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New Directions for Urban Forestry

Recently, I was introduced to the con-
cept of “Complete Streets.” The objec-
tive is to have the transportation plan-
ners and highway engineers design 
and maintain the roadways with all 
users in mind, including bicyclists, 
public transportation vehicles and 
riders, and pedestrians of all ages and 

abilities. In this way, both new and retrofitted road networks 
will be safer, more livable, and welcoming to everyone. 

The National Complete Streets Coalition: 
(www.completestreets.org) has gained a toehold. For example, 
in 2008 Louisville, Kentucky passed an ordinance incorporat-
ing Complete Streets into its City code and has a compre-
hensive manual to serve as a guide. Many Complete Street 
scenarios incorporate new tree plantings and landscaping as 
an integral part of the plan. 

Another idea that is finally gaining mainstream traction 
is the concept of “Green Infrastructure.” According to 
greenvalues.cnt.org, “Green Infrastructure is the intercon-
nected network of open spaces and natural areas, such as 
greenways, wetlands, parks, forest preserves, and native plant 
vegetation that naturally manages stormwater, reduces flood-
ing risk, and improves water quality. Green Infrastructure 
usually costs less to install and maintain when compared to 
traditional forms of infrastructure. Green Infrastructure proj-
ects also foster community cohesiveness by engaging all resi-
dents in the planning, planting, and maintenance of the sites.” 

Cities in the U.S. that are moving forward with the Green 
Infrastructure model include Seattle, Portland, Milwaukee, 
Pittsburgh, and Philadelphia. Governmental mandates for 
clean water will affect every town in America. In my com-
munity of Chattanooga, Tennessee, the stormwater fees 
assessed to every parcel will soon be rising. Our commu-
nity’s elected officials are debating the merits of pursuing 
a strong Green Infrastructure approach to stormwater as 
opposed to the old solution of “pits and pipes.” 

Can you imagine living in a city in which every street con-
struction project will address multiple modes of transporta-
tion—not just cars—and where, for example, natural medians 
and planting strips designed to absorb stormwater replace 
channeling and piping it with curbs and drains? Combining 
the Complete Streets and Green Infrastructure strategies will 
certainly make for some very attractive and livable cities. 
Urban foresters can and must play a key role here.

Many forward-thinking communities are already developing 
and adopting these models. Are you a part of this transfor-
mative process in your community? 

After going to Sustainable Urban 
Forests Coalition (SUFC) meet-

ings for five years now, attending 
conference calls each year, serving 
on committees, and often feeling 
like my time could be better spent, I 
have to admit that this year’s annual 
meeting finally felt like a worthwhile 
investment. If you haven’t heard 
much about the SUFC, I apologize, 

for clearly it is my job to keep you informed. 

The SUFC is an assembly of national organizations work-
ing to advance a unified urban forest agenda for our 
nation’s communities. Many of the national urban and 
community forestry organizations you are familiar with are 
members, but our outreach has extended to include other 
organizations whose primary focus may not be urban for-
estry but who have an impact on our communities’ trees. 

You can find a listing of SUFC members at: 
www.urbanforestcoalition.org. It has been encouraging to 
have planners, public works officials, landscape architects, 
nursery representatives, and others whose members’ work 
effects our community forests come together to raise the 
national profile of urban forests. It is our common belief that 
a unified national coalition strengthens relationships, creates 
synergy between like-minded organizations, and builds bridg-
es between diverse organizations with overlapping interests.

After five years, it finally feels like we have stopped decid-
ing who we are and are thinking more about what we 
should be doing. Having just wrapped up our fifth year of 
Municipal Forestry Institute (MFI), I brought an MFI con-
cept to our annual SUFC meeting, encouraging us to come 
up with our BHAG (as you MFI grads know, this stands 
for Big Hairy Audacious Goal.) Okay, so five years is a rela-
tively short time for a coalition to form and feel grounded 
enough to tackle a BHAG, but the point is that if we are 
to have an impact, we have to be bold. If we are the col-
lective voice representing the planting, care, funding, and 
protecting of our nation’s urban forests, then let’s speak 
beyond a whimper. 

This year’s meeting was facilitated by Larry Wiseman, who 
also chairs the National Urban and Community Forestry 
Advisory Committee (NUCFAC). Larry suggested we might 
want to hold a joint event in June when NUCFAC makes 
their recommendations to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
Now we’re getting somewhere! Between now and June, 
we will move toward this rather audacious goal of speak-
ing boldly and collectively. As an SMA member, you can 
have input and impact by engaging in the work of the 
SUFC. Check the SMA website and watch for more infor-
mation in our email notices.

President’s Message
Gene Hyde

Executive Director’s Message
Jerri J. LaHaie
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What is your educational background?

Eric Bridges: I have my bachelor’s degree in Forestry 
from Colorado State University. I am also an ISA 
Certified Arborist and recently passed my Municipal 
Specialist exam. Currently I am enrolled as a graduate 
student in the Urban Ecology Program at the University 
of Memphis. This program is designed to utilize its 
strength as an urban research institute combined with 
its biology program to train and develop the modern 
ecologist. This ecologist will be versed in studying com-
plex modern urban ecological issues requiring interdis-
ciplinary problem solving.

How long have you been in your job, and what 
was your career trajectory leading up to it? 

EB: I’ve been a forester for 20 years. I absolutely 
love this field and wouldn’t want to do anything else. 
Forestry has taken me to some of the most beautiful 
places in the country and introduced me to some of the 
most interesting characters in the world! I started my 
career with the U.S. Forest Service in Colorado directly 
abutting Rocky Mountain National Park where I worked 
mostly in forest inventory and timber sales. 

Later, I held a position with the Colorado State Forest 
Service working in cooperative forest management 
on the front range of the Rockies. We were heavily 
immersed in wildland-urban interface issues. Then for 
a few excellent years I was in private consulting within 
Humboldt County, California where I was blessed to work 
in the redwoods every rainy day of the week. Along the 
way I managed to steal two summers in Alaska working 
as a research assistant for Colorado State University. 
Finally I landed in Lakeland, Tennessee, where I’ve been 
the natural resources director for eight years. 

Urban Ecology in Lakeland, Tennessee 
Photos Courtesy City of Lakeland, TN 

Nick Bridgeman shows students how to plant trees. 

Acer rubrum ‘Autumn Blaze’ line the streets in a new Lakeland 
subdivision. 

Lakeland, Tennessee Natural Resources 
Director Eric Bridges says, “I did not grow 
up in a city so there were no street trees. 
Instead, I spent hours crawling through the 
woods stalking prey like the black panther 
(a.k.a., the neighbor’s cat) and ruining my 
good clothes. As long as I was outside, my 
mother was pleased. I loved the red oaks, 
black walnuts, and red maples that grew so 
well around our home and on that land.” 
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When did Lakeland first start having a dedicated 
urban forestry program? How has the program 
and staff expanded or changed since then? 

EB: Lakeland began its urban forestry program in 
February 2001 when it very wisely passed a tree ordi-
nance. Like any other small city getting steamrolled by 
growth and development, Lakeland was reaching for 
ways to manage the juggernaut and not lose its sense 
of place in the process. So, the City found a very good 
tree ordinance (thank you, Ed Macie), and I began work 
seven months later to administer that ordinance. 

Early on we could see that the tree ordinance was not 
going to fix all of our problems, so we began exploring 
new tools for our toolbox. At this point, I knew Lakeland 
was going to be something special. The elected officials 
and the staff were really trying to make Lakeland some-
thing besides a typical suburban community. So, with 
the support of our team of staff and elected leaders, we 
began what we call our Conservation Program. 

What gives you extra pride when you think about 
your city forestry program? 

EB: We are most proud of our Conservation Program, 
consisting of five components. We based our program 
on the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Natural Resource Guide. 

The first step was our Natural Resources Inventory. 
In 2006 we hired Nick Bridgeman, an extraordinary 
young forester fresh from the University of Tennessee. 
Nick’s assignment was to complete an inventory of the 
essential natural resources in the City. He analyzed 
aerial photography, collaborated with other agencies, 
searched through historic aerial photos and maps, 
hiked numerous properties, and recorded data on 
resources like streams, forests, wetlands, and slopes. 
When Nick finished his field work he put together a fan-
tastic inventory and narrative that we amended into the 
City’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

In 2008, we undertook an assessment of the data 
found in the inventory. Nick and I also held public 
meetings and had the public fill out surveys so we 
could gather input on the priorities for resource con-
servation in our City. Based on this public process, we 
compiled our second document, the Natural Resources 
Assessment, also amended into the Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan. 

Our third step was to use our GIS to combine the 
inventory with the assessment. By assigning values 
to individual resource layers and then projecting these 
through the GIS, we were able to develop Conservation 
Priority Maps. We are lucky to have a talented GIS 
operator who built the model for these maps. These 
show where multiple resources of value are located 

Nick Bridgeman shows students how to plant trees. 

Lakeland’s 2009 Arbor Day Poster Contest winner, by Taylor Hasley.

The Lakeland, 
Tennessee City seal 



Eric Bridges and son Jacob install a plaque on a memorial tree. 

Lakeland’s Zadie Kuehl Memorial Arboretum was established in 
2002 with an Urban and Community Forestry grant and has 35 
species represented to date.
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trees one day and managing conservation ease-
ments the next. That gives us the distinct pleasure 
of wearing our two favorite hats, urban forester and 
traditional forester. 

What are some misconceptions MAs from other 
parts might have about urban forestry in your 
neck of the woods? 

EB: People might think that West Tennessee is just flat 
cotton fields, but it is actually a remarkably diverse and 
beautiful part of the country. Appreciating the subtle-
ties in our woods can be difficult with the heat and 
humidity ... but walking through a bottomland cypress 
grove and climbing into an upland white oak cove is 
impressive no matter how bad the mosquitoes are bit-
ing. I think there is also a misconception that there is 
not an active forestry community in West Tennessee. 
Nick and I both have served as officers in the local 
Society of American Foresters (SAF) and Tennessee 
Urban Forestry Council chapters. We feel that the tradi-

and allow a broad scale analysis of resource trends 
across the landscape. 

The fourth step of our program is currently underway. We 
are updating our Land Development Regulations to part-
ly incorporate our conservation program. The new code 
is designed to utilize the Conservation Priority Maps to 
help determine where open spaces are located and how 
they connect across the landscape. These regulations 
will also dictate how the conservation areas will be man-
aged and/or restored. This is going to be a critical step 
in conserving our highest priority resources while still 
accommodating new development within the City. 

The final stage of our program will be to monitor our 
successes and failures and to use that information to 
improve the program. Nick and I are proud of how far 
we have come in four years with this program and think 
it will continue to evolve and improve! 

