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How many of you remember the 
words to the old tune that goes 

something like this:  “The ankle bone’s 
connected to the leg bone, the leg 
bone’s connected to the knee bone, ...” 
These words often pop into my head as 
I work on issues of sustainability. 

In addition to being the city forester 
here in Chattanooga, Tennessee, I am 

also the chair of the Chattanooga Green Committee. Our task 
is to formulate a plan and make recommendations back to 
the mayor on how to reduce our carbon footprint. I am com-
ing to the conclusion that the aforementioned little song has 
relevancy for our urban forestry profession because we are all 
connected to other elements and activities within our cities. 

Trees reduce the temperature in the community which 
reduces the demand for electricity which reduces the need to 
burn fossil fuels which reduces the air pollution (both carbon 
and particulate matter) which helps children with asthma to 
breathe better. Healthier children mean less money spent out 
of pocket by parents. Healthier communities are viewed as 
more favorable destinations for new businesses. Just ask your 
chamber of commerce or manufacturing association what it 
means to be in compliance (or out of compliance) with EPA 
air pollution standards—they will be well versed.  

There are over 900 communities in the United States that 
have signed onto the U.S. Conference of Mayors Climate 
Protection Agreement and have made the commitment to 
reduce their carbon footprint, reduce energy consumption, 
and become more sustainable. Other cities across Canada and 
Europe have taken similar steps. So why is this important? 

Here is a golden opportunity served to our profession on a sil-
ver platter to be a part of something of huge significance while 
carbon, energy reduction, and sustainability scenarios play out 
on the national and world stages. There is a good chance that 
your mayor is one of those 900+ signatories and is searching 
for a way to reduce your community’s carbon footprint. 

The i-Tree suite of tools offers a way to measure the energy 
savings your city’s urban forest provides. As measured by 
i-Tree Streets, our street tree population in Chattanooga 
sequesters approximately 23% of the total carbon emissions 
emitted by our city government operations. This is not an 
insignificant sum. 

If, as I have, you have struggled with seeking ways to elevate 
urban forestry in the eyes of the mayor and other decision mak-
ers, here is a perfect opportunity to show in both graphic and sci-
entific ways just how important trees are to your community. Just 
keep saying, “The ankle bone’s connected to the leg bone …”            
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Conference over, MFI coming 
right up. If you didn’t join us 

in Savannah, read all about it in the 
January/February issue; you missed 
a great conference. If you haven’t 
applied yet for MFI, better get mov-
ing—you may be able to get in if 
you do it this month. Our educa-
tional offerings get better every 

year and are becoming known for being the best in 
urban forestry. Ever wonder why? Our members create 
these programs themselves. SMA is known for peer-to-
peer learning, and it starts in the planning process for 
the curriculum and speakers at our events.  

We are starting the planning process for next year’s 
conference in Albuquerque, New Mexico. A theme will 
be selected, proposals from speakers will be submitted/
reviewed, and a committee will put together another 
incredible program. Sounds simple, but I can assure 
you it is not. And that’s just the beginning. Once the 
program is set, there’s all kinds of work to be done to 
ensure a successful event. 

Many thanks to all those who served on the Savannah 
conference committee, none of whom thought they 
signed on for many of the things they were asked to do, 
and all of whom stepped up to get the job done. There 
is no SMA conference staff, no MFI staff. Those of us 
who work for SMA do all we can to facilitate, promote, 
and coordinate, but it is our members who are the life-
blood of our programs.  

SMA conference speakers are not given an honorarium, 
nor are their expenses paid. MFI is taught by members 
who give up a week of their time at their real jobs to 
spend it teaching for no pay. Ever wonder why? I think 
it’s because they derive a great deal of personal satis-
faction in contributing to their profession, giving back 
in honor of those who have helped them, and sharing 
their knowledge and experience with others. Whatever 
the reason, their passion and dedication shows up in 
the quality of our programs.  

If you think going to the cheapest and closest confer-
ence is good enough, maybe it’s time for you to think 
again. How about investing your time and money learn-
ing from your peers, who not only know their stuff, but 
are willing to share it with you; from peers who will 
put in the hard work it takes to put on a successful 
event? How about getting involved in one of our plan-
ning committees? SMA offers you the best so you can 
be the best. You’re not there yet? Ever wonder why? See 
you at an SMA event real soon.

President’s Message
Gene Hyde

Executive Director’s Message
Jerri J. LaHaie
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Martha Barwinsky is a year into her tenure as City 
Forester for the City of Winnipeg, Manitoba after having 
served for five years as the City’s Supervisor of Urban 
Forestry and Dutch Elm Disease Operations.

