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To the Mayor, Members of the City Council, the Commissioner of the Department of Streets and 
Sanitation, the Chief Information Officer of the Department of Information Technology, and the 
residents of the City of Chicago: 

The Inspector General's Office ("IGO") has completed an audit of the Chicago Department of 
Streets and Sanitation, Bureau of Forestry ("BOF") Tree Guarantee Process for the period 
January 1,2008 through September 30, 2010. The purpose of the audit was to review, test, and 
evaluate activities performed to determine whether tree plantings were properly tracked, 
guarantees enforced, and whether trees were surveyed prior to the expiration of the guarantee 
period. A copy of the audit report is attached. It contains our findings and recommendations, 
and incorporates BOF responses and IGO responses where appropriate. 

The audit found that the BOF's inconsistent application of internal controls and lack of sufficient 
documentation was not adequate to provide reasonable assurance that the two-year tree 
replacement guarantee provision of the supplier agreements was effectively utilized. 

We found the following deficiencies in internal controls and resulting negative consequences: 

• BOF and suppliers reported substantially fewer than expected tree guarantee 
replacements during the audit period. 19,885 trees subject to guarantee during the audit 
period were purchased at a total cost of $10,797,555. 107 trees, approximately .5% of the 
total trees planted, were reported and verified as replaced under the guarantee provision 
of the supplier agreements. Based on interviews with BOF personnel and suppliers, we 
estimated a conservative expected tree replacement rate during the guarantee period to be 
5% of tree plantings. As such, the IGO estimates a potential loss of guarantee tree 
replacements of $481,641. 

• BOF and suppliers reported different numbers of trees planted during the audit period. 
In our review of records maintained by the BOF compared to actual invoices billed by 
suppliers and paid by the City of Chicago, we found that during 2008 the BOF recorded 
54 more trees planted than suppliers indicated they planted. For 2009, the BOF recorded 
620 more trees than suppliers said they planted. For 2010, suppliers reported 11 more 
trees than the BOF said were planted. This discrepancy indicates that the BOF's ability to 
track and monitor tree guarantees was compromised. 

• The BOF failed to properly track tree planting and tree replacements for over three 
years. The BOF failed to ensure its mapping and tree tracking software systems properly 

Website: www.chicagoinspectorgeneral.org Hotline: 866-IG-TIPLINE (866-448-4754) 



interfaced, leading to an inability to properly track tree plantings and tree replacements. 
Further, according to the Department of Innovation and Technology ("DolT"), BOF 
failed to utilize existing software that could have provided the tree guarantee tracking 
information. DolT indicated that software integration was delayed in part due to the 
City's internal adjustments of information technology priorities, as well as other issues 
including a twelve month contract gap with Motorola. Thus, BOF failed to properly track 
tree guarantees during this period. 309 potential tree guarantee replacements were 
subsequently identified in December 2009; this one-month figure is almost three times 
the total number of tree replacements identified by BOF under practices in place during 
the audit review period. 

The Department of Streets and Sanitation, Bureau of Forestry and the Department of Information 
Technology fully cooperated with the IGO throughout the audit. Their assistance contributed 
significantly to the successful completion of the audit. 

2 

Respectfully, 

Joseph M. Ferguson 
Inspector General 
City of Chicago 
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AUDITOR’S REPORT 
 
We have completed an audit of the Chicago Department of Streets and Sanitation, Bureau of 

Forestry (“BOF”) Tree Guarantee Process.  We conducted the audit for the period January 1, 

2008 through September 30, 2010.   

 

The authority to perform such an audit is established in the City of Chicago Municipal Code § 2-

56-030 which states “the Inspector General’s Office has the power and duty to review the 

programs of City government in order to identify any inefficiencies, waste and potential for 

misconduct, and to promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness and integrity in the 

administration of City programs and operations.” 

 

Our purpose was to review, test, and evaluate activities performed to determine whether tree 

plantings were properly tracked and guarantees enforced and whether trees were surveyed prior 

to the expiration of the guarantee period. 

 

We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted Government Auditing Standards 

issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, except standard 3.55 which requires an 

external quality control review.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to 

obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 

conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 

Based upon the results of our audit, we determined that the BOF application of internal controls 

was not adequate to ensure efficient and effective management of the Tree Guarantee Process. 

 

We would like to thank the BOF management and staff for their cooperation during the audit.  

Their assistance contributed significantly to the successful completion of the audit. 