Of course, we are also proud of our urban forestry pro-
gram. We use i-Tree to calculate environmental benefits 
of our public tree population. And we are well on top of 
our street tree population, all 14 of them! Yes, that is 
how new we are. Our street tree population consists of 
14 Acer rubrum ‘Autumn Blaze’ and has been in place 
for about six months. But if I had to pick our best per-
former I would have to say #11 is doing quite well. 

An interesting component of our new code is the street 
tree standard that we developed using James Urban’s 
models for rooting space. This will give us a minimum 9-
feet-wide (2.74 m) tree lawn between the sidewalk and 
curb that is also free from utilities. That’s a lot of rooting 
space! I hope the future forester in Lakeland appreci-
ates the work we’ve put into building this system. We 
also have a City arboretum and memorial tree program, 
and we have been a Tree City USA for six years running. 
The combination of conservation and urban forestry 
that we’re practicing represents a new role for urban 
foresters, as urban ecologists! 

What are the unique challenges of urban forestry 
in Lakeland? The unique pleasures? 

EB: One of our unique challenges is that we provide 
these programs without a local property tax, so Nick 
and I constantly search for funding opportunities and 
ways to do more with less. While it can be frustrat-
ing, it has forced us to be extremely efficient. Another 
challenge that is not so unique is the amount of time 
and effort this conservation program takes. We work a 
ridiculous amount of hours—but we also realize that 
this is a unique opportunity upon which we must capital-
ize. The rewards will come. 

One of the unique pleasures is that we get to build 
our program from the ground up and make it unique 
to Lakeland. We are planting our very first street 



Lakeland seeks to establish connected conservation areas in its 
housing developments.
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tional and urban forestry communities are very active 
here and getting stronger every year. 

What are some technologies you’re utilizing? 

EB: We use GPS and GIS extensively. Our Natural 
Resources Inventory was digitized into the GIS. Then, 
utilizing the Natural Resources Assessment, our GIS 
operator created a model to combine these data sets 
into our Conservation Priority Maps. We use a Trimble 
GeoXH with subfoot accuracy to map our park inven-
tories. Also, we use i-Tree in our inventories and are 
working toward calculating environmental benefits to 
express just how much our citizens benefit from our city 
trees. We wouldn’t be as successful in our use of these 
applications if it wasn’t for the mentoring of Davey Tree’s 
Research Urban Forester Al Zelaya and Forest Service 
Technology Transfer Specialist Eric Kuehler. 

We also use old technology like clinometers and stereo-
scopes; we’ve even used a parallax bar. 

Have you or Nick attended MFI? 

EB: Nick has attended MFI. We felt that in order to do 
the level of work we are attempting we needed to have 
the best training possible. While there are numerous 
ways Nick uses MFI skills, the most important is in his 
sense of professionalism and pride in his career. Also, 
Nick and I are both ISA Certified Municipal Specialists. 

We’ve recently spent a great deal of effort trying to 
bring urban foresters and traditional foresters together. 
We hosted an SAF meeting where both arborists and 
foresters attended and got to know one another. The 
dynamic in the meeting was exciting. I really think we 
got more out of that meeting than we would have had 
we not mixed the groups together. We have so much in 
common it only makes sense to combine our efforts. 

What do you wish you had more time for in your job? 

EB: If I had more time (and money), I would do two 
things. I would ramp up a prescribed fire program to 
manage our natural areas, and I would start our own 
nursery. We need to show the world that we are in fact 
ecologists and what better way to do that than through 
restoration activities like fire. Plus, who doesn’t love 
a good prescribed burn? And what better way to pro-
mote the Right Tree, Right Place principle than by 
providing the right trees for the right places by growing 
them ourselves. 

What do you like to do on your own time? 

EB: My free time is spent with family and studying. My 
wife and eight-year-old son like to go camping and explore 
the wilderness of our backyard. I volunteer on different 
boards and committees within the area. It helps us net-
work and also gives back to the community. 

Anything else you want to be sure to share? 

EB: If we can share just one thing with fellow municipal 
arborists, it would be this: Get out in front of the debate 
on sustainability. Take a page from Gene Hyde’s book 
and push our profession from one of technical assis-
tance to one of professional leadership. It’s not always 
pleasant to take heat from an irate applicant, elected 
officials, or the public but it’s worth fighting for. You will 
leave a legacy of which your children can be proud. Lead 
our profession from urban forestry into urban ecology 
and raise the level of visibility for what we do.   

Key Words
Arbor Day 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Conservation Priority Maps
Conservation Program 
Eric Bridges
GIS

GPS 
Lakeland, Tennessee
Land Development Regulations
Natural Resources Assessment
Natural Resources Inventory 
Nick Bridgeman
Zadie Kuehl Memorial Arboretum

Lakeland Tennessee Quick Facts

Human population:  10,181

Street Tree population:  14

Park Tree population:  330 inventoried trees

UF Budget:    $36,182

UF Staff FTEs:    2 Foresters 
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A Million Trees

New York City is in the midst of a major planting initiative, 
MillionTreesNYC, with the ultimate goal of planting one 

million trees by the year 2017. Of the one million trees, 220,000 
will be street trees, 380,000 will be for reforestation efforts, and 
the remaining 400,000 will be planted on private property. The 
street trees get planted at 2.5-3 inch (63.5-76.2 mm) caliper. 

Since MillionTreesNYC was announced in 2007, the City’s 
planting program has had to quickly evolve. Annual street 
tree planting numbers increased from around 6,000 to over 
20,000. This led to many opportunities and challenges, 
including working with new contractors, training a new staff 
of foresters, and developing clear quantitative metrics to track 
the number of trees planted. Additionally, we asked, “Where 
will all of the trees come from?” 

Prior to the initiation of the million tree planting goal, New 
York City Parks & Recreation (NYCDPR) procured all the 
street trees through contractors who did the planting. Working 
through these intermediaries, NYCDPR got all of the trees 
from ten to fifteen nurseries within 100 miles of the City. 

However, we determined that this supply system was not going 
to meet NYCDPR’s future demand, and it had been speckled 
with a variety of difficulties. 

First and foremost, NYCDPR was not in direct control of the 
quality of trees, as they were sourced out by the contractors. 
Second, because there were many nurseries from which trees 
were being purchased, there were tree quality, pruning, and 
root ball size inconsistencies. Third, there were many species 
NYCDPR foresters specified that were unavailable or available in 
short supply. This shortage ultimately led to significant substitu-
tions and/or bad species recommendations for individual plant-
ing sites. Finally, many species that were available were not being 
grown to the specifications that were most compatible for New 
York City’s infrastructure. At the forefront of that list was the 
need for all trees to be limbed to a minimum of five feet (1.5 m). 

The Solution
NYCDPR needed a way of obtaining large quantities of trees that 
were grown to very specific standards and were of a consistent high 

Tree Procurement Contracts: New York City’s Quest for Amazing Trees
by Matthew Stephens, Senior Forester, New York City Parks and Recreation

Tree procurement contracts have allowed NYC to get trees grown to specific urban tree standards. The trees on the right are Carpinus 
betulus with limbs to the ground—how they are typically sold in the U.S. The trees on the left are limbed up for NYC’s use.
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quality. We brainstormed many potential solutions, including con-
tractual changes to the possibility of growing the trees in-house, 
but only one option seemed to be cost effective and realistic in 
such a short time frame: contractual relationships with nurseries. 
The City would create long-term contracts with nurseries to grow 
desired species of trees to very exacting standards. After a long and 
fairly complicated process of navigating through NYC government 
bureaucracy, tree procurement contracts were created. 

Once the contract was created, the next step was getting 
nurserypersons interested in becoming part of this business 
arrangement. We cold-called nurseries and visited trade shows 
to advertise this opportunity—but letting nurseries know the 
City wanted to buy five thousand trees a year was the easy part. 
The real challenge was to keep nurserypersons interested once 
they saw a 100 page document with terms like “upon request,” 
“chief contracting officer,” and “contract default.” Fast forward a 
few months and NYCDPR ended up with three fantastic nurs-
eries that are very well qualified to meet our current and future 
needs. The nurseries we contracted with are Moon Nurseries 
in Chesapeake City, Maryland, Schichtel’s Nurseries in Buffalo, 
New York, and Whitman Nurseries of Long Island, NY.

Contract Specifics
The contracts we created started in the spring of 2009 and contin-
ue until the spring of 2017. The contract indicates that NYCDPR 
will purchase a minimum number of trees each year but has the 
right to purchase more assuming the trees are readily available and 
meet specifications. If for any reason NYCDPR does not pur-
chase the minimum amount of trees, the nursery is able to collect 
compensation equal to five percent of their bid price per tree for 
each tree not purchased, provided it met specifications. 

The minimum number of trees each nursery is required to supply 
each year is approximately 5000; the minimum was given careful 
consideration and is less than NYCDPR anticipated usage to act 
as a buffer in the unpredictable world of annual government fiscal 
allocation. Before any nursery was awarded a contract each had to 
pass a stringent weeklong test to confirm the following:

• The nursery had experience growing and deliv-
ering trees to the quality standards specified.

• The nursery had a minimum amount of diverse 
tree species already growing and in the ground 
and was familiar with growing a vast majority 
of trees on the contract species list. 

• NYCDPR felt comfortable with each nursery 
business operation.

The contract requires NYCDPR personnel to tag all trees while they 
are in the ground. Each nursery is required to pay for NYCDPR 
personnel’s transport and accommodations during tagging. (This 
cost was to be worked into their bid price per tree.) Based on expe-
rience, NYCDPR knew that no single nursery had all of the trees 
at the quantities that the City desired. Therefore, each nursery was 
able to subcontract up to sixty percent of trees for the first three 
years and only up to twenty percent for each year after. 

A consistent batch of trees is delivered to New York City.

The consistency of rootballs has significantly increased with tree  
procurement contracts.



Each nursery is required to submit an annual work plan that 
summarizes the inventory of trees they have growing for 
NYCDPR and shows the year they are expected to be harvested. 
This annual plan is checked at least once a year by NYCDPR. 

Finally, all growing and shipping standards were specified in the 
contract, including how long each tree should be grown before 
being harvested, pruning requirements, branching height, and 
root ball sizes. Particular attention was paid to pruning require-
ments to guard against over- or under-pruning. 

Benefits
The contracts have been in effect for over a year, and a number 
of foreseen and a few unforeseen benefits have arisen. The single 
greatest benefit is that NYCDPR now has a steady supply of 
an amazingly wide diversity of trees that are being grown to 
the highest industry quality standards. The second benefit is 
the information NYCDPR now has: For the first time ever, 
NYCDPR knows in advance what quantity of every tree species 
is going to be available. There is also assurance that the same list 
of plants will be readily available until the contract expires in 
2017. Therefore, NYCDPR is better able to plan and allocate 
resources so that planting plans do not have to be revised or 
substitutions made, saving a great deal of time. This also ensures 
that each plant specified is truly the right plant for the right loca-
tion. In addition, NYCDPR now has a direct conduit into three 
impressive nurseries with a wealth of knowledge of street trees. 

