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In preparing for this column, I 
racked my brain trying to think 

of a topic that may help in the way 
we approach our chosen career. But 
as always happens when I attempt 
to do office work, the phone would 
ring right in the middle of the 
writing process. In almost every 

instance, the call was from someone needing advice or 
information about a problem with a tree. Most of the 
calls started with, “I was told…” or “I read that…” or “Is 
it true that…?” These calls, which we all get, made me 
think about where my citizens get their information and 
how easy it is to get information, and misinformation, 
about trees and tree care. 

An Internet search returned an unbelievable amount of 
information: 187 million sites on the word “tree,” 25 mil-
lion sites on “tree care,” 54 million on “tree information,” 
and 24 million on “tree species.” If this information is so 
plentiful, why are so many trees still receiving improper 
care and being destroyed unnecessarily? I frequently 
hear from some citizens, when I mention proper care 
and what should be done, “I see my neighbor do it” or 
“That was we did it when I was a kid so I thought it 
was the correct thing to do.” Driving through my com-
munity, I regret to say, I see a lot of those harmful activi-
ties we are trying to stop—topping, trenching, wrong 
tree in the wrong place, etc.—being done and it makes 
me realize the important role we can play to ensure 
people get and follow correct information.

As leaders in the profession, we have to be smarter in 
our approach and try new techniques to overcome 
long-held but incorrect beliefs, and to change the 
notion that what a neighbor does must be right. In 
these times of doing more with less, it is even more 
critical that we speak up and out whenever we have 
the opportunity to educate our citizens. Writing a col-
umn isn’t all that hard after all, and it’s a great way to 
not only educate your local citizens but to raise the 
voice of professional forestry. I bet your local paper 
would love to hear from you.

President’s Message
Dan Hartman

Executive Director’s Message
Jerri J. LaHaie

A funny thing happened this 
year on the way to the 2009 

Municipal Forestry Institute (MFI). 
We were unable to connect with 
a speaker to do the “crucial con-
versations” segment, added to the 
curriculum last year, which teaches 
how to stay in communication 
even in difficult situations. In these 

budget conscious days, we decided to omit this segment. 

In the meantime, we had asked MFI 2008 graduate Art 
Traver to remind his fellow classmates of their pledge 
to donate $2000 to the MFI program (you probably 
remember hearing how this class had pledged their 
own funds to support MFI). In our email to Art, we 
mentioned the decision to omit the “crucial conversa-
tions” training from this year’s curriculum. 

Within hours, Art sent a reminder email to his class-
mates and word was out that a favorite part of last 
year’s curriculum wouldn’t be included in MFI 2009. Liz 
Gilland, another MFI 2008 graduate, and host state coor-
dinator for this year’s MFI, got busy and began looking 
for additional funding in order to bring “crucial conver-
sations” back to MFI. The challenge was, as Art put it, 
thrown down, and none of us wanted to be the one to 
stand in the way of this snowball. Inspired by the MFI 
2008 graduates who came forth, with donations and 
determination, we found our speaker and the funding 
to bring “crucial conversations” back to MFI. 

To the 2008 MFI grads, thank you for reminding us that 
good isn’t good enough when we have the capacity to 
be great. When I hear people say what a great organiza-
tion SMA is, I take only a smidgen of personal pride. SMA 
is not the executive director, not the board, not any MFI 
class, not any of our members, partners, or supporters. 
SMA is our collective wisdom, our joint efforts, our com-
bined ideas, our vision for the future of urban forestry. 

In difficult budget times, when we are tempted to cut 
back, it is imperative for us to stay in conversation, to 
pool our resources, and throw down those challenges 
to one another. Becoming great together—it’s what 
SMA is all about. 
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There are approximately 3000 species of mosquito 
in the world, about 200 in the United States and 

about 60 species are found where I work in Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. Many of these mosquito species are 
not only annoying biters of humans or animals but are 
also disease vectors. Mosquito abatement for public 
health should be part of the urban forester’s scope of 
practice. 

My IPM work at Jungle Island, an 18-acre zoological 
theme park in Miami, Florida, has included control of mos-
quitoes via biorational larvicides instead of broadcasting 
pesticides as a fog or spray to blanket large areas, 
which can harm beneficial insects and other organisms. 
I’ve investigated controlling populations of mosquitoes 
via scouting, species identification, and application of 
biologically benign larvicides that only harm mosquitoes. 
Through an EPA Pesticide Environmental Stewardship 
Program-sponsored study that began in 2005 and contin-
ues today, I was able to design, install, grow, and main-
tain an entire landscape sustainably, without commercial 
fertilizers or pesticides. 

All mosquitoes breed in water. Depending on the spe-
cies, the female may lay her eggs directly on the water; 
the eggs will float upon the surface until hatching. 
Certain species lay their eggs above the water, along 
the sides of a container or tree hole, or on a damp 

An Experiment in Arboriculture and Mosquito Control
Story and photos by Jeff Shimonski, Director of Horticulture, Jungle Island, Miami, Florida 

substrate. The eggs laid above the water may dry out 
and remain viable for months or even years before they 
hatch when they become inundated. 

Once the eggs hatch, there are four larval stages. These 
are the “wigglers” that you see in the water. The fourth 
instar larva turns into a pupa for a short period of time, 
and soon after, the adult emerges from the water. Not 
all mosquito species select the same type of watery 
habitat to lay their eggs—some species prefer clean 
water, while others prefer water high in organic matter. 

The author collected eight Aedes triseriatus larvae in the cavity on 
this papaya tree.

Photo courtesy of the Center for Disease Control
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The arrow indicates where foam had been sprayed into a large cavity on the trunk of this cycad (Lepidozamia peroffskyana) at 
Montgomery Botanical Center. All of the foliage, which is covering most of the visible foam, is new since the application over a year ago. 

A sausage tree (Kigelia africana) with a foam-filled tree hole at 
Jungle Island. This cavity, monitored for three years before foam 
was applied, had Aedes aegypti larvae inside.

A trunk of the cycad Cycas hongheensis at Montgomery Botanical 
Center had a rotten cavity that was cleaned out and filled with foam. 
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Some of the mosquito species that will 

breed in tree holes and some of the 

diseases that they may vector:

• Aedes albopictus is found worldwide 

and vectors dengue, West Nile virus 

(WNV), and Chikungunya (viral illness 

that resembles dengue). 

• Aedes aegypti is found worldwide and 

vectors yellow fever, WNV, and dengue.

• Aedes sierrensis is found in the west-

ern U.S. and vectors dog heartworm.

• Aedes triseriatus is commonly called 

the eastern tree-hole mosquito (occur-

ring in eastern and central North 

America) and vectors eastern equine, 

LaCrosse encephalitis, and WNV.

• Anopheles species are worldwide vec-

tors of human malaria, numerous ani-

mal pathogens, and WNV.

• Culex quinquefasciatus is a world-

wide opportunistic tree-hole mos-

quito that vectors WNV, avian malaria, 

Wuchereria bancrofti, Western equine 

encephalomyelitis, and St. Louis 

encephalitis, and has been implicated 

as a vector of dog heartworm.

On every continent, from moving streams to abandoned 
car tires and tree holes, mosquitoes have evolved to 
utilize many different types of larval habitats.

As they mature, trees often develop tree holes or cavi-
ties that will hold water. Poor pruning practices damage 
trees and greatly increase the incidence of rotten 
cavities. The damage from radical hurricane pruning is 
especially evident here in South Florida. Many of the 
tree holes where I find mosquito larvae are cavities that 
resulted from hurricanes and the subsequent pruning. 