 

Wendy Funk 

Chief Auditor 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The Inspector General’s Office (“IGO”) performed an audit of the tree guarantee tracking and 

monitoring process administered by the Department of Streets and Sanitation, BOF for the years 

2008 and 2009, and the months of January 2010 through September 2010. The BOF is 

responsible for tracking and monitoring the two-year guarantee that covered 27,678 tree 

plantings during the audit period and the two years preceding the audit period.  The guarantee 

period audited includes plantings not only from 2008, 2009, and 2010, but also from 2006, 

(6,805 trees) and 2007, (6,198 trees) since these trees would still have been covered under the 

two-year guarantees ending in 2008 and 2009, respectively.
1
 

 

Audit steps included: 

 interviewing and observing office management and employees to document process flow; 

 determining whether information maintained in the BOF database used to track tree 

guarantees matched with invoices submitted by the suppliers; 

 determining whether tree replacements under the guarantee provision recorded by the 

BOF matched with tree guarantee replacements reported by suppliers; 

 determining whether the tree guarantee provision of the supplier agreements was being 

fully utilized; and, 

 determining whether guaranteed trees were properly surveyed prior to the expiration of 

the guarantee period. 

 

Based upon the results of our audit, we determined that documentation did not exist to 

adequately provide reasonable assurance that the two-year tree replacement provision was being 

effectively utilized by the BOF.   

 

We found, among others, the following deficiencies in internal controls and resulting negative 

consequences:  

 

 BOF and suppliers reported substantially fewer tree guarantee replacements than 

expected based on the amount of trees planted during the audit period.    14,675 trees 

were planted during the audit period at a total cost of $8,350,309. 107 trees, less than 1% 

of the total trees planted, were reported and verified as replaced under the guarantee 

provision of the supplier agreements for the audit period.  Based on interviews with BOF 

personnel and suppliers, we used the conservative expected replacement rate of 5%, 

resulting in a potential lost guarantee tree replacement of $481,641.  Studies found to 

support our conservative number indicated that this replacement rate varied between 

4.5% and 50%.
2
 

 

                                                 
1
 The Chicago Department of Transportation (“CDOT”) also has responsibility for planting trees but was not 

reviewed as part of this audit. 
2
 50% of trees planted in an urban environment die within the first year [Gilbertson & Bradshaw, 1985]. Nowak et 

al. [1990] found that 34% of 480 trees died within two years of planting.  Miller & Miller [1991] found that the 

mortality rate varied between 25 and 50% for a number of species planted in Wisconsin, USA.  New York City 

Department of Parks and Recreation in collaboration with the USDA Forest Service, Rutgers University and 

Columbia University [2010] findings indicated mortality rates for the New York City area between 4.5% and 9.3%. 
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 BOF and suppliers reported different numbers of trees planted during the audit period.  

In our review of records maintained by the BOF compared to actual invoices billed by 

suppliers and paid by the City of Chicago, we found that during the audit period 2008, the 

BOF recorded 54 more trees planted than suppliers indicated they planted.  For 2009, the 

BOF recorded 620 more trees than suppliers said they planted.  For 2010, suppliers 

reported 11 more trees than the BOF said were planted. 

 

 The BOF failed to properly track tree planting and tree replacements for over three 

years.  The BOF failed to ensure its mapping and tree tracking software systems properly 

interfaced, leading to an inability to properly track tree plantings and tree replacements.    

Further, according to the Department of Innovation and Technology (“DoIT”), BOF 

failed to utilize existing software that could have provided the tree guarantee tracking 

information.   DoIT indicated that software integration was delayed in part due to the 

City’s internal adjustments of information technology priorities, as well as other issues 

including a twelve month contract gap with Motorola.  Thus, BOF failed to properly track 

tree guarantees during this period.  309 potential tree guarantee replacements were 

subsequently identified in December 2009; this figure is almost three times the total 

number of tree replacements identified by BOF under the audit review period. 

 

We determined that the BOF did not adequately track requests for tree replacements under the 

guarantee provision of supplier agreements during the period reviewed.  This inability was due to 

data system incompatibilities and lack of procedures to verify if trees being planted were still 

alive during the guarantee period. 

 

Additional issues noted during the audit are described in detail in the “Audit Findings and 

Recommendations” section of this report beginning on page 9.   The Department of Streets and 

Sanitation response and the IGO response are also included when appropriate. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

This audit was initiated due to complaints received by the IGO that the BOF is removing and 

replacing trees without checking the guarantee date. 

 

This section describes the organization and purpose of the BOF under the direction of the 

Commissioner of Streets and Sanitation during the audit period spanning the years 2008, 2009 

and the months of January through September, 2010. 

 

Per the City of Chicago – Department of Streets and Sanitation, BOF website, this office is 

responsible for: 

 

• Coordinating tree planting throughout the City of Chicago utilizing contract suppliers. 