Future
There have been many benefits that have arisen from the cre-
ation of this formal relationship. For example, it is expected 
that by next fall NYCDPR will be planting approximately 
400-500 goldenraintrees (Koelreuteria paniculata) a year. This 
tree formerly was planted at a rate of no more than fifty a year 
due to low availability. As the process continues to be refined, 
NYCDPR’s data will improve, and the City will be better able 
to track trends in the trees it is planting. If problems occur, 
NYCDPR will be able to track down the source, seek remedy, 
and provide valuable feedback to the industry on the trees that 
are successful in the urban landscape. 

Establishing these contracts has been a challenging process 
with many detours along the way, but the benefits are clear. 
From our experience thus far, it is clear the nursery industry 
is open to developing relationships with municipalities as long 
as the relationships are built on fair and reasonable terms that 
allow each party to prosper. New York City is proof that such a 
relationship can be successful. As NYCDPR continues towards 
its goal of planting one million trees, please consider replicating 
the relationship in one form or another in hopes that you will 
benefit from New York City’s quest for amazing trees.   

For more information, contact Matthew Stephens at  
matthew.stephens@parks.nyc.gov.  

KLYN NURSERIES, Inc.
3322 SOUTH RIDGE RD. • P.O. BOX 343

PERRY, OHIO 44081

TELEPHONE: (440) 259-3811

FAX: (440) 259-3338

1-800-860-8104

DOUG YATES
�����������������������������������

��������� ����������
dyates@klynnurseries.com

Call Doug to help determine your tree needs.

• 1800 Species and Cultivars in Catalog

• Excellent Reference and Information Guide

• Diverse Tree Inventory

������ ������������

klynnurseries.com

Password: route84

User Name: klyn

���� ����� ���� �� ���� ������� ����� �� ���� �
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In this issue…   Contributors

Jack McCabe is Regional Operations Manager 
for Davey Resource Group. He is on the Board 
of Directors for the Utility Arborist Association 
and the California Urban Forest Council.

Melanie Kirk is Assistant Professor and Extension 
Specialist in Urban Forestry for the Texas AgriLife 
Extension Department of Ecosystem Science and 
Management and a member of the MFI teaching 
team since its inception.

Lance Davisson is the Urban and Community 
Forestry Program Manager for the State 
of New Mexico. He is a graduate of the 
2009 Municipal Forestry Institute and an ISA 
Certified Arborist.

Delia B. Juncal is the City of Oceanside, 
California Landscape Development Coordinator. 
She is an ISA Certified Arborist and Certified 
Urban Forester.  

Eric Bridges is an SAF Certified Forester and an 
ISA Certified Arborist and Municipal Specialist. 
He earned a B.S. in Forestry from Colorado State 
University and is currently a graduate student in 
Urban Ecology at the University of Memphis. 

Gordon Mann is a past SMA Board Member 
and operates Mann Made Resources 
Consulting Arborists out of Auburn, California. 
He currently serves as the SMA’s ASC A300 
Committee Representative. 

Scott Maco is an urban forester with the Davey 
Institute-Davey Tree Expert Company’s center 
for research and development, technical ser-
vices, education and training, and environ-
mental compliance.

Matt Stephens is a Senior Forester for the New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation. 
He graduated from the Longwood Graduate 
Program with a Masters in Public Horticulture, 
is an ISA Certified Arborist, and has extensive 
experience working with municipal and not-for-
profit greening organizations.

Jack McCabe

Matt Stephens
York City Department of Parks and Recreation. 



Other times, relocating or modifying the sidewalk can 
reduce the need to prune roots.

New construction and design can provide ample space 
for the two infrastructure elements (tree and sidewalk) 
to co-exist. However, existing sites may not have the 
necessary space to allow for retrofit design solutions 
that increase the distance between the tree trunk and 
the sidewalk. 

Solutions and Innovations 

In mitigating sidewalk-tree root conflicts, once the deci-
sion is made to retain the tree, managers have to weigh 

Asphalt paving—side form not required 
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In future issues of City Trees, Gordon 
Mann will provide detailed case studies of  
sidewalk-root conflict mitigation. This article 
is an introduction to the topic. 
In May 2009, Sunnyvale, California Urban Landscape 
Manager Leonard Dunn and I cooperated on a Western 
Chapter ISA presentation giving an overview of the lat-
est practices related to sidewalks and trees. Comments 
received in response to my SMA Listserve posting about 
this topic along with information from research projects 
supported our presentation and this article. 

The scope of the sidewalk and tree conflict is very large. 
In the U.S., the cost of repairing sidewalks character-
ized as being damaged by trees is in the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. In California alone, the amount of 
damage has been reported at $70 million by the Center 
for Urban Forest Research. 

This article offers an overview for municipal arborists 
and engineers of ways to improve the relationship and 
longevity of trees growing near sidewalks, streets, and 
driveways. Although written with a focus on the public 
rights-of-way, the information is applicable to private 
property and new developments. 

The Essential Conflict 

There are two types of interactions between trees and 
sidewalks: 

• Trunk flare damage where the actual flare of 
the trunk lifts the sidewalk

• Root damage where a root emanating from 
the tree has caused damage to the sidewalk

The sole cause of trunk flare damage is a lack of space. 
The sidewalk is actually in contact with and lifted or 
offset by the enlarging trunk. Increasing the distance 
between the tree and sidewalk is the optimum way to 
mitigate the trunk flare sidewalk damage while retaining 
the tree. There are no opportunities to root-prune in this 
situation. If the decision is to remove the tree, unless 
the site design is modified or a much smaller size-clas-
sification tree is planted, the same damage should be 
expected in the future.

Shallow and surface roots and their radial growth 
increase cause sidewalk displacement. Sometimes 
the conflicting shallow or surface roots may be pruned. 

Sidewalks and Roots: Mitigating the Conflict—An Overview
by Gordon Mann, Consulting Arborist, Mann Made Resources, Auburn, California  
Photos by Gordon Mann except where noted 

Can you tell which segments are the rubber panels? 
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tree removal avoidance vs. tree preservation. With tree 
removal avoidance, the intent is to maintain tree stabil-
ity and avoid mitigation that contributes to tree failure. 
Tree decline or death, although not desirable, can be 
managed. Tree removal avoidance typically involves root 
pruning and re-grading—for instance, cutting roots more 
severely than accepted standards. 

By contrast, the tree preservation approach focuses on 
protecting the tree for optimum condition and longevity. 
The chief concern is to avoid injury or decline to the 
tree. An example of tree preservation is relocating the 
sidewalk and minimizing excavation into the root area 
while completing the repair.

In the relationship between trees and sidewalks, choice 
of sidewalk material is a major consideration. The dis-
advantage of a rigid material such as concrete is that 
one lift point pries and raises the entire section, caus-
ing the section to be offset. This can create displace-
ment height greater than the actual root lift. Alternatives 
to concrete provide the benefits of less excavation, 
increased porosity, and the ability to allow roots to grow 
in the base materials. 

The disadvantage with materials that require an edge 
border for support is that the rigid edge can be raised in 
a fashion similar to concrete. Edge borders include the 
footing on tree grates and side forms on brick, interlock-
ing pavers, decomposed granite, and rubber panels. 

The ability to repair future damage by reusing the same 
materials reduces the future maintenance and repair 
costs. Additionally, from a sustainability perspective, 
there is less material going to the landfill. Another 
advantage of repair vs. replacement is that site appear-
ance remains more consistent over time.

The sidewalk materials in common use at the time of this 
writing and their plusses and minuses follow. All materi-
als can be ADA compliant if designed/installed properly.

Concrete On the plus side, this accepted standard mate-
rial is solid, doesn’t need an edge treatment, and can 
be permeable, reinforced, tinted, textured, and shaped 
and formed into curves around trees. It also can be lev-
eled by slab jacking and grinding raised edges. On the 
minus side, it is rigid and not reusable, is usually not 
very porous, and depending on soil conditions and build-
ing codes may require a 4-inch-thick (10 cm) compacted 
base beneath 4-inch-thick sections. This often means 
removal of roots, impacting tree health and stability.

Asphalt Asphalt has a lot of advantages. It is low in 
cost, thinner than concrete, and easily paved, shaped, 
and repaired. It should not need an edge form after pav-
ing. It can be coated with a cement dust that absorbs 
oils and lightens color to reduce heat absorption. It can 
also be stamped and tinted. Asphalt doesn’t require a 
thick base when used for a walking surface. It can be 
placed over roots and can be permeable. Finally, it can 
be used as a ramping or topping material to alleviate 
a raised/offset concrete area, though ramping patches 
don’t last long in regions that experience harsh winters 
with freeze and thaw cycles. On the down side, it heats 
up in sun and becomes soft, it has a shorter lifespan 
than concrete, it is not reusable, and its appearance is 
not always desirable.

Tree Grates Tree grates provide space around the tree 
as long as the trunk or root flare of the tree doesn’t 
grow into the grate opening. The opening can be 
enlarged by cutting the grate material but many cities 
fail to keep up with this requirement. On the downside, 
the grates must sit in a concrete footing. If the grate is 
4 or 5 feet/1.2 to 1.5 m square, the space between the 
footing and trunk and roots is inadequate, and grates 
can be lifted. Also, grates and installation are one of the 
most expensive treatments.

Bricks over Sand This common material, mid-range in cost, 
and offering many colors can be placed over roots, shaped 

Concrete damage by tree roots before repair ... ... and after repair: there is now extra space around the tree. 
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or curved, and is reusable. It’s more attractive than some 
treatments. On the minus side, it requires a rigid side form 
(wood or concrete), which can be lifted by roots. Bricks 
don’t interlock, so individual bricks can be offset and not 
level. It is mid-range on the thickness scale.

Interlocking Pavers The advantages of these are that 
they are flexible, reusable, shape-able, and decorative 
and can use a sand base and lay over roots. Permeable 
pavers are available. A disadvantage is that they need 
a concrete or rigid edge band on all sides to hold them 
in place and this band can be lifted by tree roots. They 
are mid to upper level on the thickness scale. Also, 
interlocking pavers usually require higher maintenance 
to keep them looking attractive.

Decomposed Granite, a.k.a. Fine Rock Dust This mate-
rial is low cost and easily maintained by adding more or 
by grading. A binder can be used to help keep it together. 
Its border can be shaped, it can lay over roots, and it 
doesn’t need a deep base. On the minus side, it requires 
an edge band on the sides to hold it in place, and this 
band can be lifted by roots. Also, the surface needs 
more maintenance and it has the potential for dust to 
be tracked into homes and businesses. It can erode on 
slopes. The appearance may not be acceptable in some 
urban settings. This is mid to upper level on the thick-
ness scale and once compacted is not very porous.

