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BENEFICIOS:BENEFITS:
THE URBAN TREE
ELEMENTAL BENEFITS TO PLANT A TREE IN THE CITY



SOCIAL
ECONOMIC

ENVIROMENTAL
MONETARY VALUE = LANGUAGE

(Jim, 2006 citado en Cortés, 2013)

Urban trees

MANAGEMENT TOOL
(Goods and services)
(McPherson, 2007; Tovar, 2006)

DIMENSION OF COST OF LOSS
(Donoso & Piedrahita, 2009;Herruzo, 2002; Moreno, 2004)





Determine the economic and environmental value of tree individuals at
the University Francisco José de Caldas (FAMARENA)

• Georeferencing and generate a database of arboreal individuals with their
respective information from the Field Map technology.
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Adapted from:
Valuation methodology
for heritage trees in Bo
gotá D.C.(Cortés, 2013)

DIMENSION 

( 4 Criteria)

CONDITION

(4 Criteria)

LOCATION

(14 Criteria)

SPECIE

(7criteria )

Trees 
>1,5m Height
≥10cm DBH
25 Criteria
(Cantillo et al, 2005)

29 Criteria



DIMENSION QUALIFICATION (Max=20)

Height Since : Very small(1), Small (2), Medium (3), High(4) and Very 
High (5)Relative size

Crown surface Since : Very narrow(1), Narrow (2), Medium(3), Width(4) y  
Very width(5)BDH

SPECIE QUALIFICATION (Max=19)

Origin Introduced (2);Native (5)

Rarity Low(1), Medium(2),High(3),Very High(4), Rarity(5)

Aesthetic value

Tree form (Poor=0; good=1)

Flowers
Fruits

inconspicuous
=0; Conspicuas=1

Leaves Common(0); Especial(1)

Endangered Least concern(1)
Near threatened (2)

Vulnerable (3)
in danger of extinction(4)
critically endangered (5)



http://habitat.aq.upm.es/

husqvarna.com

dreamstime.com

legionlandrover.com

Florachamela.com

Comon

Specials

flowers Conspicuas

High rarity

Very narrow(100mm-150mm)

Narrow(151mm-200mm)

Medium(201mm-250mm)
Width(251mm-300mm)

Very width(=>300mm)

Very small(1.5m-2.0m)
Small (2.1m-5.0m)
Medium (5.1m-7.0m)

Height(7.1m-15.0m)

Very Height(>=15.1m)

Very 
narrow 
(0-5m2)

width (5.1-
10m2)

Narrow
(10.1-15m2)

Medium 
(15.1-25m2)

Very width 
(>=25m2)

Forms

http://dc300.4shared.com/



CONDITION
(PNC)

QUALIFICATION(GRADO DE 

AFECTACIÓN)  (MAX=20)

Stem
(1)Critic (81-100%)
(2)Poor, (61-80%)

(3) Regular  (41-60%)
(4) Good (21-40%)

(5) Excellent (0-20%)

Branches

Leaves

Health



LOCALIZACION (PNL) QUALIFICATION (MAX=14)

EMPLACEMENT

Obstaculo de trafico

Obstaculo peaton

Peligro por fractura de ramas

Conflicto red aerea

Conflicto red subterranea

Conflicto estructura

FUNCTIONAL VALUE

Sombra

Regulador de temperatura

Barrera ruido

Filtro de polvo

Control de erosion 

Referente visual 

TREES AROUND
Demasiados (1), Muchos (2), 

Algunos(3),Pocos(4),Ninguno(5).

LANDSCAPE VALUE
Muy  bajo (1), Bajo (2), Medio(3),Alto(4),Muy 

alto (5).

Bajo (0)
Alto(1)

Bajo (-0)
Medio (-0,5)

Alto (-1)



SOMBRA
REGULADOR DE TEMPERATURA
CONTROL EROSION  

Visual referents
(Valor paisajistico alto) 

www.centediario.com

FILTRO DE POLVO (Puchet
&Bolaños,2012)
BARRERA DE RUIDO

historico.elpais.com.com

www.infojardin.com



VA =
(DIMENSION (%)+ SPECIES%)+CONDITION(%)+LOCATION(%))

4

Escalada de valor ambiental según su porcentaje establecido.
Cortés,2013). 

VALOR ECONOMICO 

VE =
𝑉.𝐴

100
*V. DEL SUELO *AREA COPA

ENVIROMENTAL VALUE

Siendo : 
V.suelo= $1´557.649$/m2 ( Alcaldía mayor de Bogotá,2013)
Area copa= m2  

(Cortés,2013)



Relationchip one-to many

• Conditional Lookup list (different attributes)

DATABASE



V.A=39%
VE=USD$2458

V.A=74%
VE=USD$18527

V.A=56%
VE=USD$29881







Estado fitosanitario

(1) Muy pobre (81-100%)
(2)  Pobre), (61-80%)
(3) Justa (41-60%)
(4) Buena  (21-40%)
(5) Excelente (0-20%)



http://vibo.co/vea/ar/2/t/UD0182

CODIGO SQR



WHAT´S NEXT

• SQR code
• Evaluate other methodologies
• Script code
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Enlaces de Interes
BASE DE DATOS NACIONAL NOMBRES COMUNES 
http://www.biovirtual.unal.edu.co/nombrescomunes
Field-Map : www.fieldmap.cz

http://www.comoves.unam.mx/assets/revista/162/guiadelmaestro_162.pdf
http://www.biovirtual.unal.edu.co/nombrescomunes
http://www.fieldmap.cz/


Contacto: 
Luaramirezp@gmail.com
osjsancheza@gmail.com

«…son elementos dinámicos que se transforman continuamente a través de su 
fenología, con lo cual nos ofrecen, a lo largo del año, una variedad de texturas, 
coloración y densidad de follaje, presencia de flores y frutos, transformando 
estacionalmenteLa apariencia de un mismo lugar»
(Alanís Flores, et al., 2004 citado en López, 2013)
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