
Citation: Oliveira, M.; Santagata, R.;

Kaiser, S.; Liu, Y.; Vassillo, C.;

Ghisellini, P.; Liu, G.; Ulgiati, S.

Socioeconomic and Environmental

Benefits of Expanding Urban Green

Areas: A Joint Application of i-Tree

and LCA Approaches. Land 2022, 11,

2106. https://doi.org/10.3390/

land11122106

Academic Editors: Alessio Russo and

Giuseppe T. Cirella

Received: 23 September 2022

Accepted: 18 November 2022

Published: 22 November 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

land

Article

Socioeconomic and Environmental Benefits of Expanding
Urban Green Areas: A Joint Application of i-Tree and
LCA Approaches
Mariana Oliveira 1 , Remo Santagata 2,* , Serena Kaiser 1 , Yanxin Liu 3, Chiara Vassillo 2,
Patrizia Ghisellini 2 , Gengyuan Liu 4 and Sergio Ulgiati 4,5

1 International PhD Programme/UNESCO Chair “Environment, Resources and Sustainable Development”,
Department of Science and Technology, Parthenope University of Naples, Centro Direzionale, Isola C4,
80143 Naples, Italy

2 Department of Engineering, Parthenope University of Naples, Centro Direzionale, Isola C4,
80143 Naples, Italy

3 School of Management and Engineering, Capital University of Economics and Business, Beijing 100070, China
4 State Key Joint Laboratory of Environment Simulation and Pollution Control, School of Environment, Beijing

Normal University, Beijing 100875, China
5 Department of Science and Technology, Parthenope University of Naples, Centro Direzionale, Isola C4,

80143 Naples, Italy
* Correspondence: remo.santagata@assegnista.uniparthenope.it

Abstract: Green infrastructures deliver countless functions for counteracting climate change, air pol-
lution, floods, and heat islands, contributing at the same time to water and carbon recycling as well as
to renewable energies and feedstock provisioning. Properly addressing such environmental problems
would require huge investments that could be decreased thanks to the further implementation of
urban forests. Local administrations are designing participative projects to improve territories and
their living conditions. The i-Tree Canopy modelling tool and the life cycle assessment method are
jointly applied to evaluate the potential benefits of increasing tree coverage within the boundaries
of the Metropolitan City of Naples, Southern Italy. Results highlighted that tree coverage could
increase by about 2.4 million trees, thus generating 51% more benefits in pollutants removal, carbon
sequestration and stormwater management. The benefits are also explored and confirmed by means
of the life cycle assessment method. The potential tree cover is expected to provide a total annual
economic benefit of USD 55 million, purchasing power parity value adjusted, representing USD 18
per citizen and USD 99,117 per square kilometre of implemented urban forest. These results can
support a potential replication elsewhere and provide a reference for the sustainable improvement of
cities by expanding urban green areas.

Keywords: urban forest; green infrastructures; i-Tree tool; life cycle assessment; ecosystem functions;
nature shaped circularity

1. Introduction

In the last decades, the dramatic rise of urbanization rates and consequent degradation
of urban environments has directed society’s attention towards the natural environment,
urban forests ecosystems and other urban green infrastructures [1–5]. Such attention
has increased awareness about the role of urban trees and green spaces as nature-based
solutions [6,7] to improve the quality of life and wellbeing of the current generations
and those to come [8], creating more resilient cities [6,9,10] in contrast to the pressing
urban challenges [11]. Proper planning, management, and conservation in policy agendas
represent conditions for maximizing their beneficial role [11,12] and making cities more
resilient to future shocks [3].
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Wellbeing depends on the local geography, culture, and ecological circumstances,
being affected by the availability of basic materials for a good life and the presence of
healthcare services, job opportunities, and relationships within urban communities [13].
Therefore, urban green spaces can fulfil some specific functions and address other global
and local issues, such as climate change mitigation and adaptation, food dependency
and flood protection, high standards of health and wellbeing, employment, and income
needs [3,10,14–17]. Urban forests also deliver ecosystem functions related to carbon stor-
age/sequestration, air quality, stormwater management, energy, habitat, noise, and micro-
climate. Most of these functions translate into social, economic, health, visual, and aesthetic
benefits for urban dwellers [5]. Moreover, urban agriculture improves the quantity and
quality of food, providing higher income and employment and promoting community de-
velopment by intensifying social relationships capable of breaking down cross-generational
barriers and distances [18,19].

Linear economy models and categories can mainly describe the monetary transactions
related to these relationships. On the contrary, the concept of commons arises by focusing
on the benefits of urban reforestation measured in terms of non-profit-oriented categories.
The main aspect of commons is their irreducibility to private and public property and the
capability to provide socioeconomic and territorial cohesion. However, besides the need
for a collective perspective aiming at protection and preservation, in many situations, green
areas belong to public institutions or private owners. Hence, civil society should abandon
the owner-based perspective in favour of a rights-based active involvement, putting the
collective dimension in a central position [20]. The collective dimension represents the
physical and theoretical space to create and utilize commons, and the development of
human societies creates new commons.

Consequently, the political struggle created by social movements represents a perfect
field for shaping and growing commons since their substance is not ontological but origi-
nated from their relevance in specific contexts [21], which explains why commons should
always be free from profit [22]. The boundaries of commons are often identified with
the boundaries of natural goods. Moreover, commons can be born and enjoyed in urban
environments, since a more comprehensive set of new commons is recognized within urban
frameworks [23]. Beyond the dichotomy between natural and urban commons concepts,
green areas are desirable and should be included in urban environments: On the one hand,
cities represent aggression against the environment and ecosystems. On the other, urban
residents present an urgent need to interact with nature since perceived as an essential need
for health and wellbeing. Indeed, the growing contact with nature represents an increment
of environmental awareness in people’s lives [24,25].

At the global level, several countries (e.g., China, Ghana, Ethiopia) and cities
(e.g., New York, Melbourne, and Berlin) have developed urban forestry projects to re-
design their forestry policies and increase their green stocks [3,26]. In Italy, the government
approved the “Climate Bill”, aiming at expanding the national forest heritage, among other
actions [27]. Additionally, several cities (e.g., Milan, Modena, Ferrara, Prato, Naples) are
planning urban trees expansion programs [12]. In 2013, Italy established Law n. 10 “Stan-
dards for the development of public parks and gardens” to define criteria and guidelines for
creating green multifunctional systems. This national urban green strategy is divided into
three theme areas: biodiversity and ecosystem services, climate change and heat islands,
wellbeing, and quality of life.

Consequently, the Campania Region (southern Italy) also focused on developing urban
green areas. Regional Law n. 17, “Establishment of the system of regional interest urban
parks”, defines the urban green system as a set of spaces with environmental and landscape
value or of strategic importance for the ecological balance in territorial contexts with high
anthropic impact. In 2019, the Metropolitan City of Naples (MCN), in the Campania region,
released the “Ossigeno Bene Comune” project (OBC Project)—“Oxygen as a Common” in
English—to counteract climate change, excessive urbanization and land consumption and
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regenerate the MCN landscape through nature-based solutions, by planting three million
trees—one per inhabitant—throughout its territory [28].