During mosquito larvae sampling on tree holes that 
contained as little as a few ounces of water, I have iden-
tified larvae of mosquito species with the potential to 
be aggressive biters and vectors of serious disease. To 
combat these, I tested a number of biorational chemi-
cals, including Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis, Bacillus 
sphaericus, the insect growth regulator methoprene, 
and two monomolecular films, with mostly good results. 
But since tree holes can be high above the ground, it 
can be physically difficult and very time consuming to 
scout tree holes every three to four weeks and apply a 
larvicide if needed. 

How to more creatively address the problem? Drilling 
into tree holes or cavities for drainage will expose living 
wood to further damage. Filling tree holes with concrete 
or other substrates is no longer encouraged and has 
never been shown to add strength to the tree or reduce 
decay. Installing some kind of deflector to prevent the 
entry of water into the tree holes is difficult and not 
practical. Since there is a great need to exclude these 
potentially harmful mosquitoes from breeding sites, I 
looked for a way to fill these holes in a manner that 
would cause minimal or no damage to the tree, be fairly 
easy to apply, and be cost efficient. 

To exclude mosquitoes from tree holes, I began to spray 
utility foam into these cavities. The foam seems to hold 
up very well here in South Florida, even when exposed 
to sunlight and weather. Some brands of foam can be 
applied when the hole is wet; however, in my experience 
it is best to dry out the cavity first and remove any detri-
tus. If the foam expands too much it can be cut off and 
even painted. 

Will the foam harm the tree in the long term? I can’t 
imagine the foam abrading the wood inside the cavity 
because of tree movement, because the tree holes that 
I have worked with are usually in very stable (station-
ary) parts of the tree—e.g., the main trunk or in scaf-
fold branches. And the alternative—holes left to hold 
water—results in damage and rot. 

The use of foam to fill tree holes is not an uncommon 

Opposite: The red arrow shows where a cavity was filled eight 
years ago on this very old Microcycas calocoma at  

the Montgomery Botanical Center. The inset is a  
close-up of the foam that is still in good condition.
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A tree cavity filled on a Ceiba speciosa at The Kampong of the 
National Tropical Botanical Garden.

practice. In the course of researching the possibility of 
using foam in tree cavities, I spoke with Stella Cuestas, 
the curator of cycads at the Montgomery Botanical 
Center (MBC) in Coral Gables, Florida. MBC is a 120-
acre garden established in 1959 that maintains a very 
large collection of palms and cycads. Stella told me that 
foam has been successfully used to fill damage or decay 
holes in the trunks of their cycads for many years. The 
trunk of a cycad is not as durable as the woody trunk 
of a typical tree. With cycads, before filling a hole with 
foam, the cavity is cleaned out and all soft dead or dying 
tissue adjacent to the cavity is removed. A fungicide may 
then be applied inside the cavity. Once dry, the foam is 
applied. Many of the cycads at the MBC that have been 
treated have produced new growth within a year or two. 
One of the photos in this article shows a cavity that was 
filled eight years ago on a large, very old male palma 
corcho (Microcycas calocoma).

Worldwide, mosquito control is an important pub-
lic health service to residents of our urban forests. 
Techniques such as foam filling can result in less pes-
ticide use while effectively removing mosquito larval 
habitats.   
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Education where you want it, when you want it!

Now ASCA is bringing you the seminar that received rave reviews at 
the 2009 ASCA Annual Conference! You can take one or all five parts 
of this webinar where you want it, when you want it. And you will 
receive 1.6 CEUs for each completed segment. Learn from the best in 
our industry!

What is Risk and How Do We Manage It?
Presenter: Nelda P. Matheny, RCA #243—HortScience, Inc.

Managing Tree Risk for the Client
Presenter: Mark Duntemann—Natural Path Forestry Consultants, Inc.

Decay ID & Analysis
Presenter: Christopher J. Luley, Ph.D.—Urban Forestry, LLC

Strength Loss Formulas: What We Know & What We Don’t Know
Brian Kane, Ph.D.—University of Massachusetts Department of Natural Resources Conservation

How to Work with the Uncertainty of Risk Assessment
James R. Clark, Ph.D., RCA #357—HortScience, Inc.

Train others at the same time for the same price! 

ASCA members $55 each 1-1½ hour session
$225 for all 5 ($45 per session)

Non members $75 each 1-1½ hour session
$325 for all 5 ($65 per session)

For more information or to register, go to http://webcasts.asca.org now!

NEW
 FR

OM ASCA!

Risk Assessment Webinar

Gordon Mann
Auburn, California
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Partners Updates

Utility arborists continually look for ways to build 
partnerships with the cities they serve. City trees 

are pruned to promote reliable electric service and for 
compliance. This is often at odds with the job of city 
arborists who are striving to manage their urban forest. 
Compounding the issue in the future will be the shift to 
removing all trees under and adjacent to the high volt-
age transmission lines as a result of FAC 300-1. 

The National Arbor Day Foundation (NADF) Tree City USA 
program provides a perfect solution. At Pacific Gas and 
Electric (PG&E), through a program called the “California 
Green Rush,” we are working with cities to help them 
apply and qualify for NADF Tree City USA certification. 
Our utility arborists work with the city assisting in the 
completion of the application. The state urban forester 

Tree City USA: Bridging Utilities and Cities
by Nelsen R. Money, Supervising Vegetation Program Manager for Pacific Gas & Electric and President-Elect of the Utility 
Arborist Association

also contributes support to the application process, 
meeting with each candidate to review the application 
once completed. 

The application process is simple and contains four 
requirements that we can offer assistance with. The 
first requirement is for the city to have a tree board or 
department. We offer PG&E staff assistance, including 
ISA certified arborists, to help develop a tree board. We 
have many certified arborists that work for PG&E; also, 
our contractors are willing to volunteer as tree board 
members in the communities in which they work.

The second requirement is a community tree ordinance. 
Most cities already have adopted a tree ordinance, but 
pursuing Tree City status affords an opportunity for dis-
cussion and education about ANSI A300 pruning and 
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“Right Tree—Right Place.” If the city needs a tree ordi-
nance, NADF has a sample city tree ordinance checklist 
and a variety of other resources.

The third requirement is a community forestry program 
with an annual budget of at least $2 per capita. NADF 
has an informational checklist to help meet this require-
ment, and PG&E can provide documentation regarding 
the dollars spent to manage the urban forest along our 
power lines; this expenditure can be included as match-
ing funds. 

The last requirement is an Arbor Day Observance and 
Proclamation. This offers several ways for the utility to 
partner with the city. Arbor Day events can be planned 
around removing problem or defective trees where 
proper “Right Tree—Right Place” plantings are used as 
the replacements. Another opportunity is to plan and 
plant a “Power Line Friendly Tree” at a tree demonstra-
tion site. A tree planting in honor of pursuing the Tree 
City USA designation, which includes a proclamation 
for Arbor Day, is another opportunity. An example of a 
proclamation is located at www.arborday.org.

Helping cities qualify and maintain their Tree City USA 
designation is a great way for utility arborists to build 
partnerships with cities. For more information about 
PG&E’s “California Green Rush” campaign, please con-
tact Senior Program Manager of Public Education Lisa 
Randle at lara@pge.com.   