 

• Coordinating the removal of dead or damaged trees in the public ways and debris 

pickup. 

 

• Tree trimming. 

 

In addition, the BOF also co-administers with the Department of Housing and Economic 

Development (formerly the Departments of Community Development and Zoning and Land Use 

Planning) regulations and guidelines relating to Title 10, Chapter 32 and Title 17, Chapter 194A 

of the Chicago Municipal Code,
3
 the City of Chicago’s Landscape Ordinance. 

 

Tree Planting 

 

Records obtained from the BOF indicated that the BOF coordinated the planting of 14,675 trees 

purchased from three different suppliers during the audit time frame.   A breakdown by year is 

summarized as follows: 

 

Year  Number of Suppliers  Number of Trees Purchased  Total Paid 

2008                2    6,881    $3,491,570 

2009     3    5,632    $3,497,879 

2010     1    2,162
4
    $1,360,860 

                14,675    $8,350,309
5
 

 

                                                 
3
 Guide to the Chicago Landscape Ordinance provides consistent application and enforcement of guidelines intended 

to enhance property values, provide greener neighborhoods, and tree-lined streets. 
4
  In addition to the 2,162 trees recorded by the BOF under the guarantee program, 1,200 additional trees were 

purchased without the guarantee and planted under a program called Ex-offender and not included in this number.  

This is a new program being tested by the BOF to give ex-offenders jobs planting trees at a lower cost than charged 

by the contract suppliers.  
5
 Total paid is based on invoices provided by the suppliers.  The year paid does not always represent the year the 

trees were actually planted. Some trees were planted in the year prior to actual payment. 
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Tree Removal and Debris Pickup 

 

The BOF, per its website, removes approximately 8,000 dead or damaged trees annually. 

 

Administration of Tree Guarantee Program 

 

During the audit period the BOF provided to IGO auditors the following tree guarantee 

replacement information: 

 

 Year    Tree Guarantee Replacements
6
 

 2008      79 

 2009        0 

 2010 (through Sept 30)     0 

 

 

The supplier agreements that the BOF uses to purchase trees state the following: 

   

“The Contractor must guarantee all trees for a period of two years from the date of initial 

acceptance of the trees by the City pursuant to final inspection. 

 

The City of Chicago, Department of Streets and Sanitation, BOF shall have the sole 

authority as specified in the City Municipal Code §10-32-020 and §10-32-030 in 

determining the acceptability of trees throughout the guaranteed period.  The City 

reserves the right to make arrangements as it deems necessary to have unacceptable trees 

removed.  The costs resulting from such actions by the City will be at the cost of the 

Contractor. 

 

All trees must be in a healthy and thriving condition representative of its species, as 

determined by the Commissioner or Authorized Representative, for the duration of the 

guarantee period.  Trees not found to be healthy as stated above, due to, but not limited 

to: improper handling or planting; improper after care including trimming, watering, 

weeding, cultivating; normal City operations, insect infestations or from shock of 

transplanting shall be removed by the Contractor at no cost to the City as directed by the 

Commissioner within five working days of notification by the Commissioner or 

Authorized Representative. After such notification has expired, and trees remain 

standing, the City shall remove all such trees.  The Contractor shall replace said trees at 

no cost to the City as directed by the Commissioner or Authorized Representative within 

20 working days of the first notification.  However, trees reported from December 1
st
 to 

April 1
st
 shall be replaced during the next planting season.  This guarantee shall exclude 

trees killed by the negligence or intentional acts of third parties. 

 

The replacement trees shall be inspected and tagged by the Department of Streets and 

Sanitation, BOF or Department of Transportation, Bureau of Highways prior to the 

commencement of the appropriate spring and/or fall planting season.  Additionally, these 

                                                 
6
 The BOF did not have the documentation available during the course of the audit review to provide evidence 

supporting requested replacements made to suppliers for the 2009 and 2010 audit periods. 
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replacement trees shall be in such a condition that they can be planted on five working 

days notice throughout the year (weather permitting).  Nothing contained in this section 

shall be construed as diminishing or limiting the Contractor’s obligation to replace all 

trees as required by this guarantee provision.” 

 

Tree Trimming 

 

The BOF’s goal is to trim Chicago’s 541,000 parkway trees on a six-year cycle. 

 

Customer Service Request (“CSR”) Software System  

 

The CSR software system, used by BOF and many City Departments, is also known as the 311 

system by the public.  It was integrated in 2006 with two other software programs,   Cityworks 

and ArcGIS geographic information systems (“GIS”), to assist the BOF in tracking the location 

of tree plantings by address and date. 