Another important aspect to be addressed when dealing with contemporary urban sys-
tems is what we can name “nature-shaped circularity” or “nature-based circular economy
pattern”. Circular economy (CE) is an evolving concept embodying internal complexities
and multiple definitions. As pointed out by many authors [29–33], CE is an economic
framework aiming to minimize resource use and waste generation by making the most
out of available resources. The “nature-shaped circularity” pattern (through ecosystem
services) provides a way forward to operationalize CE designing for green infrastructure
planning. In so doing, it enhances the impact of CE on policies and related practices. For in-
stance, accounting for the ecosystem services of urban green infrastructures can (i) provide
a more accurate picture of the composition of the urban energy mix (including renewable
energy provision from local biomass), (ii) reveal the impacts of green infrastructure on the
amount of energy use (including mitigation of energy demand in buildings), and (iii) affect
the dynamics of biogeochemical processes in cities (microclimate regulation and carbon
sequestration by plants and soils) [34]. Thus, a circular urban system (including resource
input, waste generation, emissions, and energy leakage) can be redesigned by nature-based
slowing, closing, and narrowing energy and material loops, which represents a change of
paradigm towards effective circularity.

Sustainable city development corresponds to a rise in the quality and quantity of all
stocks considered as a source of wealth for all countries: natural, cultural, human, and
manufactured [35–37], moving away from the fossil fuels-based society and linear economy
towards renewable sources of energy and circular economy [30,38,39]. Therefore, besides
monitoring the economic and financial assets and their flows, such as GDP [37,40], moni-
toring the ecosystem services stocks and flows as natural capital assets is also mandatory.
However, evaluating the ecosystem functions flows is a challenge since every individ-
ual can enjoy them without any monetary payment: this suggests that the evaluation of
ecosystem services should not be performed by employing a capital-oriented analysis [22].
From this perspective, ecosystem functions can be classified as commons, according to the
definition given above.

This study aims to investigate and discuss the environmental, social, and economic
benefits delivered by the increased presence of trees in a territory and to its inhabitants. The
current and the potential tree coverage scenarios and the related benefits are assessed by the
integration of the i-Tree Canopy online tool [41] and the life cycle assessment [42,43] method
to quantify the ecosystem functions, including an economic perspective and pollution
sequestration, to support future policies for urban green areas expansion projects and
investments. The i-Tree Canopy tool is fairly used within the scientific literature to assess
not just tree canopy cover but also other cover classes, thanks to its efficiency in making
land cover assessments relatively easy by using aerial imagery [44–48]. However, very little
seems to be present about using the i-Tree Canopy tool together with the LCA method [49],
and the simultaneous use of the two frameworks to quantify ecosystem functions and
assess the pros and cons of reforestation programs seems to be absent.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. The Study Area

The Metropolitan City of Naples (MCN) in the Campania region, Southern Italy,
represents the former Province of Naples, divided into 92 municipalities (Figure 1). The
Municipality of Naples is the administrative centre. The MCN covers about 1200 km2

and has a population of about 3 million inhabitants. The study area includes some of the
highest density of population among Italian municipalities (e.g., Portici and Casavatore
have about 12,000 inhabitants/km2), two volcanic sites (Vesuvius and Phlegraean Fields), a
long coastline, and urban areas that extend without interruption also across agricultural
fields and green areas, thus presenting several types of land cover. The area falls under a
Mediterranean climate zone, therefore characterized by Mediterranean vegetation, with
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diversified agrarian production (potato, peach, apricot, tomato, fennel, plum, grapes,
tomato, cauliflower, broccoli, and strawberry) [50].
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Figure 1. The study area of the Metropolitan City of Naples. The red borders highlight the
91 municipalities of the former Province of Naples (in red) and the City of Naples (in green).

The area accounts for three state-owned forests (Phlegraean Area, Mount Cumae’s and
Roccarainola’s forests), which cover more than 1000 ha mainly with elm, elder, hawthorn,
ash, chestnut, alder, and beech tree species [51]. The municipality of Naples includes
53 different public and private parks and green areas, almost entirely managed by municipal
services, presenting a tree population of above 60,000 elements (very common Pinus pinea
to different kinds of citrus trees, Ginko biloba, Olea europaea, Cupressus, and Ficus), with a
large part of trees aged more than 50 years. Their management within the urban context
represents a challenge for administrators [52]. Between 2011 and 2015, the number of new
plantations exceeded the number of cuts of trees by 1.58%. However, Naples is 88th among
the 105 Italian provincial chief towns, having just six trees per 100 inhabitants [53]. Due to
high urbanization, the urban tree stock is minimal.

The most represented cover classes within the MCN 2018 land cover, assessed by
CORINE Land Cover [54,55], are the broad-leaved forest (≈21%), the non-irrigated arable
land (≈17%), the complex cultivation patterns (≈15%), the fruit trees and berry plantations
(≈12%), the continuous and discontinuous urban fabric (respectively ≈12% and ≈8%),
and the industrial or commercial units (≈2.5%)—confirming the strong agricultural and
naturalistic tendency of the investigated area (65% of the territory).

2.2. i-Tree Canopy

The land cover assessment of the MCN area was performed using i-Tree Canopy
tool v.7, using a classification method based on automatically retrieved aerial imagery.
The tool is part of the i-Tree Tools software suite that provides urban and rural forestry
analysis and benefits assessment tools. The i-Tree Canopy tool estimates tree coverage, as
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well as other user-decided cover classes, by generating random points within a specified
area to be manually classified [41]. In addition, it allows the estimation of the coverage
area by providing the most recent aerial Google Maps/Google Earth imagery data (with a
resolution of about 0.3 m) in order to perform a statistical analysis of the classification of
randomly generated points [48].

The i-Tree Canopy analysis is performed following three steps:

1. Drawing boundaries or importing a file with the boundaries of the investigated area.
Boundaries for the MCN were retrieved from a dedicated repository provided by the
administration (http://sit.cittametropolitana.na.it/, accessed on 27 August 2019);

2. Naming the cover classes to be assessed. In this work, the cover classes are defined
encompassing all the different land cover types present in the studied area (Table 1).

3. Classifying points into the defined cover classes.

Table 1. Cover classes used for the land cover assessment of the Metropolitan City of Naples.

Item Cover Class Description

TI Tree over impervious Trees over impervious ground
TP Tree over pervious Trees over pervious ground
AG Agricultural land Pastures, crops or fallows
GH Grass/herbaceous cover Yards, parks or fields
IN Impervious non-plantable Roads, rails, roofs or monuments
PN Pervious non-plantable Dirt road
IP Impervious partially plantable Sidewalks, parking lots or plazas
PP Pervious partially plantable Bare earth
SB Shrubs/bushes Stem based vegetation smaller than trees
WT Water Ocean, estuary, river, lake, wetland, etc
OT Other Other surfaces

In Table 1, the current tree coverage is represented by TI and TP, and the potential tree
coverage is represented by IP (e.g., sidewalks, parking lots, or plazas) and PP (e.g., bare earth).

