in-action/blog-posts/inclusive-
clean-energy-future  

Ignaczak, N. 23 January 2020. Trees Return to Detroit, But Some Residents Are Skeptical. WDET 
Detroit. Online from: https://wdet.org/posts/2020/01/23/89129-trees-return-to-
detroit-but-some-residents-are-skeptical/ 

Johnson, M., Attarian, J., Duffy, K. Equitable Community Engagement During a Global Pandemic 
& Beyond. SmithGroup Urban Design Practice. April 2020. 

Junginger, S. (2015) Organizational Design Legacies and Service Design, The Design Journal, 
18:2, 209-226, DOI: 10.2752/175630615X14212498964277  

Kim, J. 7 Best Practices for Covd-19-Necessitated Online Meetings: How to facilitate a web 
conversation. Inside Higher Ed. March 2020. 

Kurn, D., Bretz S., Huang B., and Akbari H.. 1994. The Potential for Reducing Urban Air 
Temperatures and Energy Consumption through Vegetative Cooling (PDF) (31 pp, 
1.76MB). ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, American Council for 
an Energy Efficient Economy. Pacific Grove, California. 

Lauer, F.I., Metcalf, A.L., Metcalf, E.C. & Mohr J.J. 2018. Public Engagement in Social-Ecological 
Systems Management: An Application of Social Justice Theory, Society & Natural 
Resources, 31:1, 4-20, DOI: 10.1080/08941920.2017.1364456 

Leff, M., 2016. The Sustainable Urban Forest: A Step-by-Step Approach [Report]. Davey 
Institute/US Forest Service. http://www.fao.org/sustainable-forest-
management/toolbox/tools/tool-detail/en/c/472218/ 

Lyons, S.H. Digital Engagement, Social Media & Public Participation. International Association 
for Public Participation Canada, 2017. 

Lyons, S.H., Buehler, E. Public Participation Technology in a Time of Social Distancing. IAP2 
Webinar, March 24, 2020. Retrieved on February 12, 2021 at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IE7Bs46_o8I&feature=youtu.be&ab_channel=IAP2
Canada 

Nowak, D., Appleton, N., Ellis, A., & Greenfield, E. (1970, January 01). Residential building 
energy conservation and avoided power plant emissions by urban and COMMUNITY 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            42 

trees in the United States. Retrieved February 08, 2021, from 
https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/53420 

Nowak, D. J., Hoehn, R. E., Crane, D. E., Stevens, J. C., Walton, J. T., & Ina, G. (2006). 
Minneapolis' Urban Forest (pp. 1-24, Rep.). Newtown Square, PA: USDA Forest Service. 
doi:https://www.itreetools.org/documents/330/Minneapolis'%20Urban%20Forest.pdf 

Osafo, E. Engaging Communities in Challenging Times: Lessons Learned from the Master 
Gardner Program during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Advances in Developing Human 
Resources. 2021, Vol. 23(I) 75-87. 

Pacific Northwest Research Center, USDA. 2010, September. Calculating the Green in Green: 
What’s an Urban Tree Worth? Science Findings. 126 

Parker, C. (2015). Equity and Urban Planning – Engage those most directly affected by 
inequities. Part I: Lesson 1: Weave equity into the planning process AND the content of 
the resulting plans. Interaction Institute for Social Change. 
https://interactioninstitute.org/equity-and-urban-planning-engage-those-most-directly-
affected-by-inequities/ 

Portland parks and Recreation: Planting an equitable forest. (2018). Retrieved February 08, 
2021, from https://www.vibrantcitieslab.com/case-studies/portland-parks-and-
recreation-planting-an-equitable-forest 

Pothier, Melanie, Nishan Zewge-Abubaker, Madelaine Cahuas, Carla Borstad Klassen, and Sarah 
Wakefield. 2019. "Is “including them” enough? How narratives of race and class shape 
participation in a resident-led neighbourhood revitalization initiative." Geoforum 98: 
161-169. 