Rubber Panels or Pavers On the plus side, rubber 
panels come from recycled materials and are flexible, 
thin (around 2 inches/5.08 cm), and reusable. They 
can be easily cut to shape around trees and can be 
placed directly over roots. The base material can be 
filled in around roots and graded prior to laying the rub-
ber panel. Also, rubber panels can be manufactured to 
appear similar to concrete. On the minus side, edge 
treatment may be needed and if grade undulates (as 
in rolling hills), its edges may not match perfectly. 
Another disadvantage is that most installations are not 

designed for vehicle traffic. This material is on the lower 
end of the thickness scale.

Poured-in-Place Rubber Forms for this material may be 
removed after the product cures and it can be poured 
over roots. Other advantages are that it can be shaped 
or curved, can be placed in thinner sections (2 inch), 
it doesn’t need a thick base, is permeable, and one 
can color the top surface for enhanced appearance. 
Disadvantages are that it is not reusable (no track 
record I am aware of), it is softer/more squishy than 
formed rubber panels (may be even softer in hot cli-
mates), and its cost or contractor availability varies 
greatly by location. Another disadvantage is that most 
installations are not designed for vehicle traffic. This 
material is on the lower end of the thickness scale.

Polymer-Bonded Aggregate This attractive new mate-
rial consists of small aggregates of decorative stone 
that are glued together with a viscous polymer which 
forms a fairly thin, porous walking surface. It doesn’t 
need rigid side forms or a thick base. It can be shaped 
or curved and placed over roots. On the minus side, it 
is rigid—but repair may be made by cutting and patch-
ing. As a material, it hasn’t been on the market long 
enough for long-term evaluation. This material is on the 
lower end of the thickness scale, although if designed 
for vehicle traffic, it may be thicker.

Root Bridging This approach creates a space between 
the sidewalk material and the existing tree roots while 
still meeting ADA standards. A slope is created using 
posts, piers, or arch supports; the sidewalk material is 
laid on the supports to leave a gap and space for the 
roots to grow without lifting the sidewalk. The big advan-
tage of root bridging is that existing roots can be retained 
for health and stability. The bridging materials can vary, 
depending on height required, length of the repair area, 
and available budget. Common materials are wood, con-
crete, and composites. The main disadvantage of root 

Tree grate, with special effects! Trunk flare pushing out curb 
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Designed by:
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We’re Growing FAST
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Cut watering labor
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Dramatically
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places (and at times)

thought
possible!
you never

( )800 951-8123
Call today to find out more!

Available in 15, 25, 35 and 45 gallon
capacities, with costs ranging from
$7 to $18.
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continued on page 36…

bridging is that its design and construction is expensive. 
If the height of the bridge is equal to a step (6 to 8 inch-
es/15 to 20 cm), a railing may be necessary for safety. 
Sometimes soil can be used to match the edge of the 
bridge and remove the step-off potential.

Going Forward 

Innovative methods of administering a sidewalk repair pro-
gram are needed to achieve longer living trees and fewer 
conflicts. The approaches will require a good education com-
ponent to receive better engineer and citizen acceptance. 

Some examples of interim and transitional approaches 
include:

a) Planting new trees farther from the curb 
than the sidewalk (not just placing the tree 
in the center of a narrow planting strip)

b) Relocating sidewalks farther from the tree

c) Relocating curbs farther from the tree

d) Larger tree grate systems, moving the con-
crete footing farther from the tree

e) Larger space around the tree/moving the 
concrete farther away in a downtown plant-
ing; the space can be filled with many of the 
materials listed above

f)  Removing the sidewalk on one side of a 
residential neighborhood street

g) Obtaining easements to move sidewalks 
onto private property to provide more space 
for tree roots 

Selective root pruning in preparation for bolting steel plate
Photo by Leonard Dunn

Steel plates lag-bolted to live roots • Photo by Leonard Dunn

Sunnyvale’s Steel Plates

An innovative method practiced for more than 15 
years in Sunnyvale, California is to use steel plates 
to limit the future growth of the root towards the con-
crete improvement (see photo). Steel plates of 1/8” 
(3.2 mm) thickness are bolted on top of the root 
or placed on opposite sides of the root and bolted 
together, sandwiching the root. Future root growth 
cannot push the steel apart—rather, the root flat-
tens between the plates. Plates are placed under or 
adjacent to the sidewalk to strategically limit future 
radial growth. This technique is more expensive than 
root pruning and it takes time to perform the plate 
work. However, Sunnyvale has not had to return to 
these sites for root conflicts and the trees are more 
stable than if they were root pruned. 

Poured-in-place rubber, scored to look like concrete 
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342
reasons to visit the 
‘All New’ HunterTrees.com!

     85+ Varieties
     33 NEW Varieties for 2009/2010

Color photos of every variety and size we sell 
(342 and counting)
Detailed information about each variety including 
mature size, hardiness zone, and outstanding 
characteristics

     Current availability and prices for registered users

Everyone
gets to take advantage of our 
Quantity Discounts!

New customers are privy to the same discounts 
when purchasing multiple trees of the same variety. 
Discounts start at five trees per variety and 
accumulate to the level of 50+ trees.  Log on to 
www.huntertrees.com to find out more.

Buy direct
from the Grower and Save!

New Prices on many varieties. Take advantage 
of Hunter Trees premium quality and selections 
at unprecedented low prices!
Avoid the middle-man markup.

Hunter Trees, LLC is a producer of 
premium, field-grown shade trees, 
evergreen trees, and ornamental trees.

From our Talladega County, Alabama growing operation 
we offer a selection of sizes ranging from 1.5” to 7” caliper 
and 4’ to 30’ height to landscape professionals in USDA 
plant hardiness zones 5-9.

     85+ Varieties     85+ Varieties
     33 NEW Varieties for 2009/2010     33 NEW Varieties for 2009/2010

     Current availability and prices for registered users     Current availability and prices for registered users
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For sales contact:  Phillip Hunter, Toll Free: 866-348-6837, 866-TREEFAX, Cell: 205-296-6401
phillip@huntertrees.com
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The Nominations Committee is soliciting qualified SMA 
members for inclusion on the ballot for the office of Vice 
President beginning in 2011. When nominating, please 
consider the following leadership characteristics as well 
as the bylaw requirements, also listed below. 

• Proven performance. Leadership requires knowl-
edge, talent, skill, vitality, and the ability to make 
a difference. In the association environment, that 
translates into a solid track record of contributing 
to the success of programs, events, or projects.

• Commitment. Serving as an association leader 
is an honor and a reward—but it requires a dem-
onstrated commitment to the organization and its 
mission and goals.

• Time to serve. Participating fully in association 
activities requires extra time to prepare for, travel 
to, and attend meetings.

• Good health. The often hectic and strenuous pace 
of volunteer leadership requires a good mental and 
physical condition.

• Understanding of teamwork. Many people con-
tribute their efforts toward the realization of an 
association’s goals and objectives—no one does it 
alone. Well-developed interpersonal and communi-
cation skills are essential to effective teamwork.

• Sound judgment and integrity. In many instances, 
popularity brings potential leaders into the limelight 
of the association. But popularity must be tem-
pered with good judgment and integrity: decisions 
may need to be made that are not popular among 
the members.

• Communication and teaching skills. Current lead-
ers serve as mentors and teachers to future lead-
ers. Enthusiasm—a zest for serving the associa-
tion—is an important ingredient that leaders must 
be able to pass along to their successors.

• Ability to subordinate special interests. Leaders 
often emerge because of their special expertise or 
effective representation of a specific membership 
constituency. Leadership, however, may require 
subordinating those special interests for the great-
er good of the entire association.

• Exemplary personal conduct. Leaders’ behavior 
and attitudes can greatly influence others in the 
association. As a result, it’s vital for them to have 
and exhibit sensitivity to race, ethnicity, gender, age, 
and other human differences.

• Support systems. The extra effort required of vol-
unteer leaders involves a substantial time commit-
ment. Not only does this need to be understood by 
the person’s employer but also by his or her family 
and friends.

In addition to the previous leadership characteristics and attri-
butes, the following is required by SMA bylaws of nominees: 

For a member to be nominated for an office, he/she must have 
been a professional member in good standing for the last three 
(3) years and have attended one (1) of the past two (2) Society 
annual meetings, or have participated in an SMA-sponsored 
event such as ISA PA Day or the Municipal Forestry Institute, 
or have served on an SMA committee within the past two (2) 
years. Nominees for Vice President shall, in addition, have a 
minimum of three-(3) years’ experience in the employ of a 
governmental unit while providing arboricultural/urban forestry 
services and a minimum of one (1) year of experience as a 
member of the SMA Executive Board. 

To nominate someone, please email the following infor-
mation to Nominations Committee Chair Jay Banks at 
jbanks@leesburgva.gov before July 30, 2010:

1. Name, address, email address, and phone number of 
nominator

2. Name, address, email address, and phone number of 
nominee 

3. Nominee’s place of employment, title, and area of expertise 

4. Why is the individual a good candidate for the SMA Board of 
Directors?

5. Has this candidate had other nonprofit board experience? 

Call for Nominations for SMA Vice President Candidates 

NOW YOU CAN  
EARN CEUs ONLINE

Recognizing the high cost 
of traveling to conferences 
and workshops, the SMA 
Education and Website 
Committees have teamed 
up to offer our members 
the opportunity to earn 
Municipal Specialist CEUs 
right from the SMA web-
site. Each month we’ll be 
posting a new article or 
program with testing done 
right on the site. 