The accuracy of the final assessment will depend upon the ability of the analyst to
correctly classify each randomly generated point into one of the chosen cover classes. The
precision of the estimate increases with the increase in assessed points, as the standard
error (SE) will decrease. Being “n” the number of points assessed in each class and “N” the
total number of assessed points, SE for each class is calculated as in (1):

SE =

√( pq
N

)
, (1)

where p = n/N and q = 1 − p.
If n < 10, the SE is calculated as (2):

SE =
(√

n
)
/N, (2)

Endreny et al. (2017) [48] state that 500 random points are adequate to survey megaci-
ties. In this study, to produce more accurate results, 803 points were assessed and classified
according to the user-defined cover classes reported in Table 1.

The benefits investigated with the i-Tree Canopy tool are based on the percentage of
tree coverage and climatic conditions. Table 2 reports the conversion factors for uptaken
mass of different polluting flows and for volume of avoided runoff per unit area of trees
per year, and the related economic values. The removal rates and monetary values of the
considered environmental functions are derived from analyses conducted in the United
States using i-Tree Eco, a component tool of the i-Tree software suite, within urban and rural
areas and then aggregated at the national level [56]; data are then provided as specific sets
related to chosen locations, within the report of tool results. Monetary values for pollutant
removal are estimated as the incidence of adverse health effects resulting from changes

http://sit.cittametropolitana.na.it/
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in pollutants concentrations [56]. The i-Tree Canopy tool, as well as the entire i-Tree suite,
is developed by the USDA Forest Service and the Davey Tree Expert company, among
others, focusing on USA territories. Thus, the average trees benefits values are calculated,
regardless of tree species, based on climatic conditions for USA territories only (and in
more recent times for the United Kingdom and Sweden too). In order to apply the tool to
regions outside the ones included in the suite, a solution would be to analyse the annual
trends and distribution of temperature and precipitations of the investigated location and
find the most similar ones in similar climatic areas within the United States. In this study,
to overcome geographical data limitation, the Horry County in South Carolina, USA, was
selected based on similar MCN climate conditions.

Table 2. Removal rate and monetary value of benefits of tree coverage estimated by i-Tree Canopy.

Annual Air Pollution Removal Benefits

Item Description Removal Rate
(g/m2/yr)

Monetary Value
(USD/t/yr)

CO Carbon monoxide 0.03 192.29
NO2 Nitrogen dioxide 0.22 63.03
O3 Ozone removed 7.37 549.10

PM10

Particulate matter
greater than 2.5
microns and less than
10 microns

1.47 889.02

PM2.5
Particulate matter less
than 2.5 microns 0.05 38,529.50

SO2 Sulphur dioxide 0.19 23.54

Annual Hydrological Benefits

Item Description Tree effects (L/m2/yr)
Monetary Value

(USD/m3/yr)

AVRO Avoided runoff 0.60 2.60
E Evaporation 14.94
I Interception 14.95
T Transpiration 107.41
PE Potential evaporation 545.19

PET Potential
evapotranspiration 488.30

Carbon Benefits

Description Carbon Rate (t/ha/yr) Monetary Value (USD/t)

Carbon sequestered annually 30.60
187.99Carbon stored in trees’ lifetime 768.48

2.3. Life Cycle Assessment

The life cycle assessment method, standardized by ISO standards and ILCD hand-
book [42,43,57], assesses the potential environmental burdens of human-dominated pro-
cesses and systems in a “cradle to grave” perspective, from the extraction of raw materials
to the disposal of generated waste, through distribution and use. The results provided
different kinds of impact categories, including emissions and resource consumption [58]. It
is performed by following a four-step procedure:

(1) Goal and scope definition: in this phase, the objective, the functional unit (FU) and
the burdens of the investigated case study are clearly defined. In this work, the
LCA method is used to support and integrate the results of the performed i-Tree
Canopy study. The chosen FU is the assessment of the impact categories affected by
the ecological functions delivered by the current and potential tree cover within the
boundaries of the Metropolitan City of Naples.
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(2) Inventory analysis: LCA analyses are performed by means of specific inventories
listing all relevant input and output flows enabling processes and/or subprocesses
within the investigated case studies. Inventories are usually dimensioned considering
the chosen FU, and include primary data (directly collected), secondary data (from
scientific literature, databases, etc.), and tertiary data (calculations and assumptions).
In this work, data for the used inventories come from the i-Tree Canopy tool, listing
the pollution and hydrological benefits of tree cover. Hence, the inventory is built con-
sidering the annual mass of uptaken flows: particulate <2.5 µm; particulate >2.5 µm
and <10 µm; sulphur dioxide; ozone; nitrogen dioxide; carbon monoxide and carbon
dioxide; and the annual avoided water runoff in the assessed area in the present and
future potential scenarios.

(3) Impact assessment: this step translates the input and output flows in the inventories
into potential impacts in different categories by means of specific characterization
factors related to distinct impact methods. In this work, the avoided pollution and
hydrological effects of the current and potential tree cover are translated into character-
ized impacts by using the SimaPro software v.9.1.1.1 (https://network.simapro.com,
accessed on 15 September 2022), the Ecoinvent database v.3.6 [59], and the ReCiPe mid-
point (H) method v.1.04 [60]. The software, the database and the impact method work
together to classify the burdens deriving from the assessed inventory into impacts
related to specific categories. The various emissions in the different compartments
and resource use are then characterized by means of particular factors to express them
into the proper units.

(4) Results interpretation: in this phase, the results are carefully checked and evaluated
to understand the characteristics of the investigated case study, propose solutions,
find the hot spots, etc.

3. Results

This work explored the benefits deriving from the present and the potential tree cover-
age within the area of the MCN. Among the investigated cover classes, tree over impervious
(TI) and tree over pervious (TP) represent the current tree coverage characterized by trees
whose canopies stand above cemented sidewalks and plazas and bare earth and meadows,
respectively. The potential tree coverage classes impervious partially plantable (IP) and
pervious partially plantable (PP) were added to the potential scenario, considering both
impervious and pervious soils where trees could be planted without impairing human
activities (i.e., parking lots, sidewalks, parks, marginal lands, etc.).

3.1. i-Tree Canopy Results

The MCN cover area, estimated by means of the assessed 803 points, is mainly repre-
sented by the 29% trees planted over pervious grounds (TP), 23% impervious area where
trees are impractical (IN) and 17% agricultural land (AG) (Table 3).

The area currently covered by trees within the MCN boundaries was identified in
251 points (TP and TI) and was estimated at 367.26 square kilometres. The area for the
potential planting of new trees was identified in 128 points (IP and PP), equal to about
187.28 square kilometres (16% of the entire MCN area), which represents a potential
increment of 51% in green spaces. The estimated area needed to plant one million is
80 square kilometres of forests [61]. Thus, around 240 square kilometres would be required
to achieve the goal of planting three million trees, which is 30% larger than the identified
available area. The analysis performed in this work suggests a current availability for
plantations equal to around 2.34 million trees.

https://network.simapro.com
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Table 3. Number of points assessed and estimated area for each cover class.