Principles of Environmental Justice. (2021). Natural Resources Defense Council.  
https://www.nrdc.org/sites/default/files/ej-principles.pdf 

Public Participation Guide: Introduction to Public Participation. (2021, February 15). 
Environmental Protection Agency.  https://www.epa.gov/international-
cooperation/public-participation-guide-introduction-public-participation 

Quick, Kathryn S. and Martha S. Feldman. 2011. Distinguishing participation and inclusion. 
Journal of Planning Education and Research 31 (3): 272-290.  

Raciti, S., M.F. Galvin, J.M. Grove, J.P.M. O'Neil-Dunne, A. Todd, & S. Clagett. (2006). Urban tree 
canopy goal setting: A guide for Chesapeake Bay communities. USDA Forest Service. 
https://www.chesapeakebay.net/documents/UTC_Guide_Final.pdf 

Roberts, T., Hernandez, K. Digital Access is not Binary: The 5 A’s of Technology Access in the 
Philippines. The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing Countries, 
volume 85, Issue: 4, February 2109. DOI: (10.1002/isd2.12084) 

Roman, L. A., Scharenbroch, B. C., Ostberg, J. P. A., Mueller, L.S., Henning, J.G., Koeser, A.K., 
Sanders, J.R., Betz, D.R., Jordan, R.C. 2017. Data quality in citizen science urban tree 
inventories. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening. 22(2017): 124-125. 

Rupp, V. (2017). Overcoming Barriers presentation at Trees for All: Chesapeake Regional 
Environmental Justice Workshop. Parks & People Foundation 
https://chesapeaketrees.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/OvercomingBarriers_PP.pdf 

Salt Lake City Engagement Team. Practices for Engagement in the Time of COVID. March 2020. 



Public Engagement: Woodbury Urban Tree Canopy Plan Update            43 

Schradie, J. The Digital Production Gap: The digital divide and Web 2.0 collide, Poetics, Volume 
39 (Issue 2), pp. 145-168. Retrieved from 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2011.02.003 

Simms, L. (2017). Community-Response Driven Urban Forestry presentation at Trees for All: 
Chesapeake Regional Environmental Justice Workshop. New Jersey Tree Foundation. 
www.njtreefoundation.org   

Social Equity. (2021, February 15). American Planning Association. 
https://www.planning.org/knowledgebase/equity/ 

Takei, K. (2014). Local Governments, Social Equity, and Sustainable Communities: Advancing 
Social Equity Goals to Achieve Sustainability. International City/County Management 
Association. 
https://icma.org/sites/default/files/306328_FINAL%20REPORT%20Advancing%20Social
%20Equity.pdf 

Urban forest data for Minnesota. (2008, December 8). Retrieved February 08, 2021, from 
https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/data/urban/state/?state=MN 

Urban Forestry Plan (Rep.). (2011). Woodbury, MN: City of Woodbury. 
doi:https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Dwv6slPp-
8zS_N6xB9B5rrgwyMTMPFcC/view?usp=sharing 

Urban nature for human health and well-being: A research summary for communicating the 
health benefits of urban trees and green space. (FS-1096 ed., pp. 1-24, Rep.). (2018). 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 
doi:https://www.fs.usda.gov/sites/default/files/fs_media/fs_document/urbannaturefor
humanhealthandwellbeing_508_01_30_18.pdf 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2012. 2010 Census of Population and Housing, Population and Housing Unit 
Counts, United States Summary [Report]. https://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/cph-
2-1.pdf 

Voelkel, J. (2017, October 31). Canopy analysis: CBG. Retrieved February 08, 2021, from 
https://climatecope.research.pdx.edu/income/ 

Wilson, S. (2017.) Environmental Justice, Trees, and Health presentation at Trees for All: 
Chesapeake Regional Environmental Justice Workshop. [PowerPoint Slides]. Maryland 
Institute for Applied Environment Health (MIAEH): College Park, MD.  

Woodbury, City of. 2019. 2040 Comprehensive Plan (p. 183, Report). 
doi:https://www.woodburymn.gov/Planning/FINAL%202040%20Comprehensive%20Pla
n%20for%20Printing.pdf 

Yang, J. (2009). Assessing the impact of climate change on urban tree species selection: A case 
study in Philadelphia. Journal of Forestry, 107(7), 364–372. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.04.007 

 
 