3 WAYS TO SAVE
     > CALL 800-525-8873    
     > CLICK sherrilltree.com

     > DRIVE to Vermeer Stores

Providers of progressive urban forestry  
management services to a national client base.

Did you know that the US Forest 
Service shareware software STRATUM:

• can generate important  
cost / benefit statistics that  
inform your current program?

• is an important tool for  
maintaining or garnering  
increased budgets?

Natural Path can map and provide out-
put reports from STRATUM for most 
municipal tree inventory data in less 
than one week.  Make a difference. 

Natural Path Urban Forestry
www.naturalpathforestry.com
email: natpath@earthlink.net

(773) 699-7284
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New Tool, New National Recognition 
for Campuses near You
by Mary Widhelm, Program Coordinator for the Arbor Day Foundation Tree Campus USA Program
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This new initiative sprang from a partnership between 
the Arbor Day Foundation and Toyota Motor North 

America, Inc. as an effort to award national recognition 
to those colleges and universities across the country 
that are encouraging best tree management practices 
and educating the next generation of tree stewards. 
The program is the latest innovation of the Arbor Day 

Foundation, an organization that has supported indi-
viduals, communities and other institutions in plant-
ing, nurturing, and celebrating trees for almost four 
decades. 

Using core standards, the Tree Campus USA program 
furnishes a foundation for any campus to enhance its 
urban forest. It is modeled on the highly successful Tree 
City USA program and recognizes that campus com-
munity forests require numerous resources to flourish. 
Its standards of tree care and community engagement 
were crafted with that in mind.

LEFT–The University of Texas at Austin planted 100 trees on campus 
last fall to celebrate being the first university in Texas to receive Tree 
Campus USA distinction. Many of the new trees planted lined city 
streets, thus allowing the entire community of Austin to enjoy them 
for years to come. Photo Courtesy of Rebecca Fondern 

Arbor Day Foundation and Toyota leaders, as well as other community members, were on site at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln to 
present the Tree Campus USA recognition plaque and flag to the university. Photo Courtesy of the Arbor Day Foundation 

Coming soon to a city near you—support and recognition 
for the efforts of college campuses across the country to 
care for new and existing trees!
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By implementing the Tree Campus USA program, cam-
puses can educate students on the benefits of trees, 
best practices in tree care, and how collaboration 
between campuses and their surrounding communities 
results in a healthier—and more sustainable—environ-
ment for everyone. They can also tap into a network 
of people with connections to ideas and resources, 
who share their passion for maintaining and protecting 
trees.

At a time when budgets are frequently stretched to 
their limits, this program offers an efficient framework 
for organizing volunteers to help support municipal 
arborists’ objectives. The five core standards of the Tree 
Campus USA certification program are:

1. Establishing a Campus Tree Advisory 
Committee, composed of students, 
faculty, facilities management, and 
someone from the surrounding com-
munity, which is designed to connect 
the vast array of tree-minded individu-
als on campus with their surrounding 
community. 

2. Creating a Campus Tree Care Plan that 
contains clear goals to meet the needs 
of the institution. Tree protection and 
preservation policies, undesirable 
practices, and an effective communi-
cations plan provide clear and concise 
direction for all involved in tree care.

3. Administering a Campus Tree Care 
Program with Dedicated Annual 
Expenditures ensures campus com-
mitment to the tree care objectives. 
The expenditures can cover items 
such as staff training, educational 
programs, professional memberships, 
and arboricultural practices. 

4. Celebrating Arbor Day provides the 
opportunity to educate and involve 
the campus and local area as to the 

benefits of trees on the campus and 
throughout the community. 

5. Instituting a Service Learning 
Opportunity to engage the student 
body in meaningful tree-related proj-
ects that enhance the campus and 
support neighboring communities. 

Reaping the Benefits of Tree Campus USA Designation

Larry Maginnis, campus forester for the University of 
Texas at Austin, is excited about the possibilities the 
Tree Campus USA program offers. “The Tree Campus 
USA program is a great way to bridge the gap between 
universities and municipalities and open up dialogue 
between the two entities,” he says. “There is a lot that 
both groups can learn from each other.” 

Describing the program’s value for municipal arborists, 
Maginnis cites the wealth of resources the campuses 
can offer to municipalities in the form of student vol-
unteers, equipment that can be shared, and learning 
from each other’s tree planting and management expe-
riences. 

Blacksburg, Virginia Town Forester and Virginia Tech 
Campus Tree Advisory Committee member John Boyer 
shares a similar view. When Virginia Tech was working 
on its Campus Tree Care Plan to submit as a part of the 
Tree Campus USA application process, Boyer shared 
with the university some valuable tree management les-
sons the city had learned through the years. Likewise, 
Boyer took away from their meeting important com-
ponents from the Virginia Tech Tree Care Plan that he 
hopes to incorporate into the city’s future municipal 
forestry management plan. 

“It is really beneficial to be a member on both boards,” 
Boyer says. “Virginia Tech is as much a part of the 
Blacksburg community as the community is a part of 
Virginia Tech, so both entities should have similar val-
ues and standards when it comes to tree care manage-
ment.” 

Recognition for Work Well Done

Steve Schwab, Lincoln, Nebraska’s city arborist and 
longtime supporter of the Arbor Day Foundation, sees 
value in the Tree Campus USA program.

“When the University of Nebraska-Lincoln began 
their Tree Campus USA application, Campus Advisory 
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Committee members, including city and university rep-
resentatives, all sat down together to develop priorities 
for the university’s Tree Care Plan. With the emerald ash 
borer nearby, we decided our main goal would be to 
diversify the species of trees on campus as well as in 
the community to no more than 10% of the same spe-
cies. Collaborating like this benefits the entire city in 
the long run.”

Another value is the recognition that Tree Campus USA 
designation can bring to a campus and, especially, to 
those communities that already have received Tree City 
USA and/or Tree Line USA distinction. Tree Campus 
USA-designated colleges and universities become part 
of a nationally recognized group of campuses that are 
known for their superior efforts in maintaining their 
trees and providing an atmosphere of environmental 
stewardship for their students and community leaders. 
With a Tree Campus USA designation, municipal arbor-
ists are assured both that the campuses in their cities 
or towns are demonstrating best practices in urban for-
est management and that they are reaching out to their 
local community. 

Moving Toward Healthier Community Forests

Consistent with the Society of Municipal Arborists’ own 
principles, the Tree Campus USA program views educa-
tion as a crucial building block of its effectiveness. One 
of the program’s goals is to influence the development 
of young people, cultivating them as tomorrow’s stew-
ards. Through recruiting community volunteers for the 
tree advisory committee, a campus expands its own 
resources and extends channels further into a network 
of people sharing the same tree management ethic. 

“We are not looking to celebrate green islands in the 
middle of brown cities,” says John Rosenow, Chief 
Executive of the Arbor Day Foundation. “The Tree 
Campus USA program is about working together as a 
community to manage our tree resources. It is about 
education, but it is also about collaboration and 
action.”

Interested municipal arborists can directly affect the 
course of the Tree Campus USA program by spreading 
the word to tree-minded colleagues and volunteers. 
The program is a tool that can be utilized by municipal 
arborists to reach out to college campuses to help 
achieve mutually shared goals related to urban for-
est management. Engage your area campuses—and 
strengthen your network that will help you meet not 
only today’s goals but tomorrow’s as well.   
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Correction  

In the January/February 2009 issue, two photo cap-
tions--page 23, lower left photo, and page 38, upper left 
photo--should be flipped. The picture on page 23 is of 
Roswell’s Spring River Trail and the picture on page 38 
is of Kentucky Street in Roswell’s historic district. City 
Trees regrets the error.