Cover Class N◦ of Points Area (km2) ±SE (km2) % Cover

TP 230 336.53 29.08 29%
IN 187 273.61 17.50 23%
AG 136 198.99 15.51 17%
IP 70 102.42 11.75 9%
PP 58 84.86 10.70 7%
SB 46 67.31 9.63 6%
GH 30 43.90 7.86 4%
TI 21 30.73 9.64 3%
PN 13 19.02 5.28 2%
WT 9 13.17 4.35 1%
OT 3 4.39 2.61 0%

Total Area 803 1174.93 30 100%

The i-Tree Canopy tool considers a linear correlation between the presence of trees and
the functions they provide. In so doing, considering that all available areas will actually
be used for tree plantation, the potential scenario presents an estimated 51% increment in
terms of benefits related to air pollution absorption (Figure 2a) and carbon sequestrated and
stored during trees’ lifetime (Figure 2b). A 51% of increment is also estimated for avoided
runoff (113 megalitres of water per year) and the hydrological cycle (219,273 megalitres
of water per year) of the photosynthesis steps (evaporation, interception, transpiration,
potential evaporation, and potential evapotranspiration) (Table 4).
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Figure 2. Tree benefits: (a) amount of air pollution absorbed expressed in carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), Ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and sulfuric dioxide (SO2);
(b) carbon annually sequestrated and carbon stored in trees’ lifetime.

Table 4. Hydrological benefits from tree coverage in megalitres (Ml).

Benefits
Amount (Ml)

Present Potential

AVRO 221.81 334.92
E 5485.22 8282.46
I 5491.00 8291.20
T 39,447.51 59,564.16
PE 200,226.75 302,334.42
PET 179,330.20 270,781.45
Total 430,202.49 649,588.61
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The increment of the annual economic benefits is more than USD 12.4 million per year,
going from almost USD 24.5 million to nearly USD 36.9 million (Table 5); 87% of this value
is due to the carbon sequestrated annually by trees. Considering the amount of carbon
stored in trees during their lifetime (4261 kt), the final economic value increases by more
than USD 270 million, from about USD 530 million in the present scenario to more than
USD 800 million in the potential scenario.

Table 5. Hydrological benefits from tree coverage in Megalitres (Ml).

Benefit Description
Value (USD)

Present Potential

Carbon sequestration Sequestered annually in trees 21,126,481 31,900,144

Air pollution removal

CO 2242 3385
NO2 5143 7766
O3 1,486,373 2,244,364
SO2 1654 2497
PM10 479,582 724,149
PM2.5 739,064 1,115,957

Hydrological AVRO 577,302 871,703

Total 24,417,841 36,869,965

3.2. LCA Analysis

The assessed environmental benefits provided by the current and the potential tree
cover are configured as an annual sequestration/absorption of different potentially harmful
substances in the atmosphere and as avoided water runoff that could cause hydrological
damages. These benefits can be translated into LCA-avoided impacts, expressing the annual
avoided repercussion in different, specific environmental sectors, thanks to the presence of
trees delivering their functions. The LCA analysis of the ecological functions provided by
the present and the potential assessed tree cover is reported in Table 6. The different air
pollutant substances sequestered by trees and the avoided runoff in the two scenarios affect
six ReCiPe midpoint (H) impact categories: global warming; ozone formation, human
health; fine particulate matter formation, ozone formation, terrestrial ecosystems; terrestrial
acidification; water consumption. The results confirm once again the linear correlation
between environmental benefits and the presence of trees proposed by the i-Tree Canopy
tool.

Table 6. Characterized ReCiPe midpoint impacts avoided by the present and the possible tree
coverage in the Metropolitan City of Naples.

Impact Category Unit Present Potential

Global warming kg CO2 eq 1.12 × 108 1.70 × 108

Ozone formation, human
health kg NOx eq 8.16 × 104 1.23 × 105

Fine particulate matter
formation kg PM2.5 eq 4.85 × 104 7.33 × 104

Ozone formation, terrestrial
ecosystems kg NOx eq 8.16 × 104 1.23 × 105

Terrestrial acidification kg SO2 eq 9.96 × 104 1.50 × 105

Water consumption m3 2.22 × 105 3.35 × 105

Planting new trees in urban environments presents both economic and environmental
costs due to the cultivation of tree seedlings in specific nurseries, involving energy, chem-
icals, and machinery, among other input flows. A careful accounting of the mentioned
environmental burdens against the analysis of benefits coming from the presence of trees
could facilitate afforestation projects and urban green management plans. Table 7 shows the
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ReCiPe midpoint impacts of the production and plantation of 2.34 million tree seedlings,
according to the Ecoinvent database used in this study. The comparison between the
numbers in Tables 6 and 7 suggests that the impacts of tree production and planting would
be entirely compensated by the functions provided by these new trees in a little more than
half a year (≈200 days).

Table 7. Characterized ReCiPe midpoint impacts for growing and planting 2.34 million tree seedlings.

Impact Category Unit Growing + Planting

Global warming kg CO2 eq 3.36 × 106

Stratospheric ozone depletion kg CFC11 eq 1.98 × 100

Ionizing radiation kBq Co-60 eq 1.40 × 105

Ozone formation, human health kg NOx eq 2.23 × 104

Fine particulate matter formation kg PM2.5 eq 8.29 × 103

Ozone formation, terrestrial ecosystems kg NOx eq 2.28 × 104

Terrestrial acidification kg SO2 eq 1.57 × 104

Freshwater eutrophication kg P eq 9.03 × 102

Marine eutrophication kg N eq 9.27 × 101

Terrestrial ecotoxicity kg 1,4-DCB 1.73 × 107

Freshwater ecotoxicity kg 1,4-DCB 2.65 × 105

Marine ecotoxicity kg 1,4-DCB 3.43 × 105

Human carcinogenic toxicity kg 1,4-DCB 2.02 × 105

Human non-carcinogenic toxicity kg 1,4-DCB 1.22 × 107

Land use m2 a crop eq 7.68 × 106

Mineral resource scarcity kg Cu eq 5.50 × 104

Fossil resource scarcity kg oil eq 9.44 × 105

Water consumption m3 1.47 × 104

4. Discussion

The economic benefit of the current tree coverage, calculated by the i-Tree Canopy
tool, is estimated at about USD 24 million annually (≈USD 8 per citizen of the MCN per
year). If the assessed potentially plantable area was used for tree plantations, the total
benefits would be equal to ≈USD 37 million/year (≈USD 12 per citizen). At the urban
level, further economic savings that are not currently included within the perspective of
the tool, which, as seen, operated a linear correlation among tree cover and ecological
functions provided, would also be found. For instance, tree shadings would affect the local
temperature, inducing a reduction in the expenses for electricity that would vary from USD
4 to USD 166 per tree annually due to reduced use of cooling and heating systems [62].

In order to undertake the OBC Project, which originated the idea behind the research
presented in this work, the MCN administration committed to funding USD 969 million,
within which planting trees is only one of the actions planned.