To take advantage of this new CEU  
opportunity, go to: www.urban-forestry.com
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SMA Membership Application

Application for Membership in the SMA
Please completely fill out and mail this INVOICE with payment to: 

 
International Society of Arboriculture
Membership Department
P.O. Box 3129
Champaign, IL 61826-3129
(217) 355-9411 (press 3 for membership) 
or email: membership@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 __________
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Name Company City State
Bruce W. Franklin Colorado State University HOPKINSVILLE KY
Edward E. Bartell  MOUNT HOREB WI
Elisabeth C. Miller Lib. University of WA - Urban Horticulture SEATTLE WA
Glenys Laws  HUNTERS HILL NSW
Rodney D. Thurman  CENTRALIA WA
(John) Chris Shaw Tree Care Products LLC BRISTOL TN
A. Jason Barto ArborDocs LLC KAMAS UT
Aaron T. Billard City of Langley LANGLEY BC
Blaine W. Peterson Wausau/Marathon County Park Dept. WAUSAU WI
Bradford Chase  DANVERS MA
Brandon R. Miller Baker Landscape Corp DELRAY BEACH FL
Candido Jimenez DFG Tree Experts Inc ENNIS TX
Christine Coon UCONN STAFFORD SPRINGS CT
Craig Hallam ENSPEC Environment & Risk ROWVILLE VIC
Craig Hinton  FRANKSTON VIC
Dave Brown North Coast Arborist Inc CARLSBAD CA
Doug Sharp  ESSENDON VIC
Gordon White Town of Okotoks OKOTOKS AB
Gretchen A. Musser Elements of Land Design SMYRNA GA
Guy M. Wallace City of San Carlos SAN CARLOS CA
Henry Haavisto  WARRADALE SA
James E. Schubert County of Sacramento SACRAMENTO CA
Jeff Hart City of Albuquerque ALBUQUERQUE NM
Jerry Moreno  EL MONTE CA
Jim Orr Orr’s Tree Service TOWACO NJ
John D. Sievers  GAITHERSBURG MD
Ken Colthurst  TECUMSEH ON
Kerry Gray City of Ann Arbor Systems Planning ANN ARBOR MI
Michael B. Harris  SHAWANO WI
Paul Jordan Legacy Consulting Arborist CLIFTON NJ
Ronald R. Hudson City of Little Rock LITTLE ROCK AR
Shane E. Tucker Prime Arbor Enterprises BRIGHTON MI
Shawn Walkington Village of Lake Zurich LAKE ZURICH IL
S.R. Menendez de Llano NYC Dept of Parks & Recreation LITTLE NECK NY
Stephen Thorpe Hobsons Bay City Council ALTONA VIC
Steven R. Udell W. H. Canon Inc WESTLAND MI
Tim Quinn  NEW WESTMINSTER BC
Tracy L. Porteous Town of Qualicum Beach QUALICUM BEACH BC
William Roy Killiam Farms Inc ROCKWALL TX
Andrew Sellers  APOPKA FL
Barry Duncil  RALEIGH NC

Welcome New SMA Members

Correction

In the Tree of Merit column on page 39 of the 
March/April 2010 issue of City Trees, we added 
the wrong Latin name in our editing process: 
Magnolia grandiflora is the correct Latin name for 
the southern magnolia in question, rather than M. 
virginiana. We apologize to the author and regret 
the error.

Login to the SMA Website… 

Login to access member-only sections like online forums, 
CEU opportunities, and archives of City Trees. 

To retrieve your SMA login username and password please 
visit www.urban-forestry.com and follow the instructions for 
the “Forgot your password?” feature on the login page.
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Partners Updates Utility Arborist Association 
Working Together in the Urban Forest: Part IV  
Partnerships That Work Outside the Right-of-Way 
by Jack McCabe, Regional Operations Manager, Western North America, Davey Resource Group

“People who work together will win, whether it 
be against complex football defenses, or the 
problems of modern society.” —Vince Lombardi

It has been over three years since representatives 
of the Society of Municipal Arborists, Utility Arborist 
Association, and National Arbor Day Foundation met to 
discuss ways that utility and municipal arborists could 
work together. We recognized at that first summit meet-
ing that both of our professions shared the common 
goal of improving the quality of life for the people in our 
communities. We also recognized that promoting part-
nerships and collaboration at all levels of our industry 
was a key to “winning” as professionals.

For the most part, these collaborations have focused on 
where the work is performed and where our profession-
al responsibilities overlap within the utility and public 
right-of-way. What about partnerships outside the right-
of-way? Are there places where utility and municipality 
partnerships are enhancing the extent and condition of 
the urban forest outside the wire zone? Definitely! 

One great example of successful municipal/utility part-
nerships outside the right-of-way is shade tree programs. 
These partnerships seek to strategically plant shade 
trees on the eastern, southern, and western sides of 
homes or buildings where they lower ambient tempera-
tures thereby decreasing the need for air conditioning. 
The community wins by the increase in tree canopy. The 
utility wins by reducing energy demand at its peak.

There are many great examples of these partnerships, 
but the partnership between Oncor, a privately owned 
utility in Texas, the City of Dallas, and the Texas Tree 
Foundation is particularly innovative. Through a combina-
tion of funding, resource sharing, and non-profit leader-
ship, the partnership is using the latest in aerial photog-
raphy, GIS technology, and remote sensing canopy analy-
sis to create a master plan to guide future tree planting 
called the Roadmap to Tree Planning and Planting. 

“This approach is to use the canopy analysis to iden-
tify potential host sites for tree planting, and we have 
identified over 1.8 million within the City of Dallas,” 
says Texas Tree Foundation Executive Director Janette 
Monear. “We then incorporate information from GIS 
like aspect, building orientation and utility lines to help 

identify the appropriate species and size to prioritize 
the planting based on potential benefits. The plan is 
site specific, and we can identify which sites are best 
for energy conservation, residential versus commercial, 
and right-of-way locations. We think it will serve as a 
model for similar partnerships around the nation.”

By partnering with the other organizations, Oncor will 
be assured that future tree plantings are in the most 
effective sites to help reduce the demand for energy. 
They will also be confident that newly planted trees do 
not create more work and costs for the line clearance 
program in the future. 

There is increased recognition at the federal level of 
the value that shade tree initiatives bring to society. 
Currently legislation being considered by the United 
States Congress as part of the Climate Bill will further 
increase opportunities for shade tree programs. As pro-
posed, The Energy Conservation through Trees Act (now 
included in a comprehensive Climate Bill) sponsored by 
Congresswoman Matsui from Sacramento, California 
identifies a process communities will need to under-
take in order to qualify for funds for shade tree planting 
initiatives. The legislation also recognizes the need for 
strong municipal/utility partnerships, as the inclusion 
of a utility arborist is one of several requirements for 
participants.

Utilities as a whole, but utilities owned and maintained 
by the private sector in particular, bring new perspec-
tives to tree planting initiatives. Because they operate 
as businesses, they bring ideas like shareholder value 
and return on investment that may have been missing 
in some shade tree programs. Tracking future results 
is going to be vital going forward. In the future, look for 
these partnerships to incorporate tools like canopy anal-
ysis to establish a baseline of tree canopy within a given 
service territory, and to allow for future comparisons. 

Shade tree projects represent a significant opportunity 
for partnerships between municipal and utility arbor-
ists, and they move beyond the traditional right-of-way. 
In many cases, these projects also bring in a third leg 
of the stool, the non-profits, whose grassroots work in 
the communities is critical. By working together, it’s not 
just the municipal and utility arborists, but all of society 
that will win.    
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Having just recently returned from my first 
direct experience with the Municipal 

Forestry Institute (MFI), I am taken with 
the incredible variety and energy evident in 
the 28 participants comprising the class 
of 2010. Professional urban foresters 

from around the country (and the world!) came together 
to develop and enhance their skills in remote, snowy 
Nebraska—and many of them paid their own way to do so. 
To me, this represents the dedication and commitment of 
our practitioners and it underscores the very reason that 
the Urban Forest Foundation (UFF) was created.

Some of the basic activities of the UFF include devel-
oping curriculum for training programs, facilitating the 
exchange of information among practitioners, planning 
workshops, seminars, institutes, and programs, train-
ing trainers to teach and lead these programs, and 
promoting the educational programs of the Society of 
Municipal Arborists. All of these stated activities can be 
summed up in one word: LEADERSHIP.

Leadership in urban forestry can take many forms. From 
leading locally in promoting and developing effective 
programs to leading in the profession, the UFF and SMA 
together provide the only clear path to professional urban 
forestry development for practitioners. Ample knowledge 
of arboriculture is but one part of the professional equa-
tion. Leadership skills involve effective communication, 
political skills, planning, and problem solving.

By helping to fund the MFI, the SMA Municipal Arborist 
Exchange, and other programs, the UFF is striving to help 
cement the urban forestry professional’s position as the cen-
ter of community, state, regional, and national leadership. 

To date, close to 300 individuals have completed MFI; 
a number which will continue to grow only as long as 
the curriculum is continued. Those 300 professionals 
have developed skills and abilities that will assist all of 
us who practice urban forestry by enhancing our profes-
sional reputations, leveraging our numbers to provide 
greater overall effectiveness, and providing leadership 
that will help define and configure urban forestry for the 
future. I urge all MFI graduates to support further lead-
ership training by contributing to the UFF.

Whether you’re an MFI grad or not, your tax deductible 
contribution to UFF will help continue this process of lead-
ership development. Consider it your personal leadership 
opportunity to enhance your own professional standing. 
Without the support of our own community of practice, we 
cannot continue to grow to the role we know to be ours. 
Remember, “A rising tide floats all boats.”    

LEADERSHIP AND THE URBAN FOREST FOUNDATION

by Steve Shurtz, Chairman,  
Urban Forest Foundation

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

Did you know that the US Forest Service 
shareware I-TREE Streets and ECO:

• 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 
output reports from I-TREE Streets 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



24 City Trees

SMA Board Member Tami Sadonoja 
received the 2009 SMA Award of Merit for her service to 
the Society and to the field of urban forestry. She hails from 
Hamilton, Ontario. 

Tell us about your educational and career trajectory. 
Tami Sadonoja: I graduated with an Honours Degree in 
Biological Sciences from Brock University. Once I became 
involved in urban forestry, I furthered my education by obtain-
ing my Ontario Diploma in Horticulture (Urban Forestry 
Specialization) from Guelph University. I am also an ISA 
Certified Arborist, Utility Specialist, and Municipal Specialist. 

I was initially hired by the City of Hamilton as a gardener. Every 
winter the gardeners were transferred to the City’s Forestry 
Section to perform grid pruning. Once I became involved in 
climbing and tree maintenance, I was hooked and soon trans-
ferred to Forestry. 

After a few years, a technical position opened up which eventu-
ally developed into my current role as Forest Health Technician. 
This enabled me to utilize more of my formal training. 

Tell us about your position now. What do you wish you 
had more time for? 

TS: In my position, I am very fortunate to be involved in a wide 
variety of urban forestry initiatives. Currently, I am assisting in the 
testing of customized software to manage our street tree inventory 
and am coordinating an urban forest canopy analysis. However, 
now that Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) has been positively identified 
in Hamilton, my focus will be on that for the next few years. 

I love the fact that my job, as well as the industry, is always 
evolving and there are opportunities to learn something new 
everyday. I wish I could find more time to spend in the field to 
study and observe our urban trees and how they respond to the 
different stresses they are subjected to. 

What is Hamilton known for? 
TS: When outsiders think about the City of Hamilton, many 
conjure up visions of the numerous steel factories that have 
traditionally been the backbone of this city. Although heav-
ily immersed in industry, Hamilton provides so much more to 
those individuals who take the time to discover it. 