Do you have any childhood memories associated 
with city trees? 

Martha Barwinsky: My mother instilled in me a love and 
appreciation of plants in general. I grew up on a street 
lined with American elm (Ulmus americana), a couple of 
blocks away from a riverbottom forest and a few blocks 
away from our largest city park filled with trees. I have lots 
of childhood memories: playing hide-and-seek around the 
boulevard trees, climbing just about every tree I could get 
into, collecting cankerworms (we called them inchworms) 
as they swung around from the trees, and making giant 
leaf-jumping piles in the front yard in the fall.

American Elms and Sound Practices Prevail
in Manitoba’s Capital City of Winnipeg
Photos Courtesy of City of Winnipeg 

What has been your career trajectory? 

MB: When I graduated from high school I really didn’t 
know what I wanted to do. After a period of trying to 
discover myself by taking my B.A., a big shift came via a 
summer job as a gardener with a landscaping company. 
One of my clients saw something in me I had forgot-
ten—that I really loved plants. They suggested that I 
look into the horticulture program at the University of 
Manitoba (U of M). 

My Masters studies at the U of M fuelled my passion for 
trees, science, and teaching. I taught horticulture labs, 
landscape maintenance, and other horticulture courses 
with the School of Agriculture and Department of Plant 
Science. One thing I loved about teaching was how 
much I learned; research and teaching really opened a 
whole other world for me. 

American elms in Winnipeg in winter (left) and summer (right). The silver bands seen at left are Tanglefoot bands (insulated pipe wrap 
with Tanglefoot paste smeared on it) that are applied to the trees each fall to prevent or reduce fall and spring cankerworm infestations. 
The bands are removed each spring. A large community tree-banding program is administered by Trees Winnipeg (Coalition to Save the 
Elms) (see www.savetheelms.mb.ca). Approximately 5,000 to 8,000 trees get banded annually thanks to this nonprofit group’s efforts.
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I became a certified arborist with the ISA, learned tree 
climbing with the help of some great friends and col-
leagues, and worked as an arborist somewhere between 
raising my son, doing Dutch elm disease (DED) research, 
and teaching at the U of M. Then an opportunity came 
up to work as executive director of a community action 
group in Winnipeg, the Coalition to Save the Elms. This 
position helped me gain more experience in the field 
of urban forestry before I was fortunate enough to find 
work with the City of Winnipeg. I love my field of work.

When did Winnipeg first have a dedicated urban 
forestry program? How has the program expanded 
or changed since then? 

MB: Winnipeg’s urban forestry program began in 
earnest when DED was discovered here in 1975. 
The City of Winnipeg had two distinct programs by 
that point—DED management, and forestry. The DED 
program took much of the focus for many years, as it 
received most of the funding, including funding from 
the Province of Manitoba. 

One of Winnipeg’s previous city foresters, Mike Allen, 
raised the awareness of the importance of all of our 
trees, not just elms, and their protection and preserva-
tion. Dave Domke, city forester after Mike Allen, took 
this heightened awareness and set in motion many 
changes in our urban forestry program. Although the 
DED program is still a significant force here, the urban 
forestry program has grown substantially and improved 
particularly over the past four years or so. Thanks to a 
lot of work with and support from our own staff, senior 
management, and city council, we have increased and 
improved our tree planting program and implemented 

Installation of Silva Cells in downtown Winnipeg, during (left) and after (right) (for a description of Silva Cell technology, see  
www.deeproot.com)

ground and aerial pruning programs. These programs 
and the expanded funding have increased our perma-
nent staff component by about five arborist positions 
and our seasonal staff component by about five urban 
forestry technician and twelve arborist positions.

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

MB: We have a number of unique challenges in 
Winnipeg. Over 75% of elms that we remove annually 
grow on private property, so public education is always 
a challenge for which there are few resources.

We are reviewing our DED management program in 
light of some recent research conducted at the U of 
M on the native elm bark beetle (Hylurgopinus rufipes) 
and disease management. Some of the findings sug-
gest a shift in how and when we remove diseased 
trees. Also, the pesticide we use to manage the elm 
bark beetle, which is highly effective, will no longer be 
available in a couple of years. We are working with the 
U of M and Province of Manitoba to find an alternative. 
One positive point about our northern climate here is 
that the smaller European elm bark beetle (Scolytus 
multistriatus) has not been able to establish itself. 