ISA Certification Launches  
Computer-Based Testing 

 
Professionals interested in testing for the ISA 
Certified Arborist credential now have the option 
to take a computer-based exam in a location of 
their choice. Candidates seeking the Municipal 
Specialist certification will soon have the option to 
test through paper-and-pencil exams or computer-
based test delivery.

The computer-based ISA Certification exams will 
be delivered exclusively through domestic and 
international Pearson Professional Centers as well 
as Person VUE Authorized Test Center Select loca-
tions outside the United States.

“ISA is excited to move our certification process 
into computer-based delivery,” said Derek Vannice, 
ISA Director of Certification. “Our candidates will 
have more opportunities to obtain their certifica-
tions through the expanding Pearson VUE global 
network.” 

Please see www.isa-arbor.com for more information. 

Dear City Trees: 

With regard to your 2009 Urban Tree of the Year, 
Quercus muehlenbergii, we’ve had them growing for 
seven years on campus here at the University of New 
Mexico in Albuquerque. They were purchased from a 
local nursery/grower and despite being some of the 
poorest quality stock I ever bought, the trees eventu-
ally recovered, and have since performed admirably. The 
grower said the seed was from a relic (pre-glaciation) 
stand native to New Mexico; according to the literature, 
there are several such stands in our state. I would be 
glad to provide acorns from our trees, as available, to 
anyone interested in trying these New Mexico natives.

Sincerely,

Bryan Suhr, ISA Certified Arborist

Supervisor of Arboriculture, Physical  Plant Department 
University of New Mexico 
Phone: (505) 277-1066 
bsuhr@unm.edu
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SMA Membership ApplicationWelcome New Members!
Application for Membership in the SMA
Please completely fill out and mail this INVOICE with payment to: 

Danielle Deck , Membership Coordinator 
International Society of Arboriculture
P.O. Box 3129
Champaign, IL. 61826
1-888-472-8733 x205
ddeck@isa-arbor.com

Tax I.D. No: 31-1020171. Please make your check payable to:

The Society of Municipal Arborists

Be sure to check which type of membership you are applying for.
Descriptions of memberships are listed below. 

Types of Memberships (check one)

❐  Corporate ($140) ❐  Professional ($75)

❐  Senior ($40) ❐  Student ($40)

List employees under the corporate membership at $25 each below.

 ______________________________________________________________________

 ______________________________________________________________________

Descriptions of Memberships

Professional – Persons actively engaged in municipal arboriculture or in related fields 
such as: city forester, city arborist, shade tree commissioner, tree warden, or any per-
sons officially in charge of city street or park tree planting and management, or their 
assistants. Also, county, state, or federal employees who are charged with responsibil-
ity of assisting municipalities with arboriculture needs. Non-commercial people in 
fields related to arboriculture, such as: landscape architects, scientists, and managers 
of arboretums can apply. Annual dues are $75.00.

Senior – This subcategory of Professional membership includes retired municipal 
arborists. Annual dues are $40.00.

Student – This subcategory of Professional membership includes full-time students of 
a college or horticultural school, enrolled in arboriculture. Annual dues: $40.00.

Corporate – Membership for commercial companies representing products and ser-
vices of the arboriculture field. Corporate members are entitled to one voting member, 
and employees of the company are entitled to discount non-voting memberships at 
$25 a year. Annual dues are $140.00.

Your Name:  __________________________________________________________

City or Company:  ______________________________________________________

Office Address:  ________________________________________ Zip + 4 __________

Home Address if preferred:  ______________________________ Zip + 4 __________

Phone: (          ) ______________________FAX: (          ) _______________________

E-mail: ______________________________ City Population:  __________________   

Job title, or if student, your major: _________________________________________

Please make your check payable to: “The Society of Municipal Arborists”

I, the undersigned, wish to apply for membership in the Society of Municipal Arborists. I 
agree to observe all the rules of the Society and to participate as I am able in furthering its 
objectives.

Applicant’s Signature

________________________________________________________ Date __________

WANT TO WRITE FOR 

CITY TREES? 
The rewards are many, 

if not monetary.

Send an e-mail to City Trees 

Editor Michelle Buckstrup at:

CityTrees@rochester.rr.com  

and request the 

Writer’s Guidelines.

Name Organization City State

Adam T. Guy AG Tree Service Kirkland WA
Alexander G. Schore Broward County Plantation FL
Ben M. Zomer Davey Tree Fort Collins CO
Benny Sorensen Ivins City Ivins UT
Bill Kincius City of Terre Haute Terre Haute IN
Brian Ligon Big Dog Stump & Tree August GA
C. S. Stilwell Town of Granite Falls Granite Falls NC
Carla Short  Oakland CA
Daniel Gibbins City of Cedar Rapids-Public Works Dept. Cedar Rapids IA
David K. Jutai City of Toronto Welland ON
David P. Reilly City of Tampa-Parks Tampa  FL
Deborah M. Hall TWIGZ LLC Milford  MI
Gregory J. Nelson City of Orchard Lake Orchard Lake MI
John (Chip) Murrow  Lincoln  NE
Jonathan Aaron Yates Town of Waynesville Waynesville  NC
Joseph Sulak Lee County DOT Fort Myers FL
Julius Hansen Village of La Grange Parks La Grange Park IL
Kay Sicheneder  Rochester Hills MI
Patrick M. Haller  Sparta TN
Philip J.E. Van Wassenaer Urban Forest Innovations Inc. Mississauga ON
Robert T. Van Dam Diamond Tree Experts Inc. South Salt Lake  UT
Sara B. Shores  Seattle  WA
Scottie Barnes Tree Toppers of GA Inc. Andersonville  GA
Steven D. Traylor City of Denver Denver CO
Susan Reisch Georgia Forestry Commission Stone Mountain  GA
Theresa Archer Artech Churubusco IN
Thomas F. Dukelow City of Woodbury Woodbury  NJ
Tony Lang Friendly Tree Service Orange NJ
Troy Rychter  Stevens Point  WI
Vince Mikulanis Davey Resource Group San Diego  CA
Westley Schroeder  Lincoln  CA
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This past January, the board of the Urban 
Forests Foundation (UFF) was hosted by the 
Davey Tree Expert Company at its headquar-
ters in Kent, Ohio. It was the UFF’s inaugural 
meeting to set the foundation’s course for 
the future. Present at the meeting were SMA 
Executive Director Jerri LaHaie; Steve Shurtz, 
UFF Chair; Greg Ina, Vice Chair; Steve Cothrel, 
Treasurer; and Dan Lambe and myself as 
board members.

We all agreed to keep the foundation’s purpose as 
simple as possible, and I think we succeeded with this 
statement: Fostering the sound management of urban 
forests by supporting skilled professionals. The founda-
tion accomplishes this by supporting, with the moneys 
it raises, SMA’s current and future programs such as 
the Municipal Arborist Exchange, Municipal Forestry 
Institute, and others. 