 

The BOF encountered problems because the systems did not interface.  DoIT, as Project 

Manager, in coordination with Motorola (software provider), determined that software 

integration  was not the highest priority in project implementation.  This resulted in the BOF not 

having a fully functioning system able to provide the data and reports needed to track tree 

guarantees by location and date of planting.  

 

Per the BOF, the interface issue allowing the auto-generation tool to keep track of tree 

guarantees was addressed in December 2009.   As of the writing of this report, the BOF still does 

not have the ability to eliminate the use of manual systems because the new computer system 

does not generate all the reports it requires.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



IGO File# 07-1347                                                                             04/28/2011 

 
 

Page 8 of 17 

 

SCOPE, OBJECTIVES, AND PURPOSE 

 

Scope and Methodology 

 

The scope of this audit consisted of comparing tree replacement requests from the BOF to tree 

replacements by suppliers under the guarantee provision of their agreements for the years 2008, 

2009, and the months of January through September 2010.  The BOF requests for replacement 

are either generated from the City of Chicago 311 CSR system or annual tree inspections 

performed by the BOF.  

 

Audit steps included: 

 interviewing and observing office management and employees to document process flow; 

 determining whether information maintained by BOF used to track tree guarantees 

matched with invoices submitted by the suppliers for the audit period; 

 determining whether tree replacements under the guarantee provision recorded by the 

BOF matched with tree guarantee replacements reported by the suppliers; 

 determining whether the tree guarantee provision of the supplier agreements was being 

fully utilized; 

 determining whether guaranteed trees were properly surveyed prior to the expiration of 

the guarantee period. 

 

Objectives 

 

The objectives of this audit were to: 

 gain an understanding of the process and functioning of the BOF; 

 evaluate the policies and procedures of the BOF in tracking, recording, and submitting 

tree guarantee replacements; 

 assess the adequacy and effectiveness of  internal controls related to the payment of tree 

purchases to assure that guaranteed tree replacements are not charged to the City; 

 test and evaluate activities performed to ensure effective and efficient operations and 

compliance with policies and procedures; and 

 identify inefficiencies, waste, loss, and potential for misconduct. 

 

Purpose 

 

The BOF is responsible for establishing and maintaining a system of internal controls to assure 

that the two-year guarantee replacement provision for trees is being effectively and appropriately 

utilized.  The purpose of this review was to assess whether the above-mentioned responsibilities 

and objectives were carried out in an effective and efficient manner, with minimal waste, loss or 

misappropriation of assets and/or cash. 

 

Audit Team 

Larry Dakof, Senior Auditor 

Wendy Funk, Chief Auditor 
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AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Finding 10-01: Potential Lost Guarantees For the Audit Period Totaled $481,641. 

 

The number of trees replaced under the guarantee provision of the supplier agreements reported 

by the BOF did not agree to the number of trees replaced by suppliers.  

 

Tree guarantees must be properly tracked in order to ensure the agreements are properly enforced 

and to avoid waste of funds by paying for trees that should have fallen under the guarantee. 

 

Three suppliers planted trees for the City during the audit period: Seven-D Construction, Turf 

Care Landscaping Inc. and Aladdin Landscaping.  Aladdin reported that it replaced 80 trees 

under the guarantee provision in 2008, and Turf Care reported that it replaced seven, totaling  87 

trees replaced under guarantee for the 2008 tree planting season.   BOF  records show  79 trees 

were replaced under the guarantee provision of the supplier agreements.  This is a difference of 

eight more trees being reported by the suppliers than recorded by the BOF.  We could not 

determine from either supplier or BOF records which method (see below) initiated the tree 

replacement requests under the guarantee provision.    

 

For the 2009 tree planting season, Aladdin reported  11 trees replaced under the guarantee and 

Turf Care reported nine trees replaced, for a total of 20.   The BOF was not able to provide the 

IGO auditors the number of trees it recorded as replaced in 2009 since the information had not 

been entered into its tracking spreadsheets as of the time this report was written. 

 

Suppliers reported that no trees were reported as replaced under the guarantee provisions of their 

agreements for the 2010 audit period.  BOF was unable to provide the auditors documentation 

regarding 2010 replacement requests.
7
 

 

Replacement requests under the guarantee provisions of the supplier agreements are generated 

through three different methods.  Under the first method, calls are made to the 311 system that 

funnel into the BOF database (CSR/Cityworks) from the public or alderman requesting a tree be 

replaced.  Under the second method, a tree can be identified for replacement by physical review 

through BOF inspections, and the under the third method, the supplier replaces the tree while 

performing its required routine maintenance during the two-year guarantee period. 