The total annual savings of the present and potential trees land coverage are estimated
at ≈USD 55 million/year purchasing power parity value (PPP) adjusted (considering the
value of 0.6708 for Italy in 2019 [63]). It is equivalent to ≈USD 18 per citizen of the MCN
per year and ≈USD 99,117 per square kilometre of tree coverage. Endreny et al. (2017)
investigated 10 of the biggest megacities worldwide, with an average of 1.8 × 107 citizens,
including among the tree benefits also the cost of the avoided kWh of electricity and
the avoided Mbtu of energy. The median value of the additional tree coverage in the
investigated megacities was estimated at 17.8%, providing an average USD 967,000/km2

of tree coverage and USD 32/capita, PPP adjusted. Rogers et al. (2015) assessed the tree
population for the Greater London Area, calculating an average benefit of about USD
891,000/km2 and USD 23/capita (PPP adjusted) for a canopy cover equal to 21% of the
territory [64].

Scaling up the economic benefits calculated in this work to the projected number
of three million trees planted, it would be reasonable to expect a payback time reduced
to 24 years from the entire tree coverage within the investigated area, considering the
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total investment by the MCN administration and disregarding other benefits provided
from the presence of urban forests. Therefore, the payback time could be further reduced
in a more accurate and detailed evaluation. Further studies should include logistics
and implementation costs, project duration, and job opportunities creation to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of the investments and provide a complete management report.

The three million trees objective would require the implementation of significant
actions to be fulfilled. Among these, the plantation of trees within the areas assessed in
this work as IP—impervious partially plantable—might represent a challenge, as this cover
class is largely characterized as spaces within the highly populated urban areas of the
MCN (sidewalks, plazas, and parking lots represent 9% of the territory—around 102 km2).
In these places, trees are planted individually and spaced, improving the population
approach to some ecological functions, such as local temperature and humidity control,
runoff, infiltration, and flooding regulation, and creating areas for recreation and leisure.
However, this might represent a significant economic cost for the city administration due to
the regular maintenance required by street trees (pruning, irrigation, crown thinning, and
removal). Even more efforts would be required to convert a significant fraction of the land
cover assessed as “not plantable” (e.g., industrial areas, marginal lands, unused deposits,
etc.) into entire “urban forests”, freeing the soil from old cement and giving back life to the
ground underneath. In this case, the bare ground would become reforested wood, offering
tree benefits on a regional scale. This strategy also includes other benefits such as aquifer
recharge, soil formation, fertility and biodiversity maintenance, recreative and touristic
places creation [65], and wellbeing. However, this would require a huge initial effort from
the metropolitan city administration, compensated by lesser needs on management and
maintenance compared to single-planted street trees.

Nastran et al. (2022) analysed the perceived connections between ecosystem services
and green infrastructures in urban ecosystems and their impacts on wellbeing, suggesting
that urban forests are the most influencing among the types of infrastructures consid-
ered [66]. Valeri et al. (2021) investigated the significance of the selection of target plant
species in peri-urban and agricultural areas, as well as in many areas of the MCN [67].
Evans et al. (2022) reviewed scientific literature about green infrastructures and services de-
livery, in particular describing how their delivery is partly modulated by the kind of spaces
where they are assessed [68]. Shao and Kim (2022) investigated the urban heat islands
mitigation potential of green infrastructures, at the same time dealing with climate change
and providing different functions promoting sustainable development and wellbeing in
urban systems [69]. García-Pardo et al. (2022) reviewed remote sensing techniques for
ecosystem services analysis, pointing out the importance of the sensors used, the geograph-
ical scale and image resolution, and the need for more information and a transdisciplinary
framework for the assessment of the ecosystem services [70].

The results and insights obtained in this work, together with the presented joint
implementation of the i-Tree tool suite and the LCA assessment method, could be useful
for administrators, policymakers, urban planners, and organizations of different natures on
successfully planning and managing urban greening projects and interventions, receiving
countless environmental functions and benefits in return. The application of both the
i-Tree and LCA tools made it possible to analyse the specific polluting substances and
hydrological features investigated in this work and characterize them into specific impact
categories in different environmental sectors. This allowed a wider understanding of the
investigated case study, enabling the possibility of looking at it from multiple perspectives
and calculating the time needed to compensate the related environmental and economic
investments. However, the i-Tree Canopy tool might adopt a too simplistic point of view
when establishing only a linear correlation between the presence of trees and the provided
functions. This might be true in some cases but untrue in others, where the synergies among
trees and the inclusions of more functions could indicate different types of correlation
(e.g., exponential). Thus, the kind of analysis performed in this work could benefit from
a deeper and wider investigation of the ecological functions related to trees. This kind
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of analysis, together with stronger efforts for the conversion of already identified areas,
incentives for private sector initiatives, and ecological management for agriculture, can
provide further benefits to biodiversity, crops and pastures productivity [71].

The findings of this work then suggest the importance of ecosystems functions and
the need for proper planning and management in order to correctly account the balance
between investments and advantages. As the kind and the number of functions can be
affected by local conditions and by the viewpoint adopted in their analysis, the simulta-
neous application of different methods, as the performed joint application of LCA and
i-Tree Canopy, can provide a very beneficial, multiple perspective to proper planning in
worldwide urban environments. Moreover, there seems to be a lack in scientific literature
of joint i-Tree Canopy/LCA applications, reinforcing the novelty of the presented work
and proposing a framework for benefit/constraint analyses of designed and implemented
projects for green infrastructures.

Practical Implications: Social, Environmental, and Economic Benefits

The results of this work show opportunities to improve people’s quality of life, reduce
environmental damage, and bring economic development by the provision of ecological
functions. The increment of 51% in new green areas reduces 51% of harmful hydrological
events, air pollution, and greenhouse gases. This is also confirmed by the avoided emission
highlighted by the LCA analysis.

Greenhouse gas emissions and air pollutants are harmful to crops’ productivity, human
health, and, consequently, the economy [72]. Air pollutants are responsible for pulmonary
diseases, cancer, and respiratory infections, increasing death rates [73] and public health
costs. Additionally, the O3 exposure reduces plant transpiration and heat fluxes, diminish-
ing rainfall and increasing air temperature. All these factors negatively impact the crop
yield, from 18% to 45%, representing approximately 35% of loss related to gross primary
productivity (GPP) [74].

“The interaction with nature is a fundamental pillar for individuals’ wellbeing, regardless
of their geographical, cultural, or socioeconomic background”. [24]

Many city residents have no daily contact with local nature and biodiversity, which
also impacts individual wellbeing. Different studies show the health benefits of living
nearby green areas, improving human wellbeing by reducing blood pressure, heart rate,
and muscle tension [75,76]. Unfortunately, too many individuals are far from natural areas
in their daily life, and this distance might impact their perception of natural environments
and local biodiversity. However, it is also possible to notice that personal perceptions are
affected by social, cultural, and psychological backgrounds that should be addressed and
investigated in local communities.

The New York Times newspaper, on 21 September 1966, reported the former US Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s words talking about trees as sources of raw materials: “A tree’s a
tree. How many more redwoods do you need to look at? If you’ve seen one, you’ve seen
them all”. In 1973, Martin Krieger published an article in Nature questioning the utility of
urban trees: the use of plastic trees could replicate the recreational and shading functions of
natural ones; he argued that the definition of natural environment depends on culture and
society, and that “preservationism” is more expensive than pragmatic conservationism [77].
The argument resurfaced in 2007 when the journal Nature published a blog post discussing
Krieger’s idea, concluding that living in a Disneyfied world costs more than the direct
monetary value of fake wilderness, being the actual cost is the loss of ecosystem value [78].