Hamilton is extremely fortunate to have one of the world’s 
most unique natural wonders running through it, the Niagara 
Escarpment. This feature has been declared a world biosphere 
reserve by UNESCO. The escarpment provides perfect geo-
logical conditions for waterfalls to occur, allowing Hamilton to 
redefine its image from steel town to “The City of Waterfalls.” 

Board Member Profile: Tami Sadonoja

Tami Sadonoja on her hike up Mount Kilimanjaro via the Umbwe Route in Tanzania 
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SMA ONLINE STORE NOW OPEN
Show your SMA pride!

Wishing for some great SMA logo gear? Then look no 
further. The SMA Web Store is now online, featuring 
shirts, caps, patches, lapel pins and more. We think 
you’ll find some things you’ll like at prices you can 
appreciate. Show the world you’re an SMA member.

The Web Store is managed by Global Promotions 
& Incentives, LLC, a company that specializes in 
online sales and marketing. Global PAI provides 
quality merchandise on a secure site.

To Visit the SMA Web Store Now 
Just visit www.urban-forestry.com and scroll down to 
the web store link. Once you’re on the web store click 
the “Product Gallery” link to make your selections.

We’re interested in your response to these items, 
plus we’d like to hear from you about other items 
you’d like for us to offer. Remember, we’re here to 
serve our SMA members!

DON’T FORGET – YOU WON’T  
FIND THESE ITEMS  
ANYWHERE ELSE!online

With over 125 waterfalls and cascades, a hike along the escarp-
ment is picture-perfect any time of year. 

How have you been involved in SMA? What has your 
involvement meant to you?
TS: I initially joined SMA back in 2003. At that time, Lloyd 
Burridge was serving on the SMA Board. He spoke very highly 
of the organization and persuaded the municipal arborists in 
Ontario to join. He praised the Arborist Exchange Program and 
encouraged us to put in an application. I subsequently joined 
SMA and applied to be considered for an exchange; I was accept-
ed and went to Charlotte, North Carolina the following year. 

After a couple of years, I joined the Editorial Review Committee 
and became more actively involved in the organization. I was elect-
ed to the Board last year after serving one term to fill a vacancy. I 
find it energizing to work with so many like-minded and talented 
individuals who care deeply about the profession. I consider myself 
very fortunate to have so many new mentors and friends. 

What was your first SMA conference and most memo-
rable one? 
TS: The first SMA conference I attended was held in Denver, 
Colorado in 2004; however, I would have to say that two sub-
sequent conferences stand out for me. In 2005, the Society met 
in Windsor, Ontario, and having the conference close to home 
enabled my Ontario colleagues to experience firsthand what 
SMA is all about. They no longer had to listen to me sing the 
praises of the organization. It was also during this conference that 
many of us saw for the first time the devastating effects of EAB. 

I will never forget last year’s conference in Savannah, Georgia. 
I was completely surprised to be presented with the Award of 
Merit. It is the highlight of my career and made for a most mem-
orable evening, which included my acting debut as Redbud.

Can you comment on Canada’s national urban forestry 
outlook? 
TS: In Canada, the responsibility of the urban forest lies solely 
with municipal government. There is no funding and little sup-
port at the provincial or federal level. When municipal budgets 
experience shortfalls, urban forestry programs are often impact-
ed. This makes it difficult enough to effectively manage an 
urban forest; however, when invasive alien species such as EAB 
or gypsy moth infest the trees in a city, the resulting financial 
impacts can devastate an already strapped budget. 

Since over eighty percent of Canadians live in urban areas, it 
concerns me that our senior levels of government do not sup-
port urban forestry initiatives.

What do you like to do in your free time?
TS: I am very passionate about traveling as well as continuing 
my education, either for personal interest or career develop-
ment. I enjoy experiencing different countries and cultures and 
I make a conscious effort to get off of the beaten path in order to 
get a true feel of a country and the people who live there.    

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

     > DRIVE to Vermeer Stores
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Thanks to 2010 sponsors 

• Davey Resource Group

• Wane3000 Tree Systems

• City of Savannah, GA

How Do I Apply?
Join SMA and obtain the application on-line at:

 www.urban-forestry.com 

Mail applications to:

Society of Municipal Arborists  
c/o Douglas Still
Roger Williams Park, 
Dalrymple Boathouse
1000 Elmwood Avenue
Providence, RI 02905

Or fax them to: (401) 941-5920 

Applications (or any questions) can also 
be sent by email to dstill@providenceri.
com. Note that due to City spam fil-
ters, you may have to send your appli-
cation twice. Answers must be clearly 
numbered, with none omitted, and all 
application instructions followed.

What Is the Deadline?
All applications must be received 
by September 17, 2010. 
Awardees will be notified by 
December 1, 2010. The time-
frame for the exchanges will be 
determined by the participants, 
with assistance from SMA pro-
gram coordinators.

What Is Required?
Participants will spend at least one full 
work week with the host city’s forestry 
department or arborist. Each partici-
pant will be required to write an article 
for the SMA journal City Trees about 
what he or she learned and expe-
rienced for the interest of the SMA 
membership.

What Is the Exchange Program?
SMA is offering an exchange program for municipal arborists locat-

ed around the world. SMA and contributing sponsors will fund airfare 
and basic expenses for professional exchanges within the next year, 

which will take place in spring or summer of 2011. Each participant 
will spend at least one week visiting and working with another city’s for-

estry department. An “exchange” may be “two-way,” meaning that paired 
participants take turns hosting the other, or “one-way,” where a selected 

participant only visits a willing host city identified and approved by SMA.

Why Sponsor an Exchange Program?
The purpose is to create a way for municipal arborists to exchange 

urban forestry expertise, management ideas and technology through 
“in-person” contact and on-site experience. What better way to find 

out how other forestry practitioners operate than to spend time with 
each other? We have much to learn from other programs in our own 

countries and around the world, and we each have much to offer. Not 
only will the program facilitate the transfer of knowledge, it will help foster 

an international community of municipal arborists.

Who Can Apply?
A candidate must be a member of SMA. One can apply immedi-

ately upon joining. A candidate must be employed within the urban 
forestry profession, preferably as a municipal arborist, for at least two 

years. Knowledge of a second language is helpful but not essential, 
although the application must be submitted in English. For a two-way 

exchange, a chosen participant (or the host municipality) must be able to 
provide lodging for the visiting participant (private homes are encouraged). 

The willingness to host a visiting municipal arborist increases the chance of 
being selected.

Exchange Program

www.urban-forestry.com apply on-line!

estry department. An “exchange” may be “two-way,” meaning that paired 
participants take turns hosting the other, or “one-way,” where a selected 

only will the program facilitate the transfer of knowledge, it will help foster 

Municipal Arborist

How Will Selections Be Made?
Two-way exchange pairings will be made by our selection commit-

tee on a “best match” basis. The number of participants will depend 
on available funding. Selected participants will most likely be from cities 

of similar size and climate, and speak a shared language. Ideally, each 
forestry program will have or do something that the other can learn from 

– a unique or exemplary program, site condition, problem, etc. The selec-
tion committee will consider if an applicant wishes to have an exchange with 

someone from a preferred city, country, or region. Municipal arborists from 
communities participating in the Sister City International Program that propose 

an exchange with a sister city are especially encouraged to apply. One-way 
exchange selections will be based on the applicant’s programmatic needs and 

the potential for a viable learning experience.
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As professionals who work in the urban forest, we 
often talk about the need for cooperation and 

collaboration. We also become frustrated when we 
are unable to obtain the cooperation we seek, often 
blaming the city arborist or utility arborist for just not 
being willing to work together. Common sense would 
tell us that more can be done through cooperation 
and collaboration. The leadership of the Society of 
Municipal Arborists (SMA) and the Utility Arborist 
Association (UAA) recognized this three years ago 
when they hosted a summit to begin to address these 
issues and find ways to work together. The first two 
summits were very successful with the development 
of a memorandum of understanding between the two 
associations. In addition, a web-based toolbox was 
developed to provide tools to help municipal and 
utility arborists form partnerships and work together 
to improve the urban forests. The two organizations 
also publish informative articles in each other’s 
newsletters. 

The SMA and UAA felt very good about our success-
es. Unfortunately, we have not seen this translate 
as well as we would like at the community level. One 
of the partners at the summit was the Arbor Day 
Foundation. In 2007, the Arbor Day Foundation (ADF), 
with support from The Home Depot Foundation and 
in partnership with the Alliance for Community Trees 
(ACT), started the Partners in Community Forestry 
National Conference. This urban forestry conference 
has a primary mission of engaging a comprehensive 
group of urban forest constituents to encourage part-
nerships, collaboration and learning in the advance-
ment of community trees. The SMA, UAA, ACT and 
the ADF believe this conference is the perfect place 
to cultivate these partnerships and thanks to a 
grant from National Urban and Community Forestry 
Council, we are willing to put our money where our 
mouth is. 

In 2010 and 2011, the Arbor Day Foundation will 
work with the three partner organizations (ACT, SMA 
and UAA) to select from a pool of applicants 21 
partnership teams to receive scholarships for the 
Partners in Community Forestry Conference. These 
“City Teams” will be the perfect tool to help you as 
the professional arborist in the community to reach 
out to a non-traditional partner that can lead to a 
long term partnership that will help you in your role 

City Teams – A Win-Win for the Urban Forest
By Derek Vannice, Utility Arborists Association Executive Director and Jerri LaHaie, Society of Municipal Arborists 
Executive Director 

in enhancing the quality of the urban forest. 

The real success of this scholarship program will 
be determined by what happens after the meeting. 
Continued involvement in their communities is really 
what it is all about. The recipients will be encour-
aged to work together and learn from each other. At 
the 2011 conference, selected City Teams will be 
invited to present and share their models of success 
with the entire conference delegation. Even if you do 
not receive a scholarship, this will be a great oppor-
tunity for you to get additional tools so that when you 
go back to your community you can reach out and 
create your own city team.

The SMA and UAA understand that our members 
must serve as the leaders in enhancing the quality 
of the urban forest. We also understand that this 
cannot be done alone. We must work with some of 
our traditional partners like volunteer tree organiza-
tions but we must also learn to reach out to more 
non-traditional partners like city planners, chambers 
of commerce, sustainability officers, and service 
groups. The list is endless and will certainly vary 
community to community. 

Municipal arborists and utility arborists are the pro-
fessionals in communities who understand that trees 
are good, trees need care and arborists care for 
trees. Our jobs get easier when we have others in the 
community who are advocates for what we need to 
do. So, what are you waiting for, take the lead in your 
community and make your job easier.   