 

The first method assumes that someone is concerned enough to report that a tree is in need of 

replacement. In interviews with BOF personnel they stated that they were not confident that the 

number of calls reported truly reflected the number of trees requiring replacement.  We could not 

determine the number of trees reported as requiring replacement via this method from 

documentation provided by the BOF.  There are no reports generated from the CSR/Cityworks 

system that indicate calls requesting replacements.   

 

                                                 
7
  The BOF, in August 2010, ran a report listing trees requested for replacement that were under the guarantee 

program.  This listing was being verified by the BOF as of the end of the audit review period (September 30, 2010).  

The suppliers were requested to replace the trees found to be under the guarantee after the audit period, per the BOF. 



IGO File# 07-1347                                                                             04/28/2011 

 
 

Page 10 of 17 

 

According to BOF, the current CSR/Cityworks system does not produce reports that it requires 

to operate efficiently.  This is one of the main reasons why the BOF continues to manually track 

data in excel spreadsheets. (Also see finding 10-3). 

 

As a result of not having reports indicating the number of requests made through the CSR system 

and the date which the requests are being made, the auditors could not verify how many requests 

were actually made.  Not being able to determine the dates the calls were initiated precluded the 

auditors from verifying if replacement requests were being made within the guarantee period.  

 

In addition, the tracking system used by the BOF to determine the dates and location of trees 

planted did not interface with the CSR system for almost four years. (See finding 10-03). 

 

The second method, annual physical review, is currently not being performed by the BOF and 

has not been done for the past two or three years because of budgetary constraints.   BOF 

personnel informed the auditors that manpower shortages preclude the BOF from performing 

these reviews, which had been done in the past by paid interns.  BOF did however indicate that 

during department inspections for other purposes, if it happened to notice a tree that is dead and 

believed to be under the guarantee period it will be reported.   

 

As for the third method, reliance on the suppliers, this assumes that the supplier is willing to 

report that they did not maintain the tree and are willing to replace it at their cost without request 

from the City.  There is no verification or documentation to support that this method is actually 

being done in replacing trees that have died during the guarantee period. 

 

Due to the inability of the data systems to interface with each other and provide reports and the 

inability to determine actual tree guarantee replacements for the audit period, the auditors 

projected potential lost tree guarantees during the audit review period based on the following: 

 

During interviews with the BOF they indicated that a 5% mortality rate was about the expected 

percentage of trees needing replacement during the two-year guarantee period.  What is not 

determinable by the auditors or BOF management is when a tree replacement may have actually 

occurred in the two-year guarantee period.  For example, for the 6,805 trees reported as planted 

by the BOF in 2006, we can not determine how many of the replaced trees in 2008 (the 

guarantee ending year) were actually related to trees planted in 2006. Trees related to 2006 

plantings may have been replaced under guarantee in 2006 or 2007, as well as 2008.  In other 

words, replacement trees planted in 2008 may relate to original plantings that took place in 2006, 

2007, or 2008. 

 

This means that if we project out the number of trees potentially requiring replacement during 

the two-year guarantee period, 2006 through 2008, using the 5% mortality rate estimated by 

BOF, applied to the 6,805 trees planted in 2006, approximately 340 trees should have been 

replaced.  This however assumes that none of the 2006 trees were replaced in 2006 or 2007, but 

only in 2008 which is the final year of the two-year guarantee period. 

 

We determined, based on supplier records, that the actual number of trees replaced by suppliers 

in 2008 was 87 trees which is a considerably smaller amount than anticipated based on a 5% 
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mortality rate.  Using an average tree replacement cost of $543
8
, the difference between 

anticipated replacements of 340 trees and the 87 trees actually replaced, results in a potential loss 

of tree guarantees for 2008 totaling $137,379. 

 

Using the methodology illustrated above for 2008, the potential lost replacements for 2008, 2009 

and 2010 (through September 30, 2010) is summarized in the table below: 

 

Ending 

Guarantee 

Year 

Number 

of Trees 

Planted 

Two 

Years 

Prior 

Number of 

Trees 

Expected to 

Require 

Replacement 

Under 

Guarantee 

(5%) 

Number of 

Trees 

Actually 

Replaced 

Under 

Guarantee 

Percentage 

of Trees 

Actually 

Replaced 

Under 

Guarantee 

Difference: 

Number 

Expected 

less Number 

Replaced 

Value of 

Potential 

Lost Use of 

Guarantees 

at $543 per 

Tree 

2008 6,805 340 87 1.3% 253 $137,379 

2009 6,199 310 20 0.3% 290 $157,470 

2010 

(through 

September 

30th) 

6,881 344 0
9
 0.0% 344 $186,792 

Total 19,885 994 107 0.5% 887 $481,641.00 

 

 

Therefore, the total amount of potential loss from not using tree guarantees is estimated to be 

$481,641 for the three year period noted above, as based on average tree costs, and an extremely 

conservative estimated mortality rate of 5% (see Footnote 2) provided by both suppliers and the 

BOF. 