Nature and urban green spaces as elements of the urban landscape are fundamental
to improving the quality of life of citizens. Therefore, they must be considered in urban
planning policies to reflect the needs, economic possibilities, and customs of the city’s
inhabitants. It is, in any case, an interpretation that takes its inspiration from the hope that
biopolitics can have the possibility of winning against biopower [79].

Urban nature is vital in all its manifestations, from private gardens, tree plantations,
and city parks to land used for recreational purposes within or nearby the city.
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5. Conclusions

This study aimed to evaluate the socioeconomic and environmental benefits of plant-
ing trees in urban environments. The area within the boundaries of the Metropolitan City
of Naples that is available for planting new trees is enough for 2.3 million new plantations
on impervious ground (sidewalks, plazas, parking lots, etc., 9% of the territory—around
102 km2) and pervious ground (7% of the region—about 85 km2). The i-Tree Canopy tool is
a useful web tool for helping policymakers to understand the environmental and economic
value of the benefits offered to society and the interest in carrying out a public project
entailing urban trees, evaluating specific scenarios to meet requirements and cost-effective
solutions. Its combined application with the LCA method delivers a wider understand-
ing of the ecological sectors affected by impacts and benefits of reforestation activities.
In so doing, the two instruments showed that careful planning and different strategies,
considering investments, costs, and benefits in a long-term perspective, are needed. As
public funds available to administrators are often very scarce, public authorities also need
to understand the socioeconomic improvements of carrying out urban forestry projects
compared to other alternatives. Furthermore, urban forestry projects have several positive
social and cultural side-effects: the creation of new green areas for recreational and cultural
meetings and the aesthetical valorisation of spaces for cultural progress and civil society
involvement. However, further research and collaborations among different stakeholders
and the integrated use of diverse assessment methods are needed to evaluate projects under
the three pillars (environmental, economic, and social) of sustainable development and
the need to accelerate the transition in the EU towards a more regenerative and circular
economy at the EU level.

Author Contributions: M.O.: conceptualization, methodology, formal analysis, investigation, data
curation, writing—original draft, writing—review and editing; R.S.: conceptualization, method-
ology, formal analysis, investigation, data curation, writing—original draft, writing—review &
editing; S.K.: conceptualization, investigation, writing—original draft, writing—review and edit-
ing; Y.L.: conceptualization, investigation, writing—original draft; C.V.: conceptualization, in-
vestigation, writing—original draft; P.G.: conceptualization, methodology, writing- original draft;
writing—review and editing; G.L.: conceptualization, writing—original draft, funding acquisition;
S.U.: conceptualization, methodology, supervision, project administration, funding acquisition. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This study received funding from: the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie European Training Networks (grant
agreement ReTraCE No. 814247), the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation
(MAECI, High Relevance Bilateral Projects, Grant No. PGR00954), the Sino-Italian Cooperation of
NSFC Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 71861137001), within the project “Analysis on
the metabolic process of urban agglomeration and the cooperative strategy of circular economy” (2018–
2020), the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement
JUST2CE No. 101003491), and the Fundamental Research Funds of Capital University of Economics
and Business (Grant No. XRZ2022028).

Data Availability Statement: Data sharing not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The funders had no role in the design of the study; in the collection, analyses,
or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or in the decision to publish the results.
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Dong, X.; Yang, W.; Ulgiati, S.; Yan, M.; Zhang, X. The Impact of Human Activities on Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services of

Natural Pastures in North Xinjiang, China. Ecol. Model. 2012, 225, 28–39. [CrossRef]
2. EEA Urban Green Infrastructure—European Environment Agency. 2017. Available online: https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/

sustainability-transitions/urban-environment/urban-green-infrastructure (accessed on 1 June 2021).
3. Food and Agriculture Organization. Guidelines on Urban and Peri-Urban Forestry—Forestry Paper No. 178; Food and Agriculture

Organization: Rome, Italy, 2016; ISBN 978-92-5-109442-6.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2011.11.006
https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/sustainability-transitions/urban-environment/urban-green-infrastructure
https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/sustainability-transitions/urban-environment/urban-green-infrastructure


Land 2022, 11, 2106 14 of 16

4. Ramakrishna, S. Looking through the COVID-19 Lens for a Sustainable New-Modern Society; Springer Nature—Sustainability
Community: 2020. Available online: https://sustainabilitycommunity.springernature.com/posts/looking-through-covid-19
-lens-for-a-sustainable-new-modern-society (accessed on 1 June 2021).

5. Roy, S.; Byrne, J.; Pickering, C. A Systematic Quantitative Review of Urban Tree Benefits, Costs, and Assessment Methods across
Cities in Different Climatic Zones. Urban For. Urban Green. 2012, 11, 351–363. [CrossRef]

6. Calfapietra, C.; Cherubini, L. Green Infrastructure: Nature-Based Solutions for Sustainable and Resilient Cities. Urban For. Urban
Green. 2019, 37, 1–2. [CrossRef]

7. Nowak, D.J.; Crane, D.E.; Stevens, J.C. Air Pollution Removal by Urban Trees and Shrubs in the United States. Urban For. Urban
Green. 2006, 4, 115–123. [CrossRef]

8. Obama, B. Presidential Memorandum—America’s Great Outdoors. 2010. Available online: https://obamawhitehouse.archives.
gov/the-press-office/presidential-memorandum-americas-great-outdoors (accessed on 1 June 2021).

9. Mancuso, S. La Nazione Delle Piante; Laterza: Bari, Italy, 2019; ISBN 9788858135815.
10. Roeland, S.; Moretti, M.; Amorim, J.H.; Branquinho, C.; Fares, S.; Morelli, F.; Niinemets, Ü.; Paoletti, E.; Pinho, P.; Sgrigna, G.;

et al. Towards an Integrative Approach to Evaluate the Environmental Ecosystem Services Provided by Urban Forest. J. For. Res.
(Harbin) 2019, 30, 1981–1996. [CrossRef]

11. Haaland, C.; van den Bosch, C.K. Challenges and Strategies for Urban Green-Space Planning in Cities Undergoing Densification:
A Review. Urban For. Urban Green. 2015, 14, 760–771. [CrossRef]

12. World Forum on Urban Forests Greener, Healthier and Happier Cities for All—A Call for Action. 2018. Available on-
line: https://www.worldforumonurbanforests.org/component/phocadownload/category/38-wfuf-call-for-action.html?
download=155:call-for-action (accessed on 1 June 2021).

13. Millenium Ecosystem Assessment. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Opportunities and Challenges for Business and Industry; World
Resources Institute: Washington, DC, USA, 2005.