One of the things we grappled with was the “why.” Not in 
terms of why should these programs be supported, but 
why create another organization—the UFF— to do so? 
The reason for that, like the mission of UFF, is simple. 
SMA is chartered as a 501 C (6), a “trade organization.” 
And trade organizations, while they can accept mon-
etary and other gifts, do not allow the donor to deduct 

Launching the Urban Forest Foundation 
by Mark Buscaino, UFF Board Member

the value of the gift from their taxes. A 501 C (3) can, 
which is why the UFF was chartered.

The other part of our discussion centered on how we 
would sustain the UFF—in essence, how can we raise 
the money to support these great programs for the 
benefit of the SMA, our members, and the communities 
who benefit from well-trained and knowledgeable urban 
forestry professionals? We were realistic in our discus-
sions on this—fundraising in today’s economy, we all 
knew, was not going to be an easy task.

One thing we did decide on was to hold the line. What I 
mean by that is that if the foundation did not raise sig-
nificant funds, we were not going to toss out the idea. 
We all felt strongly that the foundation was something 
that would provide significant long-term benefits to 
urban foresters, municipal arborists and allied profes-
sionals—and these benefits would in turn be realized 
by the cities, communities, and neighborhoods these 
professionals serve.

The other thing we decided was to try, over the long 
term, to support the basic financial needs of the organi-
zation through the arborists, urban foresters, and orga-
nizations who will ultimately benefit the most from UFF’s 
efforts. If, for example, the UFF is able to raise monies 
to offer scholarships to people who cannot afford to 
attend MFI, these professionals and the places where 
they work will benefit. If UFF can help increase the 
number of arborist exchanges that are offered annually, 
this rich experience will touch more of our coworkers 
and take them and their ability to manage their urban 
forests to a higher level. 

So that’s the short version of the UFF, and to start the 
ball rolling, several people have generously donated 
to the cause. Below is a list of those individuals. We 
thank them for their forethought and dedication to help-
ing arborists and municipal foresters and allied profes-
sionals become better, more effective practitioners the 
world over. And, I’ll ask that you consider joining the 
ranks of the donors on the facing page to help your fel-
low practitioners as well. Thanks!   

 Photo courtesy of USDA NRCS.
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Name In Honor of In Memory of As a Group Member
Melinda  Adams MFI Class of 2008

Joy Fox Anderson MFI Class of 2008
Simoun Banua MFI Class of 2008
Rachel Barker Jerri LaHaie

Robert Benjamin SMA Past President
Courtney Blevins MFI Class of 2008

Joseph Bonkowski MFI Class of 2008
Lori Brockelbank MFI Class of 2008
Mark Buscaino

Andrew Cammack MFI Class of 2008
Victor Cordova MFI Class of 2008
Robert Corletta MFI Class of 2008
Steve Cothrel SMA Past President
Owen  Croy Paul Blumhardt
Miles Dory MFI Class of 2008

Daniel Duncum MFI Class of 2008
Kelly Eby MFI Class of 2008

Lanny Englund MFI Class of 2008
Bill Gardner MFI Class of 2008

Elizabeth Gilland MFI Class of 2008
John Haas Dr. Nina Bassuk

Walter Hambrick MFI Class of 2008
Danny Hartman MFI Class of 2006
Andy Hillman MFI Teaching Cadre MFI Teaching Cadre
Andy Hillman Garden Club of Ithaca
Andy Hillman Lee Oplinger
Jill Johnson MFI Class of 2008

Paul Johnson MFI Class of 2008
Terry Kirkland MFI Class of 2008
Jocelyn Knerr MFI Class of 2008
Julie Lafferty MFI Class of 2008
Jerri LaHaie
Brian Liberti MFI Class of 2008
Ivan Listar MFI Class of 2008

Larry  Maginnis MFI Class of 2008
Duff Mccully MFI Class of 2008

Oscar Mestas MFI Class of 2008
Tami Sadonoja Arborist Exchange Program
Steve Shurtz SMA Past President

Stephen Spillers MFI Class of 2008
Michael Sultan MFI Class of 2008

Richard Synnestvedt
Art Traver MFI Class of 2008

Kristina Villaire MFI Class of 2008
Walter Warriner MFI Teaching Cadre

Tom Wells MFI Class of 2008
Richard Wernicke
Anthony Whipple MFI Class of 2008

Jeff Wooten MFI Class of 2008
Al Zelaya MFI Class of 2006

Metropolitan Forestry Consultants
Caterina Tree Service

Kenneth A. Knight Consulting
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“Digging into i-Tree” 
is meant to be an ongoing 
forum for Scott Maco to field 
questions from SMA mem-

bers about the i-Tree suite of 
tools. Please send general questions 
you would like answered in this col-
umn to digging@itreetools.org. 

Please note that questions 
will not be answered personal-
ly, and not all questions can be 
addressed in the column. Technical 
i-Tree support is available by visiting  
www.itreetools.org/support. 

What Makes i-Tree Different?

More than two years after the release of i-Tree 
version 1.0, the question is still being asked: 
how does i-Tree differ from other urban forest 
inventory and analysis software in the market-
place?

First, it is important to understand what i-Tree is 
not. While i-Tree relies on field inventory data to 
function, it is not a day-to-day, operational-based 
inventory system. It will not help you to manage 
calls, create daily work orders, or track crew time. 
If you are in need of an inventory management 
system, you have the option of creating one in-
house or purchasing one of the many off-the-shelf 
software packages that meet your needs—some of 
which now purport i-Tree compatibility.

i-Tree’s uniqueness is not as an inventory tool, but 
how it utilizes inventory or sample data to provide 
an analysis of structure, function, value and man-
agement needs of the urban forest. There is no 
other product available that quantifies environmental 
services of trees (energy conservation, air quality 
improvement, CO2 reduction, stormwater control, and 
property value increase) at i-Tree’s depth, is scalable 

(a single tree to entire ecosystems) and still provides 
species-specific results at the population and individual 
tree levels. This level of analysis has one limitation, 
however—field data are required!

i-Tree is not currently GIS-based and you can’t run the 
software using aerial imagery alone. Acquiring local, 
quality field data is prerequisite to running a compre-

Digging into i-Tree 
 
with Scott Maco, Urban Forester, The Davey Institute 

No other product quantifies environmental services of trees (energy 
conservation, air quality improvement, CO2 reduction, stormwater 
control, and property value increase) at i-Tree’s depth. Photo by 
Ken Holman

There is no other product available that 
quantifies environmental services of 
trees (energy conservation, air qual-
ity improvement, CO2 reduction, 

stormwater control, and property value 
increase) at i-Tree’s depth, is scalable (a 
single tree to entire ecosystems) and still 

provides species-specific results at the 
population and individual tree levels.

hensive urban forest ecosystem or street tree analysis 
with i-Tree. In addition to complete inventory options, 
i-Tree can use statistically-based sampling methods 
that provide population estimates that include bounds 
of error. Using i-Tree sampling methods, the entire 
resource—and its strata (e.g., land uses, neighbor-
hoods)—can be characterized in a scientifically credible 
manner without the burden of inventorying every tree.

i-Tree has been used to report on individual trees, 
parcels, neighborhoods, cities, and even entire states. 
The basic data on urban forest structure reveals how 
large the urban forest resource is, which can be used 
to help set appropriate budget levels and workload cal-
culations. Information on tree species and tree health 
can be used to help develop better planting plans 
and managements activities to improve urban forest 
sustainability. The reports can be used to help detect 
existing problems or potential problems in the future, 
such as risk to pest infestation. The ecosystem service 

results quantify the value of the resource to promote 
awareness and support for urban forest management 
budgets. Understanding trees’ local, tangible ecosys-
tem services allows managers to integrate urban for-
estry programs into larger regulatory efforts to improve 
environmental quality. Simply, i-Tree provides baseline 
data that can be used to more effectively manage the 
resource, develop policy, and set priorities.

i-Tree is in the public domain and is freely accessible 
by visiting www.itreetools.com.    
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Review of Urban Tree Fertilization 
Research and Recommendations
by Roger C. Funk, Ph.D., The Davey Tree Expert Company

Generalizations about fertilization 
imply that all fertilizers elicit the same 

response when, in fact, fertilizers come in many 
different formulations—complete or incomplete, 
organic or inorganic, natural or synthetic, soluble 
or insoluble, and with or without fillers and amend-
ing agents. The results are also highly dependent 
upon the plant species, age, and condition; timing 
and rate of treatment; application techniques; and 
site conditions including soil, climate, and compet-
ing vegetation.