 

In order for the BOF to be able to track tree guarantee replacements it is essential that the 

CSR/Cityworks database system has the capability of tracking tree guarantees based on date of 

planting and address.    In addition, it is also important to physically verify trees planted are still 

alive during the guarantee period. 

 

The BOF, based on limited testing, now believes that after the December 2009 corrections were 

made they have the ability to track tree guarantees   Because the BOF did not run the report 

indicating the tree guarantee tracking system was working until after the end of the audit review 

we were unable to confirm that the system was capturing all tree guarantees.  We will however 

verify the validity of the system in a follow up review. 

                                                 
8
 Average tree replacement cost is based on the average purchase cost of three invoices in 2010. 

9
 The BOF City Forester informed the auditors that some trees were requested to be planted under the guarantee 

after September 30, 2010. 
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Recommendation(s):  
 

We recommend that a physical review of planted trees again be instituted.  Since the BOF has 

personnel performing other functions in the field, such as tree trimming, these individuals should 

be instructed on how to determine if a tree is dead.  There should be a process developed so that 

all trees in all City Wards are examined during tree trimming and/or other field operations 

performed by BOF personnel.   

 

We further recommend the BOF complete a cost benefit analysis to determine if trees under 

guarantee should continue to be purchased. In the analysis, BOF should take into account any 

additional work that would be required if guarantee provisions are eliminated. The Department 

of Procurement Services should be contacted to assist BOF in obtaining bids without the 

guarantee provision in order to determine if the guarantee provision should continue to be part of 

tree purchases.   

 

Management Response: 

 

The IG office determined that there were discrepancies being reported under the guarantee 

provision for the audit period 2008.  Tree planting contractors reported 87 trees being replaced 

under this provision while the Bureau of Forestry reported 79. What was not taken into account 

was the fact that these same contractors also plant trees for other city agencies. The Bureau of 

Forestry’s answer reflects only trees replaced for the Bureau of Forestry. 

 

The Bureau of Forestry will be inspecting trees planted in 2009 and 2010 during the early 

summer months of 2011. The addresses to inspect will be taken off of the paid invoices from the 

planting contractors for those years. 

 

Methods for tracking guarantees: 

 

1.  Use of the 311 system: 

This involves homeowners reporting a dead tree. The 311 system will search the  address of the 

tree removal (SEE), for a completed tree plant within the last two years. If a newly planted tree is 

discovered, 311 will create a contractor replacement (SEN).  This address is then inspected. If 

there is a tree to be replaced a list is compiled and the addresses are given to the appropriate 

contractor prior to the next planting season. While this system does appear to be working, the 

Bureau of Forestry has no reporting tool for this type code. The Bureau of Forestry is currently 

working with DOIT and Motorola to solve this issue.  

 

2.  Inspections: 

Inspections are done in 3 ways. 1) Responding to a 311 generated SEN.  This is currently being 

done by the Bureau of Forestry.  2)  One and two year warrantee inspections will be completed 

by 6 BOF inspectors during the summer months of  2011. It should be noted that Bureau of 

Forestry will continue to use Excel spreadsheets until a proper reporting tool has been developed 

with DOIT. 3) Dead tree survey: This method is currently not being done. Citizens use of the 311 

system has made this method unnecessary.   
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3.  Reliance on Suppliers 

The Bureau of Forestry does not and will not rely on contractors to tell us their trees died. The 

contractors are required to water and maintain the trees for the two year warrantee period. The 

Bureau of Forestry will provide the contractors a list of trees planted in 2009 and 2010 and the 

contractors will provide the Bureau of Forestry their maintenance schedules for the upcoming 

summer months.  

 

The Inspector Generals [sic] office suggests that Forestry crews be used to inspect newly planted 

trees. While all of our trim, removal, and clam crews are trained to recognize problems with 

trees, we feel this would not allow the crews to complete the daily work they are assigned. The 

Bureau of Forestry will continue to encourage crews to report tree problems to their supervisors. 

The supervisors will make the determination on what steps need to be taken to alleviate the 

problem. 