14. Dall’Ara, E.; Maino, E.; Gatta, G.; Torreggiani, D.; Tassinari, P. Green Mobility Infrastructures. A Landscape Approach for
Roundabouts’ Gardens Applied to an Italian Case Study. Urban For. Urban Green. 2019, 37, 109–125. [CrossRef]

15. Escobedo, F.J.; Giannico, V.; Jim, C.Y.; Sanesi, G.; Lafortezza, R. Urban Forests, Ecosystem Services, Green Infrastructure and
Nature-Based Solutions: Nexus or Evolving Metaphors? Urban For. Urban Green. 2019, 37, 3–12. [CrossRef]

16. Sanesi, G.; Colangelo, G.; Lafortezza, R.; Calvo, E.; Davies, C. Urban Green Infrastructure and Urban Forests: A Case Study of the
Metropolitan Area of Milan. Landsc. Res. 2017, 42, 164–175. [CrossRef]

17. Shah, A.M.; Liu, G.; Huo, Z.; Yang, Q.; Zhang, W.; Meng, F.; Yao, L.; Ulgiati, S. Assessing Environmental Services and Disservices
of Urban Street Trees. An Application of the Emergy Accounting. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2022, 186, 106563. [CrossRef]

18. Ackerman, K.; Conard, M.; Culligan, P.; Plunz, R.; Sutto, M.-P.; Whittinghill, L. Sustainable Food Systems for Future Cities: The
Potential of Urban Agriculture. Econ. Soc. Rev. (Irel) 2014, 45, 189–206.

19. Ghisellini, P.; Casazza, M. Evaluating the Energy Sustainability of Urban Agriculture Towards More Resilient Urban Systems. J.
Environ. Account. Manag. 2016, 4, 175–193. [CrossRef]

20. Lucarelli, A. Note Minime per Una Teoria Giuridica Dei Beni Comuni. Espaço Jurídico J. Law 2011, 12, 11–20.
21. Mattei, U. Beni Comuni. Un Manifesto; Laterza: Bari, Italy, 2011.
22. Shiva, V. Water Wars; Privatization, Pollution, and Profit; South End Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2002.
23. Dellenbaugh, M.; Kip, M.; Bieniok, M.; Müller, A.; Schwegmann, M. Urban Commons: Moving Beyond State and Market; Birkhäuser:

Basel, Switzerland, 2015; ISBN 3038214957.
24. Priego, C.; Breuste, J.H.; Rojas, J. Perception and Value of Nature in Urban Landscapes: A Comparative Analysis of Cities in

Germany, Chile and Spain. Landsc. Online 2008, 7, 1–22. [CrossRef]
25. Rohde, C.L.E.; Kendle, A.D. Human Well-Being, Natural Landscapes and Wildlife in Urban Areas: A Review; English Nature;

Northminster House: Peterborough, UK, 1994; ISBN 1857161556.
26. Food and Agriculture Organization. Forests and Sustainable Cities—Inspiring Stories from around the World; Food and Agriculture

Organization: Rome, Italy, 2018; ISBN 978-92-5-130417-4.
27. Salbitano, F.; Sanesi, G. Cambiamento Climatico. In Italia Le Foreste Aumentano. L’emergenza Verde è Nelle Città. 2019. Available

online: https://www.avvenire.it/opinioni/pagine/in-italia-le-foreste-aumentano-lemergenza-verde-nelle-citt (accessed on
1 June 2021).

28. Città Metropolitana di Napoli Ossigeno Bene Comune—Dettaglio News—Città Metropolitana Di Napoli. Available online:
https://www.cittametropolitana.na.it/en_US/-/ossigeno-bene-comu-1 (accessed on 15 September 2022).

29. Calzolari, T.; Genovese, A.; Brint, A. Circular Economy Indicators for Supply Chains: A Systematic Literature Review. Environ.
Sustain. Indic. 2022, 13, 100160. [CrossRef]

30. Ellen MacArthur Foundation. Towards the Circular Economy Vol. 1—An Economic and Business Rationale for an Accelerated Transition;
Ellen MacArthur Foundation: Chicago, IL, USA, 2012.

31. Ghisellini, P.; Cialani, C.; Ulgiati, S. A Review on Circular Economy: The Expected Transition to a Balanced Interplay of
Environmental and Economic Systems. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 114, 11–32. [CrossRef]

32. Langergraber, G.; Pucher, B.; Simperler, L.; Kisser, J.; Katsou, E.; Buehler, D.; Mateo, M.C.G.; Atanasova, N. Implementing
Nature-Based Solutions for Creating a Resourceful Circular City. Blue-Green Syst. 2020, 2, 173–185. [CrossRef]

https://sustainabilitycommunity.springernature.com/posts/looking-through-covid-19-lens-for-a-sustainable-new-modern-society
https://sustainabilitycommunity.springernature.com/posts/looking-through-covid-19-lens-for-a-sustainable-new-modern-society
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2012.06.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.09.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2006.01.007
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/presidential-memorandum-americas-great-outdoors
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/presidential-memorandum-americas-great-outdoors
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11676-019-00916-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.07.009
https://www.worldforumonurbanforests.org/component/phocadownload/category/38-wfuf-call-for-action.html?download=155:call-for-action
https://www.worldforumonurbanforests.org/component/phocadownload/category/38-wfuf-call-for-action.html?download=155:call-for-action
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.03.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.02.011
http://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2016.1173658
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.RESCONREC.2022.106563
http://doi.org/10.5890/JEAM.2016.06.006
http://doi.org/10.3097/LO.200807
https://www.avvenire.it/opinioni/pagine/in-italia-le-foreste-aumentano-lemergenza-verde-nelle-citt
https://www.cittametropolitana.na.it/en_US/-/ossigeno-bene-comu-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.indic.2021.100160
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.09.007
http://doi.org/10.2166/bgs.2020.933


Land 2022, 11, 2106 15 of 16

33. Santagata, R.; Ripa, M.; Genovese, A.; Ulgiati, S. Food Waste Recovery Pathways: Challenges and Opportunities for an Emerging
Bio-Based Circular Economy. A Systematic Review and an Assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 286, 125490. [CrossRef]

34. Perrotti, D.; Stremke, S. Can Urban Metabolism Models Advance Green Infrastructure Planning? Insights from Ecosystem
Services Research. Environ. Plan. B Urban Anal. City Sci. 2020, 47, 678–694. [CrossRef]

35. Comitato per il Capitale Naturale. Primo Rapporto Sullo Stato Del Capitale Naturale in Italia; Comitato per il Capitale Naturale:
Rome, Italy, 2017.

36. Ghisellini, P.; Oliveira, M.; Santagata, R.; Ulgiati, S. Dossier Informativo Sul Valore Ambientale Ed Economico Di Progetti
Di Investimento in Foreste Urbane e Infrastrutture Verdi (in Italian). 2019. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/340254697 (accessed on 15 September 2022).