In the November, 2002, issue of Journal of 
Arboriculture, Daniel Struve reviewed the major 
urban tree fertilization research in the United 
States. Studies since 2002 have added to our 
understanding. The following discussion is limited 
to five major categories: 1) Application methods; 
2) Timing; 3) Type; 4) Rates of application; and 5) 
Effects of fertilization on newly transplanted trees.

Effect of Application Method

The most common commercial application meth-
ods for fertilizing urban trees are surface broad-
casting and subsurface treatments, which include 
vertical holes and liquid soil injection. The verti-
cal-hole technique involves drilling with an auger 
or punching soil with a bar. The depth of fertilizer 
placement varies from 4 to 24 inches, and the 
type of fertilizer includes either or both soluble or 
insoluble nitrogen, sometimes in combination with 
phosphorus and potassium and various fillers. 
The spacing between holes normally varies from 
12 to 36 inches. Liquid injection often applies 
soluble nitrogen alone, but slowly soluble nitrogen 
sources—with and without phosphorus and potas-
sium—are sometimes used. The depth of applica-
tion varies from 4 to 24 inches and the amount 
of water in the mixture varies considerably as 
does the application probe, pressure, and spac-

ing. Surface applications also vary, not only in the 
fertilizers and rates of application, but also in the 
area treated and considerations for turfgrass or 
other ground covers within the treatment area.

Although some researchers have indicated that 
one of the main benefits of subsurface techniques 
is encouragement of deeper rooting by improving 
subsoil aeration, water penetration, and fertility, 
others reported that the drill hole technique alone 
would improve tree health and growth as much as 
vertical holes with fertilizer. This argument could be 
made especially when fertilizer is placed in vertical 
holes below the concentration of tree roots and 
therefore is not available for effective absorption.

One perceived disadvantage of soil injections is 
that the soluble fertilizer in this method increas-
es the possibility of runoff and leaching. However, 
suspension fertilizers that are considered non-
leaching have been available for the tree care 
industry since the late 1970s. 

The less expensive surface applications of fertiliz-
er are oftentimes recommended based on nursery 
research that found all three methods (surface, 
liquid injection, and vertical hole) to be equally 
effective, with minor variations among species. 
Other researchers, however, reported that sur-
face applications in the landscape can increase 
the growth of weeds and therefore reduce tree 
vigor due to competition for water and nutrients. 
In addition to the varying depths of subsurface 
applications, another possible explanation for the 
different results and recommendations are that 
most nurseries manage competing ground cover. 
Also, nursery soils are usually chosen for their 
desirable properties, which are more conducive 
to plant growth than typical landscape soil.

Effect of Fertilizer Timing

Based on extensive studies conducted in the 

Review of Urban Tree Fertilization Research and Recommendations

by Roger C. Funk
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Fertilized (top) and unfertilized white ash (Fraxinus americana) in a Davey Institute study. The root system of fertilized trees was notice-
ably finer textured and more dense, and the overall quality was rated significantly higher. See www.davey.com for more details. 

Review of Urban Tree Fertilization Research and Recommendations

by Roger C. Funk
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1970s, most current literature recommends 
application of nutrients in either spring or fall. 
Later research in the mid to late 1980s reported 
that fall applications of nitrogen provide a greater 
increase in spring growth than spring applica-
tions. Fertilizer applied the previous growing sea-
son was absorbed and stored, and then translo-

Fertilized (left) and unfertilized black gum (Nyssa sylvatica) street trees in Aurora, Ohio 

cated in spring to the new growth. 

It is sometimes suggested that nitrogen applica-
tions should coincide with phenological events 
such as flowering, wood formation, or shoot 
growth. However, our current level of knowledge 
regarding species, soils, fertilizers, weather, and 
the interactions of these is not sufficient to accu-
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rately time nitrogen applications to natural phe-
nomena that are very sensitive to changes in the 
environment or site conditions.

Most authorities are in agreement that late sum-
mer application of fertilizers in temperate climates 
may prevent proper hardening off of tree tissues. 
However, it should be noted that most of the cur-

rent recommendations are based on research 
of soluble nitrogen applications alone and that 
response from slowly soluble and/or complete 
formulations may differ. My research/experience 
with complete fertilizers with insoluble nitrogen 
indicates that timing of application is not as criti-
cal as with soluble nitrogen applications alone.
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Effect of Fertilizer Type

Fertilizers are either organic (carbon-based) or 
inorganic (non-carbon based), and either type may 
be natural or synthetic. Organic fertilizers typically 
have lower solubility and salt index than inorganic 
fertilizers, although exceptions do occur. In addi-
tion, soluble fertilizers may be coated to reduce 
their solubility. Although urea contains a single 
carbon atom and may be natural or synthetic, it 
is not considered organic because the carbon is 
not linked to hydrogen and the nutrients ions are 
released rapidly in water.

Urea and other fertilizers such as ammonium 
nitrate and ammonium sulfate that contain only 
nitrogen are called Incomplete, and fertilizers that 
also contain sources of both phosphorus and 
potassium are called Complete.

It is important to recognize that each type of fer-
tilizer may have a different effect on plants. For 
example, only fertilizers with a carbon base may be 
used as an energy source for microorganisms with 
resultant enhanced nutrient and soil benefits.

Effect of Fertilizer Rate

Although some authorities relate the amount of fer-
tilizer to be applied as a function of trunk diameter, 
fertilizer rates based on root zone are considered 
a better practice. Recommendations for the latter 
range from 2 to 6 lbs Nitrogen per 1000 sq. ft., 
although rates as high as 12 lbs of N per 1000 sq. ft. 
have been applied for established trees. ANSI A300 
Fertilizer Standards recommend between 2 and 4 lbs 
of actual nitrogen per 1,000 sq. ft. for slow-release 
fertilizers and between 1 and 2 lbs of nitrogen per 
1,000 sq. ft. for quick-release fertilizers.

A common fertilization concern is its effect on the 
root: shoot ratio of woody plants. Some research-
ers have found that increasing levels of nitrogen 
increased top dry weight but decreased dry root 
weight. Others have found that lower rates of 
nitrogen actually stimulated root growth. Although 
root:shoot ratios are typically given in dry weights, 
root weight is less important than root sur-
face because most absorption occurs through 
fine roots, which contribute little to dry weight. 

Research has shown that the production of fine 
roots of broad-leaved trees was much greater in 
response to added nitrogen compared with water 
alone. In addition, the fine roots produced in 
response to added nitrogen lived longer. 