 

The Bureau of Forestry is currently working with Procurement Services to write a new planting 

contract (current contract ends 12/31/11).  The issue of the warrantee [sic] will be discussed at 

these meetings. 

 

IGO Response: 

 

The BOF indicates that the planting discrepancies were the result of the IGO not taking into 

account tree plantings by suppliers for other City agencies.  This is incorrect.  The IGO’s 

methodology counted only planted trees billed to the BOF.  To the extent the BOF regards its 

number as correct and the suppliers’ higher tally as including plantings for City agencies other 

than the BOF, then BOF should have explained why it was billed and paid for trees unrelated to 

its own operations.  No such explanation was provided in the BOF’s response.  As a result, either 

the BOF’s internal count of replacement trees planted is incorrect, or the BOF count is correct 

but it processed billings and payments for trees unrelated to its own operations.  Either outcome 

is indicative of control deficiencies.  
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Finding 10-02: The Number of Trees Reported as Planted by the BOF Did Not Reconcile 

With Supplier Invoices. 

  

The IGO Auditors sent letters to the three suppliers (Seven-D Construction, Turf Care 

Landscaping Inc. and Aladdin Landscaping) who provided trees to the BOF for the audit period 

of 2008, 2009 and January 2010 through September 2010.  The IGO auditors requested all 

invoices submitted to the BOF for the audit period stated above be sent directly to our office 

along with any documentation to substantiate the number of trees replaced under the tree 

guarantee provision of their supplier agreements with the City of Chicago. 

 

Based on our review of supplier invoices compared to BOF schedules of trees planted and 

entered into the BOF CSR/Cityworks database, we determined that for 2008 the BOF reported 

54 more trees planted than the suppliers reported as planted and billed to the BOF.  In 2009, the 

BOF recorded 620 more trees planted than supporting invoices indicated.  During our review, we 

determined that prior to approval of supplier invoices a physical inspection is completed to verify 

that the trees were actually planted. Therefore, we concluded that these discrepancies were not 

related to supplier over billing but simply an issue of inadequate record keeping. 

 

In the 2010 audit period, the BOF reported they planted 1,211 less trees than supplier supported 

invoices.  Through further investigation by the IGO auditors, the BOF indicated that 1,200 of 

these trees were supplier provided only, under a special ex-offender program, and the guarantee 

provision was not part of this tree purchase.  The 1,200 trees were tracked separately from trees 

under guarantee. Since the supplier did not plant the trees, the BOF did not record the trees as 

2010 plantings. This left 11 more trees reported by suppliers than recorded by the BOF. 

 

The BOF has indicated that in past years they reconciled supplier plantings to BOF records on a 

daily basis.  Due to manpower reductions and limitations in the CSR/Cityworks system this task 

has become arduous and is no longer performed. 

  

The number of trees planted and recorded by BOF should be the same number of trees reported 

by supplier invoices billed and paid for by the BOF with the exception of vendor billing errors.  

These differences indicate that the BOF records database (an excel spreadsheet) which is used to 

record trees planted and their corresponding guarantees is not accurate, and as a result, the ability 

of the BOF to track tree guarantees is compromised. 

 

Recommendation(s):  
 

We recommend that the BOF reconcile supplier planting details to the BOF recorded trees 

planted on a monthly basis to assure that all trees received are recorded and any differences 

investigated and corrected in order to improve the guarantee tracking process. 

 

Management Response:   

 

The Bureau of Forestry inspects all invoices submitted by suppliers before signing off for 

payment.  In 2008, invoices from suppliers reported 54 more trees planted than the Bureau of 
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Forestry paid for. These trees were donated to the city and paid for with private funds.  Payments 

were made directly to the contractor. 

 

In 2009, invoices from suppliers reported 620 trees being planted that were paid for with 2010 

funds. 

 

In 2010, ex-offender groups planted 1,211 trees for the Bureau of Forestry. These were billed 

from the supplier as supply only trees under the current tree planting contract. Because these 

trees were not planted by the contractor, there is no warrantee. 

 

The Bureau of Forestry will continue to reconcile planting details with the suppliers on a weekly 

basis during planting season. 

 

IGO Response:  

 

In conducting the audit, the IGO was aware of private donations for trees with funds going 

directly to the contractors and incorporated this information into its analysis and finding.  As a 

result, the BOF’s response leaves unexplained the discrepancy between its records and those of 

its suppliers. 

 

Additionally, the IGO was aware of the trees planted in 2009 and paid for in 2010 and likewise 

accounted for it in the analysis and finding.  Accordingly, the 620 tree discrepancy remains 

entirely unaddressed and unaccounted for in the BOF response. 