WANT TO WRITE FOR 

CITY TREES? 
Send an e-mail to City Trees Editor 

Michelle Sutton at: 

CityTrees@rochester.rr.com  
and request the Writer’s Guidelines.
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Keep up with SMA news and updates on Twitter 
and Facebook. Discover a new way to stay con-

nected, share information, and interact with your 
peers and urban forestry friends. Find out what 

you’re missing. Just follow SMAonline.

In late March the ANSI A300 committee will have met 
for our spring 2010 meeting in beautiful downtown 

Baltimore, Maryland. The main tasks will have been 
the discussion of and voting on the two draft reviews 
for Parts 2 (Fertilization) and 9 (Risk Management). 
Since this article has been written in advance of the 
meeting, check the SMA website bulletin board for 
updates.

I want to thank everyone who took the time to review 
the standard and submit questions, comments, and 
suggestions for Parts 2 and 9. The A300 standards 
review process is an industry consensus approach 
that is reinforced by your participation. The A300 stan-
dards are the industry standards used to write speci-
fications. We can expand the use of the standards 
to also write permit requirements, ordinances, and 
policy protocols in our agencies. Consider them the 
equivalent of your agency’s engineering standards. 
I would appreciate seeing more ordinances, permit 
conditions, and management plans refer to tree main-
tenance work being performed in accordance with the 
most current A300 standard.

The main discussion thus far around Part 2 
(Fertilization) has been about the inclusion of more 
soils management into the standard. Everyone I spoke 
with supports the broadening of the fertilization stan-
dard to include more about soils, the medium most 
fertilizer is placed into. The Part 2 draft is located 
at: www.tcia.org/standards/Part9/A300Part2Drft4-V1-
PubRevFormat.pdf.

The draft of Part 9 creates a new standard, Risk 
Management. I supported the inclusion of a standard 
to set parameters on the arborist’s role in assessing 
tree risk. We arborists are able to observe and make 
findings on tree structure, defects, poor workmanship, 
species-related diseases, decay, and growth respons-
es to injuries. Almost every tree has a defect, but not 
every tree requires removal based on that defect. 

The Part 9 standard speaks to how we arborists go 
about observing trees and how we define the scope 
of our performance of risk assessment. It gives defini-
tions and descriptions for levels of risk assessment. 
As municipal arborists, our risk assessments occur 
daily and every time we look at a tree, but there are 
limits on what we can see from a drive-by, or from 
an individual tree visual observation, or from more 

extensive inspections involving excavation and equip-
ment to perform invasive and non-invasive inspection, 
or even from aerial inspections. Just walking onto a 
property or driving by trees should not require us to 
be responsible for every tree on the property or street 
if that was not our explicit assignment.

The most fervent comments I’ve received about Part 
9 revolve around the amount of experience an arborist 
should have to be qualified to perform a risk assess-
ment. The Part 9 draft is located at www.tcia.org/stan-
dards/Part9/A300Part9Drft1-V1-PubRev.pdf. 

As always, please continue to review the standards. 
Each standard is scheduled to be reviewed on a five-
year cycle. Also, please let me know if you have any 
questions or comments. 

I thank Nolan Rundquist from Seattle who is serving 
as the SMA A300 alternate and is doing a great job. 
Set standards high! –Gordon   

SMA ANSI A300
Representative Report
by Gordon Mann, SMA A300 Representative
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—Scott Jamieson
Bartlett Tree Expert Company, IL

The Consultant’s Consultant

“I may not know 
all the answers.
But by consulting 

fellow ASCA
members,

I’m sure to
get them.”

Whether you’re interested in building 
a consulting career or just looking to 

interact with other consultants, you won’t 
find a better resource than ASCA. Join 

today at www.asca-consultants.org or call 
301.947.0483 and get all the answers.



I am an overseas reader who, 
like many of my colleagues, has 

a keen interest in the information 
i-Tree provides. Could you clarify 
whether the i-Tree tools are appli-

cable outside the U.S.? 

Urban forestry professionals are a close 
knit group and word of successful prac-
tices tend to travel quickly. So it is no 
surprise that interest in i-Tree has peaked 
this past year on the heels of projects that 
have proven that the information i-Tree pro-
vides—namely quantifying ecosystem ser-
vices—plays a critical role in improving our 
understanding of how trees function in cities 
and gaining support for tree programs. 

Whether you are in the U.S., Spain, China, 
Chile, or Australia, it’s hard to ignore head-
lines such as, “US Benefit Analysis Snared 
Over $220m for Trees” (Horticulture Week, 
10/1/2009). While this New York City refer-
ence may be an exception, it is becoming the 
norm that i-Tree users who conducted a project 
two or three years ago are now starting to see 
the fruits of their labor and are sharing their 
success stories of using i-Tree information to 
defend budgets and support new planting pro-
grams—and the world is watching!

A couple of years ago, you probably could have 
counted the number of international requests 
for i-Tree on your hands and feet. Today, however, 
i-Tree is in the hands of nearly 1,000 people out-
side of the U.S., accounting for about 15% of all 
i-Tree requests and growing steadily. The problem, 
of course, is that while urban forest management 
issues in any language can often be translated into 
common themes, assessment and analysis tools 
do not always transfer as easily.

i-Tree is no exception. The tools were developed 
using domestic standards for data collection, cli-
matic, and geographic parameters. For example, 
without the availability of tree diameter measured at 
4.5 feet or local air pollution data measured hourly, 
there can be no meaningful i-Tree analysis conducted. 
Before running out to start an international project, it 
is imperative to know, minimally, whether you have the 

means and resources to acquire the required field and 
environmental data. Beyond required data, you must 
understand the limitations of the two primary i-Tree 
analysis tools—Eco and Streets—outside the U.S. 

The tool least amenable to use outside the U.S. is i-
Tree Streets—the tool specific to assessing street tree 
populations. Benefit calculations for this application are 
based on regionally specific tree growth measurements, 
hourly climate and air pollution concentration data, and 
building and energy information from reference cities 
representing U.S. climate zones. 

To calculate tree-related benefits for your city, Streets 
must know what species are most likely to be found in 
your region, how much the trees are expected to grow 
and what leaf area they will have. The application also 
uses building, energy use, land use, and climate infor-
mation to calculate trees’ functionality. These factors 
are fixed by reference city conditions for each climate 
zone—and can vary a great deal from region-to-region 
in the U.S., let alone continent-to-continent. Because 
these data don’t exist outside the U.S. within Streets, 
any analysis you conducted would lack regional field 
data to support it. That being said, and while there is 
no facility for calculating error associated with trees out-
side the specified climate zones, an order of magnitude 
estimate of benefits is possible. But it is up to you to 
understand the assumptions you would be making and 
whether or not the results will be valid for their intended 
use.

By contrast, i-Tree Eco not only allows you to assess the 
urban forest beyond street trees, it doesn’t rely solely 
on regional reference city data averages for estimating 
benefits. Eco analyses require local inputs of weather, 
air pollution, and field data including detailed tree and 
canopy cover measurements. These data are all locally-
based measurements that are not estimated by the 
application. As such, Eco’s relevance and applicability 
to non-U.S. locations make it the tool of choice.

To date, approximately 25 cities in 9 countries outside 
the U.S. have conducted Eco analyses. They have been 
able to utilize the tool by doing a little extra legwork than 
their American counterparts and accepting the bounds 
and limitations with which Eco models and reports 
results. Stateside users need not submit local weather 
and air pollution data, for example, but international 
users must obtain comparable data sets and submit 

Digging into i-Tree 
 
with Scott Maco, Urban Forester, The Davey Institute 
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them following precise formatting protocol. Overseas 
users must also change some of their traditional data 
collection techniques and definitions to adhere to field 
data collection protocols such as land use and DBH 
that were defined for domestic audiences. Further, the 
monetary valuation of air pollution or carbon sequestra-
tion, for example, are based on externality values, or 
the social and environmental costs, of these pollutants 
in the United States. Though these values may not be 
applicable to international users, they can be recalcu-
lated where local valuation methods exist.

Unfortunately, willingness to do the extra work that is 
needed for international Eco projects is not all that is 
necessary. You also need to accept that some compo-
nents of the model will simply not be transferrable with 
any degree of certainty. Energy and structural value are 
the two notable examples. As with Streets, the energy 
model component can be run for any tree population, 
but it assumes climate zones, building types and energy 
use, and emission factors from the U.S. Similarly, the 
structural valuation in Eco is calculated based on for-
mulae and regional ratings factors specific to the CTLA 
(Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers) tree valua-
tion method—a U.S. standard.

The international users that have used i-Tree do so 
because they are rewarded with information that they 
wouldn’t otherwise be able to obtain, including esti-
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reduce water maintenance 
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mates of leaf area and biomass, carbon sequestration 
and storage, air pollution removal, and releases of 
biogenic volatile organic emissions. The model limita-
tions noted above highlight the significant work and 
understanding that is required of an international Eco 
project. While everything from gathering local data to 
processing time may be longer from start to finish, 
and outputs and their relevance may be somewhat 
diminished when compared with typical U.S. projects, 
i-Tree Eco is adaptable and applicable. For those willing 
to take the time to understand the model—its require-
ments and assumptions—Eco can provide scientifically 
defensible outputs that quantify structure and function 
of the urban forest.    

This is the cover of a recent 
i-Tree Eco-based report on 
the ecosystem services of 
Barcelona, Spain’s urban forest 
conducted by Lydia Chaparro 
and Juame Terradas of the 
Centre for Ecological Research 
and Forestry Applications, 
University of Barcelona, Spain. 

i-Tree Eco reported air pollution removal by trees of Barcelona, 
Spain,reported in metric tones and valued in Euros (1 Euro = 1.4 
USD) (Chaparro and Terradas, 2009).

i-Tree is in the public domain and is freely acces-
sible by visiting www.itreetools.org.

“Digging into i-Tree” is meant to be an ongoing 
forum for Scott Maco to field questions from SMA 
members about the i-Tree suite of tools. Please 
send general questions you would like answered in 
this column to digging@itreetools.org. 

Note: Questions submitted to the above address 
will not be answered personally, and not all 
questions can be addressed in the column. 
Technical i-Tree support is available by visiting:  
www.itreetools.org/support.
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Six years ago I was invited to become a member of 
a core group that wanted to develop something cut-

ting edge and found nowhere else in the word—a train-
ing institute for municipal foresters. I quickly agreed—if 
nothing else, just to see what grand idea these people 
had in mind. That was one of the best decisions I have 
ever made. 

In June of 2005, a group of experts in their respective 
fields sat in a room in Portland, Oregon, discussing 
curriculum down to the finest detail. Seven months, 
25 conference calls, and over 150 emails later, the 
Municipal Forestry Institute (MFI) began, in February, 
2006. Here we are at our fifth-year anniversary, and it’s 
difficult to remember life before MFI and the dynamic 
network of graduates that has resulted. 