Effect of Fertilizer on Newly Transplanted 
Trees

Many arborists and urban foresters are hesitant 
to fertilize during establishment of newly trans-
planted trees. Much of what has been written 
about the detrimental effect of adding fertilizers 
at the time of transplanting is a holdover from 
earlier fertilizers such as sodium nitrate, which, 
although allowed in USDA’s National Organic 
Program, is rarely used today. The salt in sodium 
nitrate was toxic to plants and contributed to soil 
compaction and loss of aggregation. 

More suitable fertilizers now exist, such as meth-
ylene urea or ureaform, both synthetic organics 
with slowly soluble nitrogen and low salt indices.

In summary, although current fertilizer recom-
mendations conclude that nitrogen fertilizer 
type doesn’t appear to be important, very little 
research has been published with coated or 
slowly soluble sources of nitrogen. For example, 
timing of application may not be as critical with 
slow-release nitrogen fertilizers and the lower salt 
index and release rate may affect rate recom-
mendations. Likewise, although little difference 
has been reported among fertilizer application 
methods, fertilizers placed in holes or injected 
more than a 12 inch depth in the soil may have 
little impact on tree nutrition, and results from 
surface applications to trees in nursery or other 
situations without competing vegetation may not 
be comparable to trees growing in turfgrass. 

Based on the myriad fertilizers, methods, timing, 
rates of application, plant species, and soils, we 
need to be more specific in regards to the type 
and conditions of fertilization when we discuss its 
effects on urban trees.   
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Oaks, such as the Schumard oaks (Quercus schumardii) pictured here, are gaining popularity among the 22 Ohio urban foresters surveyed. 

Urban foresters often claim that 
they cannot get the plants they desire for plant-

ing on community streets, in parks, or in other public 
spaces and must settle for second or third choices. 
Nursery producers, in contrast, claim that they will 
produce anything customers wish if they are aware 
of a demand. The impact of Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) 
has reinforced the need for increased diversity. 

In order to bridge the gap between trees desired by 
urban foresters and the producing nurseries in the 
state, surveys were taken in 1995 and 2000. Results 
were published in the Buckeye (the official publication 

of the Ohio Nursery and Landscape Association). 
Some nurseries have responded and are growing 
some of the previously requested plants. 

In recent years we have begun to work with exten-
sion personnel and community volunteers to conduct 
public tree inventories in communities who do not 
have them. Many of our communities are too heavily 
planted in maple and pear. Ohio community public 
spaces have been found to contain more than 30% 
maple. While EAB-sensitive ash species constituted 
8% of the street trees in Toledo, maple species con-
stitute 50% of the existing canopy. 

Results of a Survey of Twenty-Two Ohio Urban Foresters: 
15,333 Trees Sought for Planting in 2010 to Increase Biodiversity 
by T. Davis Sydnor, Professor, and Sakthi Subburayalu, Postdoctoral Researcher, 

School of Environment and Natural Resources, Ohio State University 

Photos by T. Davis Sydnor 
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Interest in maples among 22 Ohio urban foresters is declining. Pictured here: Acer x freemanii ‘Autumn Blaze’ 
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A 2007 ash survey suggested a potential EAB cost 
to Ohio of 2 to 8 billion dollars. If a similarly devas-
tating exotic pest of maple were to strike Ohio, the 
community impact might exceed 35 billion dollars. 
Biological diversity is an inexpensive way to deal 
with the threat of exotic pests—especially when 
compared to removing and replacing trees.

A commonly used guideline governing biological 
diversity is that no more than 10% of the trees 
should be of the same species, no more than 20% of 
the trees should be of the same genus and no more 
than 30% of the trees should be of the same family 
(10-20-30 rule). We endorse the 10-20-30 rule as 
a reasonable benchmark against which to measure 

the urban forest diversity for a community. 

Based on Bucyrus, Monclova, Toledo, and Xenia, 
Ohio inventories, it is easy to conclude that there 
is a need to diversify the urban forest. While 
these examples relate specifically to Ohio and the 
Midwest, other regions have other imbalances. 
The southeastern U.S. depends too heavily on oak 
species, while other regions, even other countries, 
have different imbalances to concern them.

Survey Methods

In February 2008, 59 email surveys were sent 
out to Ohio urban foresters. Twenty-two surveys 
were returned, for a response rate of 39%. In the 

Interest in hybrid elms is up among 22 Ohio urban foresters. Here, American elms (Ulmus americana) in Minneapolis, Minnesota.
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Family Common Name Planted 2005 Estimated 2010 Percent of Change*
Aceraceae Maple Family 1591 2337 -1.90
Anacardiaceae Cashew Family 6 22 0.08%
Annonaceae Pawpaw Family 15 35 0.07%
Aquifoliaceae Holly Family 7 13 0.01%
Betulaceae Birch Family 353 947 2.37%
Bignoniaceae Bignonia Family 1 46 0.29%
Caprifoliaceae Honeysuckle Family 16 18 -0.06%
Cercidiphyllaceae Katsura Family 64 50 -0.36%
Cornaceae Dogwood Family 71 164 0.30%
Cupressaceae Cypress Family 0 20 0.13%
Ebenaceae Ebony Family 20 31 -0.01%
Ericaceae Heath Family 0 11 0.07%
Eucommiaceae Eucommia Family 23 356 2.07%
Fabaceae Pea Family 888 1232 -1.54%
Fagaceae Beech Family 990 1895 1.69%
Ginkgoaceae Ginkgo Family 114 306 0.77%
Hamamelidaceae Witchhazel Family 94 227 0.47%
Hippocastanaceae Buckeye Family 47 147 0.45%
Juglandaceae Walnut Family 7 44 0.21%
Lauraceae Laurel Family 12 15 -0.03%
Magnoliaceae Magnolia Family 162 350 0.54%
Malvaceae Mallow Family 0 7 0.05%
Moraceae Mulberry Family 12 117 0.63%
Nyssaceae Blackgum Family 38 93 0.20%
Oleaceae Olive Family 550 668 -1.57%
Pinaceae Pine Family 231 334 -0.31%
Platanaceae Planetree Family 294 430 -0.36%
Rosaeace Rose Family 2138 2290 -8.11%
Rutaceae Rue Family 42 120 0.33%
Salicaceae Willow Family 1 71 0.45%
Sapindaceae Soapberry Family 22 75 0.25%
Simaroubaceae Quassia Family 0 1 0.01%
Styracaceae Storax Family 0 21 0.14%
Taxodiaceae Yew Family 106 254 0.51%
Theaceae Tea Family 0 8 0.05%
Tiliaceae Linden Family 649 900 -1.12%
Ulmaceae Elm Family 715 1678 3.24%

 GRAND TOTALS 9279 15333
*Change in percent requests (2005-2010)

Table 1. The absolute numbers of trees requested 
planted in 2005 and expected to be planted in 
2010 are given by family. The %-point change is the 

percentage of requests in 2010 minus percentage 
of requests in 2005. The numbers represent the 
needs of 22 Ohio communities. 
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respondents’ 22 communities, there were 9,279 
trees planted in 2005, and 15,333 requests for 
trees anticipated for planted during 2010, a 65% 
increase. We decided to normalize the data such 
that comparisons could be made between the two 
years. The absolute numbers for each family or 
genera were divided by the total number planted 
in 2005 (9,279) or anticipated to be planted for 
2010 (15,333) to yield the percent of requests for 
each tree genera or family. Change in percentage 
of requests then becomes percentage of requests 
2010 minus percentage of requests 2005 such that 
negative numbers indicate a decline in interest. 