37. Stahel, W.R. The Circular Economy. Nature 2016, 531, 435–438. [CrossRef]
38. D’Amato, D.; Droste, N.; Allen, B.; Kettunen, M.; Lähtinen, K.; Korhonen, J.; Leskinen, P.; Matthies, B.D.; Toppinen, A. Green,

Circular, Bio Economy: A Comparative Analysis of Sustainability Avenues. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 168, 716–734. [CrossRef]
39. Oliveira, M.; Miguel, M.; van Langen, S.K.; Ncube, A.; Zucaro, A.; Fiorentino, G.; Passaro, R.; Santagata, R.; Coleman, N.; Lowe,

B.H.; et al. Circular Economy and the Transition to a Sustainable Society: Integrated Assessment Methods for a New Paradigm.
Circ. Econ. Sustain. 2021, 1, 99–113. [CrossRef]

40. Hirvilammi, T. The Virtuous Circle of Sustainable Welfare as a Transformative Policy Idea. Sustainability 2020, 12, 391. [CrossRef]
41. i-Tree i-Tree Canopy—Refereces. 2006. Available online: https://canopy.itreetools.org/references (accessed on 1 June 2021).
42. ISO UNI EN ISO 14040; Environmental Management—Life Cycle Assessment—Principles and Framework. International

Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2006.
43. ISO UNI EN ISO 14044; Life Cycle Assessment—Requirements and Guidelines. International Organization for Standardization:

Geneva, Switzerland, 2006.
44. Parmehr, E.G.; Amati, M.; Taylor, E.J.; Livesley, S.J. Estimation of Urban Tree Canopy Cover Using Random Point Sampling and

Remote Sensing Methods. Urban For. Urban Green. 2016, 20, 160–171. [CrossRef]
45. Omodior, O.; Eze, P.; Anderson, K.R. Using I-Tree Canopy Vegetation Cover Subtype Classification to Predict Peri-Domestic Tick

Presence. Ticks Tick Borne Dis. 2021, 12, 101684. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
46. Puplampu, D.A.; Boafo, Y.A. Exploring the Impacts of Urban Expansion on Green Spaces Availability and Delivery of Ecosystem

Services in the Accra Metropolis. Environ. Chall. 2021, 5, 100283. [CrossRef]
47. Cristiano, S.; Ghisellini, P.; D’Ambrosio, G.; Xue, J.; Nesticò, A.; Gonella, F.; Ulgiati, S. Construction and Demolition Waste in the

Metropolitan City of Naples, Italy: State of the Art, Circular Design, and Sustainable Planning Opportunities. J. Clean. Prod. 2021,
293, 125856. [CrossRef]

48. Endreny, T.; Santagata, R.; Perna, A.; de Stefano, C.; Rallo, R.F.; Ulgiati, S. Implementing and Managing Urban Forests: A Much
Needed Conservation Strategy to Increase Ecosystem Services and Urban Wellbeing. Ecol. Modell. 2017, 360, 328–335. [CrossRef]

49. Liu, X.; Bakshi, B.R.; Rugani, B.; de Souza, D.M.; Bare, J.; Johnston, J.M.; Laurent, A.; Verones, F. Quantification and Valuation of
Ecosystem Services in Life Cycle Assessment: Application of the Cascade Framework to Rice Farming Systems. Sci. Total Environ.
2020, 747, 141278. [CrossRef]

50. ISTAT. Crops: Areas and Production—Overall Data—Provinces. Available online: http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?QueryId=3785
0&lang=en (accessed on 15 September 2022).

51. Regione Campania. Campania Un Mare Di Foreste; Assessorato Agricoltura, Foreste, Caccia e Pesca: Naples, Italy, 2011.
52. Comune di Napoli. Bilancio Arboreo e Gestione Del Verde Della Città Di Napoli 2011–2015; Comune di Napoli: Naples, Italy, 2016.
53. Legambiente 2019—Ecosistema Urbano—Ecosistema Scuola. Available online: https://ecosistemi.legambiente.it/risultati2019/

(accessed on 15 September 2022).
54. Buttner, G.; Kosztra, B.; Soukup, T.; Sousa, A.; Langanke, T. CLC2018 Technical Guidelines; Environment Agency: Wien, Austria,

2017.
55. Heymann, Y.; Steenmans, C.; Croissille, G.; Bossard, M. CORINE Land Cover. Technical Guide; European Commission: Luxembourg

City, Luxembourg, 1994.
56. Hirabayashi, S. I-Tree Canopy Air Pollutant Removal and Monetary Value Model Descriptions; 2014. Available online: https://

www.itreetools.org/documents/560/i-Tree_Canopy_Air_Pollutant_Removal_and_Monetary_Value_Model_Descriptions.pdf (ac-
cessed on 1 June 2021).

57. ILCD. General Guide for Life Cycle Assessment—Detailed Guidance; Joint Research Centre: Ispra, Italy, 2010; ISBN 978-92-79-19092-6.
58. Pennington, D.W.; Potting, J.; Finnveden, G.; Lindeijer, E.; Jolliet, O.; Rydberg, T.; Rebitzer, G. Life Cycle Assessment Part 2:

Current Impact Assessment Practice. Environ. Int. 2004, 30, 721–739. [CrossRef]
59. Wernet, G.; Bauer, C.; Steubing, B.; Reinhard, J.; Moreno-Ruiz, E.; Weidema, B. The Ecoinvent Database Version 3 (Part I):

Overview and Methodology. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 2016, 21, 1218–1230. [CrossRef]
60. Huijbregts, M.A.J.; Steinmann, Z.J.N.; Elshout, P.M.F.; Stam, G.; Verones, F.; Vieira, M.; Zijp, M.; Hollander, A.; van Zelm, R.

ReCiPe2016: A Harmonised Life Cycle Impact Assessment Method at Midpoint and Endpoint Level. Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 2017,
22, 138–147. [CrossRef]

61. Maclaren, J.P. Radiata Pine Growers’ Manual; FRI Bullettin No. 184; Scion: Rotorua, New Zealand, 1993.
62. Song, X.P.; Tan, P.Y.; Edwards, P.; Richards, D. The Economic Benefits and Costs of Trees in Urban Forest Stewardship: A

Systematic Review. Urban For. Urban Green. 2018, 29, 162–170. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125490
http://doi.org/10.1177/2399808318797131
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/340254697
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/340254697
http://doi.org/10.1038/531435a
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.09.053
http://doi.org/10.1007/s43615-021-00019-y
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12010391
https://canopy.itreetools.org/references
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.08.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ttbdis.2021.101684
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33607424
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2021.100283
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.125856
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2017.07.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141278
http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?QueryId=37850&lang=en
http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?QueryId=37850&lang=en
https://ecosistemi.legambiente.it/risultati2019/
https://www.itreetools.org/documents/560/i-Tree_Canopy_Air_Pollutant_Removal_and_Monetary_Value_Model_Descriptions.pdf
https://www.itreetools.org/documents/560/i-Tree_Canopy_Air_Pollutant_Removal_and_Monetary_Value_Model_Descriptions.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2003.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1087-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11367-016-1246-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.11.017


Land 2022, 11, 2106 16 of 16

63. OECD. Purchasing Power Parities (PPP) (Indicator). 2020. Available online: https://data.oecd.org/conversion/purchasing-
power-parities-ppp.htm (accessed on 15 September 2022).

64. Rogers, K.; Sacre, K.; Goodenough, J.; Doick, K. Valuing London’s Urban Forest—Results of the London I-Tree Eco Project; Treeconomics
London: London, UK, 2015.

65. Jack Ruitenbeek, H. Functions of Nature: Evaluation of Nature in Environmental Planning, Management and Decision Making.
Ecol. Econ. 1995, 14, 211–213. [CrossRef]
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