This year, the MFI teaching team descended upon the 
National Arbor Day Foundation’s Lied Lodge in Nebraska 
City, Nebraska two days prior to the MFI start date of 
February 21 to prepare the staff and ourselves. Then 
followed five full days of intense training around six key 
objectives: developing a leadership approach to your 
position; thinking and planning strategically; working 
effectively with boards, committees, and non-profits; 
managing relationships between trees and people; and 
taking action. 

As in prior years, the 2010 MFI class represented cities, 
non-profits, and state agencies from all over the United 
States and Canada; this year, we welcomed our first 
participant from England. Some participants entered 
the training with obvious apprehension, while others 
were extremely excited—but by the second day every-

Celebrating MFI’s Fifth Year 
by Melanie Kirk, Assistant Professor and Extension Specialist–Urban Forestry, Texas AgriLife Extension 

Photos by Paul Ries except where indicated 

Some of the 2010 MFI participants took advantage of the snow 
in Nebraska to introduce instructor Melanie Kirk (center) to her first 
snow sledding experience. Photo by Greg Howe 

Keynote speaker Chas Martin challenges MFI participants to use 
innovative and creating thinking to solve leadership problems.

The MFI 2010 teaching team rarely stopped working during the 
fast-paced week of instruction.

one was ready to take on the challenge. 

Justine Gartner of Jefferson City, Missouri shared, “I’ve 
been doing community forestry for the last 20 years. 
In that time, I’ve attended lots of workshops and train-
ing sessions. As a result, I was a bit skeptical that yet 
another training session would bring new information or 
inspiration. MFI did exactly that! Even for old hands, MFI 
had tons of golden nuggets. The topics were relevant 
and the speakers inspiring. Thanks!” 

This comment, like so many others, is the reason we 
teaching team members sign on each year, the reason 
the SMA Board continues to support this program, and 
the reason YOU need to meet us in Nebraska for MFI 
2011!    
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The MFI class of 2010 included 28 participants from the U.S., 
Canada, and Great Britain.

The MFI curriculum includes lectures, small group activities, guest 
speakers, and a variety of instructional formats.

Each day, MFI participants split off into Peer Learning Groups to 
work through exercises that challenged their critical thinking skills.

Beauty meets utility in this heat 
and drought tolerant elm that 
features a strong central leader 
and mannerly, vase shaped 
growth. Resistant to disease 
and elm leaf beetle feeding, 
it thrives in varied soils and 
tough urban settings.

www.EmeraldSunshineElm.com

Wholesale Tree Growers
P O Box 189 | Boring, OR 97009

503-663-4128 
Toll-Free 1-800-825-8202

www.jfschmidt.com
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Partners Updates State Coordinators 
Come Visit New Mexico…“Red or Green” 
by Lance Davisson, New Mexico Urban & Community Forestry Program Manager

If you’re planning to join us in the great state of New 
Mexico for the 2010 SMA Annual Conference—as we 

hope you are!—prepare your palate for our world-famous 
New Mexico chili. Before enjoying any of our authentic New 
Mexican meals, your server will recite our state motto, 
“Red or Green,” and if you simply can’t decide, you can 
always choose “Christmas” (I’ll let you figure it out!)

Along with the local flavors, you’ll enjoy a visit to the larg-
est city in our state. Albuquerque is nestled along the Rio 
Grande River in the heart of one of the largest cottonwood 
gallery forests, known locally as “The Bosque,” and at the 
foothills of the majestic Sandia Mountains. During your 
time with us, we assure you an enjoyable and educational 
experience in urban forestry. 

While in Albuquerque, you will be exposed to one of our 
showcase communities and many of the great partner-
ships and projects that make our largest city a highlight 
reference city for urban forestry in the Southwest. In addi-
tion, we assure you a most memorable experience, as 
you will be here during the 38th Annual “Earth, Wind, and 
Flyers” International Balloon Fiesta. 

Cities, towns, and villages throughout our state are work- On Route 66 in downtown Albuquerque • Photo by Nick Kuhn

City of Albuquerque’s Roosevelt Park • Photo by Nick Kuhn
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Arborist training in Roswell, New Mexico: left, Roswell Parks 
Superintendent Ken Smith and right, NM Director for Rocky 
Mountain Chapter ISA Eric Bishop • Photo by Lance Davisson

A few New Mexico state facts:

• Ranked 5th in the U.S. in land area and 
36th in population (1.9 million)

• Home of the oldest capitol in the U.S., 
Santa Fe (1515) 

• Home of 14 National Champion Trees

• Encompasses 8 USDA Plant Hardiness Zones!

• Average annual precipitation ranges from 
more than 20 inches (51 cm) to less than 
9 inches (23 cm). Albuquerque’s average 
annual precipitation is 9.5 inches (24 cm). 

• State Tree is the piñon pine (Pinus edulis)

• Arbor Day is celebrated the second Friday in 
March. 

• Has 11 Tree City USA Communities, including: 

– Longest standing: Roswell (20 years)

– Largest: Albuquerque (pop. 522,000)

– Smallest: San Jon (pop. 300)

– Newest (crowned in 2009): City of Santa 
Fe and Village of Corrales

ing to elevate the importance and value of their community 
forests. Our statewide program prides itself in building 
strong partnerships and leveraging opportunities at the 
local, regional, and national level to assist with develop-
ment of sustainable community forestry programs. Over 
the next few issues of City Trees, we’ll showcase some 
of our recent successes and encourage you to join us to 
learn more about what we’re doing to “Plan Smart and 
Rethink Green” in New Mexico. We also hope to inspire 
you all to come participate as a speaker or engaged audi-
ence member to teach us more about the great strategies 
and tactics you’re employing during these challenging 
economic times. Come enjoy the best of our local foods, 
drinks, culture, and TREES!    

City Trees Going Digital?

SMA Members: 
Make Your Opinion Heard!

Experience the Digital Version 
of Your Professional Magazine 
at www.urban-forestry.com and 
Weigh In with a Brief Survey by 
May 21st.
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h) Constructing more root-proof sidewalks in 
lieu of the traditional 4 inches of concrete 
over soil

i) Installing the Sunnyvale steel plate system 
to limit root growth

j) Designing new developments with larger 
planting space

If we continue to design the sidewalk-tree interfaces 
the same as we have in the past, we will see the same 
sidewalk-tree root conflict. Fortunately, there are options 
for communities to consider and achieve a higher level 
of success in protecting their tree infrastructure assets 
while enjoying pedestrian walkways. As more commu-
nities strive to create walkable, sustainable, shaded 
neighborhoods, we need to work with community design-
ers and civil engineers to modify current practices and 
adopt approaches that have a higher probability of long-
term success.   

Concrete ring raised by tree roots

Decomposed granite, a.k.a. fine rock dust 

…continued from page 18
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Mature coast live oak • Photo by Danielle Campbell 

Coast live oak foliage • Photo by Joseph 
O’Brien, USDA Forest Service, Bugwood.org
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The Latin name Quercus, meaning “oak,” was thought to 
be derived from two Celtic words: quer, meaning fine and 

cuez, meaning tree. A “fine tree” hardly describes such a 
noble and picturesque tree as the coast live oak, Quercus 
agrifolia. This species is an evergreen native to California. 
Its range is west of the Sierra Nevada, from Mendocino 
County south to northern Baja California in Mexico. You can 
also find it growing on the rugged slopes of Santa Cruz and 
Santa Rosa Islands. 

Mature trees may have a single or multi-branched trunk, 
often massive with sprawling limbs that arch gracefully 
towards the ground. The bark of young trees has a smooth 
texture and with age develops shallow fissures in its grayish 
colored surface. The crown is dense and broadly rounded, 
reaching a height of 75 feet (22.9 m) with crown spread 
often exceeding height. The upper leaf surface is deep green 

and quite glossy with a cupped oval shape, 1 to 3 inches 
(2.5 – 7.6 cm) long. The leaves have toothed margins and 
feel leathery to the touch. The lower surface is paler, with 
hairy-tufted vein axils. In spring the fresh growth is flushed 
with a rosy hue. The short chartreuse catkins (male flowers) 
add a graceful contrast to the dark green leaves, while the 
female flowers are inconspicuous. Flowering takes place 
from February to April. The coast live oak is monoecious 
and wind-pollinated. 

The coast live oak grows in USDA Hardiness Zones 9 – 10. 
This species is adapted to relatively warm, wet winters and 
dry summers moderated by fog and cool temperatures. It 
cannot survive where the ground freezes. Exposure may 
range from full sun to partial shade. Soil type can range from 
clay, loam, or sand with a pH range from 5.5 to 7.5. When 
looking for drought tolerant as well as deer tolerant trees, 

Tree of Merit 
Coast Live Oak Quercus agrifolia

We Can’t Wait to See You in Albuquerque!

During Albuquerque’s Famous Balloon Festival
Society of Municipal Arborists 46th Annual Conference & Trade Show 

Albuquerque, New Mexico October 3-6, 2010  •  www.urban-forestry.com

Photo by MarbleStreetStudio.com  
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consider the coast live oak. It is particularly adapted to fire. 
Under extreme drought this oak may become deciduous. 

Quercus agrifolia is sensitive to changes in grading and 
drainage; in particular, avoid adding soil near the trunk when 
construction or landscaping occurs. When using artificial 
irrigation, do not over-water to create wet soil in summer 
where soil-borne Phytophthora diseases or Armillaria might 
be present. Mature trees are susceptible to oak crown and 
root rot fungi that decay wood in trunks and roots. Possible 
pests also include aphids, beetle borers, caterpillars, cod-
dling moths, insect galls, scales and white fly as well as 
powdery mildew and sooty mold.

The coast live oak is a versatile landscape tree requiring low 
maintenance in the proper site. It can be used as a shade or 
street tree (if given ample space), park, and specimen tree. 
Under ideal conditions the coast live oak can live up to 250 
years. Within its majestic branches these oaks will supply 
food, shade, shelter and protection for multiple generations 
of wildlife, including many birds, butterflies and various other 
animals. In addition, Quercus agrifolia plays a critical role to 
healthy ecosystems by developing soil profiles, erosion con-
trol, nutrient cycling, and sustaining air and water quality.  

—Delia B. Juncal is the City of Oceanside, CA Landscape 
Development Coordinator 

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. 

Coast live oak is an evergreen in its native California. Photo by 
Ron Juncal 

We Can’t Wait to See You in Albuquerque!

During Albuquerque’s Famous Balloon Festival
Society of Municipal Arborists 46th Annual Conference & Trade Show 

Albuquerque, New Mexico October 3-6, 2010  •  www.urban-forestry.com 

Photo by MarbleStreetStudio.com  
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