 

The BOF reference to the ex-offender program, again, is information that was known to the IGO 

and taken into consideration and expressly addressed in determining the difference reported in 

our finding.   

 

The conclusion of the finding still stands that the BOF did not reconcile supplier plantings.  
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Finding 10-03: No Tree Guarantee Tracking Occurred for Over Three Years. 

 

The BOF planned to use three software products to track tree guarantees: CSR, Cityworks, and 

ArcGIS (“GIS”).  CSR is used to track incoming complaints about trees needing replacement and 

as a tree location database.  Cityworks, an off-the-shelf software installed in 2006, was intended 

to interface with CSR to allow BOF to include tree information in its database.  This information 

included the type of tree, the address of the tree planting, the tree supplier, and the planting date.  

GIS, also installed in 2006, is a mapping software that can be used for asset tracking.  It was 

meant to pinpoint the location of where trees were planted.  

 

According to DoIT, Cityworks and CSR allowed BOF to check tree guarantees successfully.  

However, GIS failed to interface properly with CSR.  This means that since 2006, BOF has been 

unable to fully automate tree guarantee tracking.  Specifically, the GIS and CSR systems were 

unable to find trees planted in areas being reviewed for replacement.  In December 2009, DoIT 

made modifications to allow BOF to fully automate tree guarantee tracking.  This functionality 

was still being tested as of the end of the audit period.
10

 

 

DoIT, as Project Manager, in coordination with Motorola (software provider) indicated that the 

software integration was delayed for several reasons.  Among others, these reasons included that, 

DoIT had adjusted the City’s information technology priorities; and the City let its contract with 

Motorola lapse for twelve months.  This resulted in BOF’s inability to provide the data and 

reports needed to track tree guarantees by location and date of planting as part of a fully 

automated system.  However, DoIT indicated that even though the mapping portion of the 

interface was not fully integrated, the BOF staff could have manually entered the same data into 

both CSR and Cityworks to track tree guarantees. 

   

The software interface failures caused more than the BOF’s inability to automatically track 

guarantees.  BOF was also unable to determine if duplicate requests for replacements had been 

entered into CSR, to correct address changes of trees previously entered incorrectly, or to 

generate reports needed by the BOF on a daily basis. 

 

Tree guarantees must be properly tracked in order to ensure the guarantee provision of the 

agreements are properly enforced, as well as to avoid wasted funds by paying for trees that 

should have been included under the guarantee. 

 

Due to the software difficulties listed above, as well as BOF staff’s inability to track tree 

guarantees or generate tree guarantee reports, BOF staff developed a work-around tracking 

system using Excel.  The reliance on a manual system created the following problems: 

 

a. Duplicate entry of data may occur resulting in inefficient use of time and 

labor. 

                                                 
10

 It was not part of the scope of the audit to test the current software modifications to determine if in fact they are 

working properly. The BOF City Forester who works with the system indicated he did limited testing and believes 

the guarantees are now properly tracked by the system. We will conduct a subsequent review as part of our normal 

audit follow up to see if the system is working. 



IGO File# 07-1347                                                                             04/28/2011 

 
 

Page 17 of 17 

 

b. Manual systems do not have the data validation controls that can be built into 

computer database systems.  

c. There is no reconciliation between the computer database system and the 

manual system, resulting in the inability to know which system is truly 

accurate. 

   

DoIT indicated that since the tree mapping tool was put into production (December 2009), 309 

potential tree replacements under guarantee were created.  This was almost three times the 

number of tree replacements identified by BOF under the audit review period.   

 

Recommendation(s):  
 

We recommend that the reporting requirements needed by the BOF be made available from the 

CSR/Cityworks systems so that the BOF can stop using manual duplicate data entry on Excel 

spreadsheets. 

 

Management Response:   

 

The Bureau of Forestry has worked with DOIT and Motorola to solve issues between Cityworks 

and CSR since 2006. Even during the 3 to 4 years it took for the Inspector Generals Office to 

compile this report, Bureau of Forestry personnel were in contact with these agencies working to 

solve interface and reporting issues. 

 

Bureau of Forestry recently (2/28/11) met with DOIT and Motorola to prioritize problems 

Forestry is having. A follow up meeting was held on 3/17/11. Bureau of Forestry is currently 

testing reports that DOIT provided for accuracy. Bureau of Forestry and DOIT have agreed to 

meet every 2 weeks until all the issues are resolved. 

 

2009 to present trees are accounted for by both the CityWorks inventory system and an 

independent Excel spread sheet.  We plan on continuing this redundant accounting method until 

we are assured of the reliability of the CityWorks system.  

 

 

 

 

 