No attempt was made to look at the impact of cul-
tivars, since data was requested from urban forest-
ers at the species level. 

Survey Results 

The rose family was the biggest loser in percent-
age of requests (see Table 1). While absolute 
numbers increased from 2138 to 2290, percent-
age of requests declined eight percentage points. 
Malus and Pyrus were the big losers among genera 
in the rose family. Our recent inventories suggest 
that crabapples and Callery pears have been heav-
ily planted and should be de-emphasized in future 
plantings. It will be tough to find suitable replace-
ments for these genera that have been long lived, 
reliable flowering trees commonly used in the 
Midwest. Syringa and Amelanchier are potential 
replacements, but each has problems of its own. 

The maple family’s percentage of requests declined 
almost two percentage points (%-points). Most 
of that loss is due to decreased interest in red 
maple—but hedge and Norway maples were losers 
as well. Inventories suggest that the maple fam-
ily is consistently over-planted in Ohio. Informal 
discussions with urban foresters suggest that they 
normally plant red maple only when they cannot get 
more desirable plants. 

Currently we cannot recommend planting any 
maples in Ohio’s public spaces until community 
stocking levels are reduced below 20% to reduce 
the potential risk of an introduced exotic pest that 
might attack maples. Nurseries may see this state-

ment as an attack but it is really an attempt to 
reduce risk by the urban forester. In fact, this can 
be used to an advantage by nurseries to promote 
less commonly grown material and to reduce inher-
ent intra- and interstate nursery competition when 
growing the more common tree cultivars.

The reduction in interest (1.57%-points) for the olive 
family, which includes ash trees, is no surprise for 
Ohio and the Midwest except that one might have 
expected a larger decline. The Ohio market for 
ash trees collapsed in 2004. By 2005, Ohio com-
munities planted only 219 ashes to fill in existing 
plantings and requested none for 2010. However, 
demand for Syringa, another species in the olive 
family, increased nearly 0.6 %-points as urban for-
esters try recently introduced lilac cultivars. 

Legumes also declined by 1.5 %-points, with 
Gleditsia declining by 2.2%-points. Maackia also 
declined, but it is a little-known legume and has 
done well where we have seen it in urban settings. 
The rising star in this category is Gymnocladus, 
which increased 0.6%-points. 

The elm family was the largest gainer with a 3.2%-
point increase in requests. Hybrid (2.3%), American 
(0.6%), and Wilson (0.5%) elms led the gains. 
Interestingly, lacebark elm was one of the larger los-
ers in the species category at -0.5%-points. Perhaps 
the slower initial growth rate of lacebark elm is less 
desired now that faster growing elms are available. 
Elms and oaks have been under-represented in pre-
vious community inventories studied.

The birch family is increasing in popularity. One might 
think this is due to river birch, but greater percentage 
of request increases were seen in Carpinus, Corylus 
and Ostrya. These trees have had less than thirty-
year life expectancies in our long-term studies. 

Oaks were a big winner as a family. Absolute num-
bers for oak species planted in 2005 and request-
ed for 2010 were small but represented 10.7 % of 
demand in 2005 and 12.4% of requests for 2010. 
In our judgment, oaks and elms represent the 
greatest opportunity for tomorrow’s nursery produc-
ers and demand will continue to increase.

It is important for urban foresters to communicate 
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In the May/June issue of City Trees

• Casey Trees Survey: Trees and Home Energy 
Savings in Washington, D.C.

• A Live Oak Travelogue of Savannah, Georgia

• The Grove: Facebook for Tree Planting

In the May/June issue of City Trees

Journal of the Society of Municipal ArboristsMay/June 2009

with nursery suppliers and let them know what they 
will need. The segmentation of the nursery industry 
into specialized seedling production, whip produc-
tion, wholesale producers and brokers over the 
past decades has likely resulted in reduced prices 
for consumers. However, one of the casualties of 
segmentation is limited communication between 
nurseries and almost no communication between 
segments early in the production cycle and the 
ultimate user, such as the community forester. 
Hopefully, this survey will assist urban foresters in 
establishing lines of communication with nursery 
suppliers and provide some rationale for urban 
foresters when requesting a more diverse plant 
palette for use in their communities. 

For more information 
T. Davis Sydnor
Professor of Urban Forestry 
School of Environment and Natural Resources 
Ohio State University 
614-292-3865 
sydnor.1@osu.edu
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One species that has proven itself par-
ticularly admirable as a street tree 

in central Missouri is the sawtooth oak, 
Quercus acutissima. This distinctive oak, 
native to eastern Asia, was introduced 
into the United Sates in 1862 and is con-
sidered adaptable from USDA Hardiness 
Zones 5 to 9.

Sawtooth oak is delightfully pest and 
disease free and has glossy, finely serrated 
chestnut-like leaves and an unusually stri-
ated bark. Though it maintains a char-
acteristically pyramidal form in youth, 
eventually the tree develops into a broadly 

round form 35 to 50 feet (11 to 15 m) 
tall. In areas farther south or east of our 
dry and windy Midwest, it can reportedly 
grow to heights of 70 feet (21 m) tall.

Relatively fast growing and easy to trans-
plant, sawtooth oak prefers moist, well-
drained, slightly acidic soil but is widely 
suited to a variety of soil types and condi-
tions, including drought. We have found 
it remarkably tolerant to the harsh urban 
environment of the downtown streetscape, 
holding up as well or better than more 
familiar street tree selections such as hon-
eylocust or green ash. Indeed, one of the 

greatest values of the sawtooth oak is that 
it can serve as a worthwhile substitute for 
green ash in communities facing the loom-
ing threat of emerald ash borer.

Sawtooth oak is noted for producing a 
prodigious number of acorns although we 
have not noticed this to be prevalent on our 
downtown trees. It is possible our trees in 
central Missouri do not produce as many 
acorns as other regions due to our frequent 
late spring or early fall frosts.

Q. acutissima ‘Gobbler’ is one of the few 
commercially available cultivars. It was 
released in 1986 by the Plant Materials 
Center in Quicksand, Kentucky. Noted for 
producing smaller, more abundant acorns 
than the species, it was selected primar-
ily for its wildlife food value in addition 
to its growth form and disease and insect 
resistance. Although the sawtooth oak has 
been promoted as a desirable species for 
wildlife habitat, I would advise against this 
use. Select a regionally native oak instead, 
since recent evidence from Mid-Atlantic 
states indicates the non-native sawtooth 
oak is escaping from these wildlife plant-
ings, spreading into and displacing existing 
native plant communities.   

– Brett O’Brien, Park Natural Resource 
Supervisor, Columbia, Missouri

NOTE: Trees of Merit are not suitable 
for every climate and site condition. 
Variations in regional performance will 
apply. If you are using a Tree of Merit 
in your municipality, please share your 
experience with it on the SMA Listserve. 

Sawtooth Oak 
(Quercus acutissima)

Sawtooth oak leaves and acorn (inset)  
Photo: oncampus.richmond.edu

Sawtooth oak in downtown Columbia, Missouri • Photo Columbia Parks and Recreation

Tree of Merit Tree of Merit 



www.urban-forestry.com 39

Save the Date: October 4-7 2009

SMA 44th Annual Conference 
Savannah Georgia 

Details to follow on www.urban-forestry.com
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