With our northern climate, we are very limited in the 
diversity of tree species we can successfully grow. 
We have updated our development agreements and 
our own tree planting program with diversity guide-
lines, which developers and landscape architects are 
starting to accept. These guidelines are especially 
important with the imminent threat of emerald ash 
borer (EAB) and other invasive tree pests. Since we 
announced our diversity guidelines in an EAB work-
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Chainsaw skills training under the watchful eye of a peer trainer

Forestry technician Della Zubriski posts a sign meant to create 
public awareness about Dutch elm disease.

shop we held in 2007, our nursery industry overall 
has been stepping up to the plate to supply us with 
the variety and quality we are requesting. This task is 
certainly a challenge considering our hardiness zone 
(USDA Zone 3a) and heavy clay soils. 

We have an intensive winter road maintenance pro-
gram through which a phenomenal amount of deicing 
salt is spread on our roads each year. This practice 
certainly poses serious challenges for us to be able 
to even get new trees established on our boulevards.

We are also reviewing tree preservation by-laws across 
Canada, as we currently do not have one for the City 
of Winnipeg. 

A unique pleasure of urban forestry here is that 
Winnipeggers are known for their passion for trees 
and we have quite a vocal and active community in 
this regard. Much of this appreciation comes from the 
acknowledgement that our trees contribute signifi-
cantly to our quality of life in this prairie city—espe-
cially in our typically hot summers and very cold and 
windy winters.

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

City of Winnipeg arborists, after rigging training with Arboriculture 
Canada Training and Education Ltd 

MB: We take great pride in our DED management pro-
gram. Thanks to the City’s and Province’s commitment 
to this program for over 30 years, we have the largest 
American elm population in any city in North America 
(approximately 160,000 elms). In 2009, Winnipeg 
was the first Canadian testing site for Dutch Trig, a 
biological preventative treatment for DED. 

We continually strive to improve how we manage our 
urban forest by being open to new methods, tech-
nologies, and products. A couple of years ago, one 
of Winnipeg’s historic streets, Broadway, was home 
to the second commercial installation in the world of 
Silva Cell technology (for a description of Silva Cells, 
see www.deeproot.com). Since that time, Silva Cells 
have been installed in two more locations in our down-
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Rich summer foliage, brilliant 
fall color and an upright, broadly 
pyramidal form make this new 
maple a standout on the street. 
Drought and heat tolerance, 
improved insect resistance and 
fast, balanced growth make it an 
easy-care choice for cityscapes.

www.jfschmidt.com

Wholesale Tree Growers

Acer rubrum ‘Frank Jr.’  PP 16769

town area. This technology has brought together plan-
ners, engineers, construction contractors, landscape 
architects, and arborists to create better underground 
growing environments for our trees. 

We have an excellent arborist training and safety 
program for our field staff members, who are highly 
skilled and passionate about what they do. They 
receive extensive training and refreshers, involving a 
combination of internal operator trainers and external 
trainers for specialized training. Through the peer 
training program in our parks and open space divi-
sion, ten of our arborists are certified chainsaw and 
technical tree falling instructors. They provide ongoing 
instruction and follow-up evaluations on a continual 
basis in addition to their day-to-day tasks. This pro-
gram has also led us to qualify aerial device peer 
trainers and develop a comprehensive aerial device 
training program.

Our best street tree is still the American elm, although 
some Japanese elm varieties that we planted years 
ago are performing very well on heavily travelled 
streets. We have been very successful at meeting our 
diversity guidelines in our own tree planting program 
over the past three years. This success has been help-
ful in encouraging developers to do the same.   

Winnipeg Quick Facts 

Human population:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 670,000

Street and Park Tree population managed by City:  280,000 

Private Tree Population:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 million

Trees in Natural Areas:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 million

UF Budget:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$5 million

UF Staff FTEs:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

DED Budget:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $3.5 million  
(of which $1 million is funded by Province of Manitoba)

DED Staff FTEs:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46
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The only such public treehouse in the 
Tri-State (Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana), 

this universally accessible treehouse has a 
series of ramps that provides access to all, 
including children with special needs who 
are confronted with barriers to fun and play 
in their daily lives. Built in Cincinnati, Ohio’s 
lush Mt. Airy Forest with volunteer labor and 
donations, the treehouse is a testament to 
community spirit.

(left) The Cincinnati Park Board provides environmental education 
programs for children with special needs.

“The Treehouse project will open up a world of adventure and fun to Cincinnati youth who never thought they would be able to play in 
a treehouse,” Cincinnati Mayor Mallory has said. 

Everybody’s Treehouse: The First Universally Accessible Treehouse in Ohio
by Dave Gamstetter, Natural Resource Manager, Cincinnati Park Board, Cincinnati, Ohio 

Photos Courtesy of Cincinnati Park Board 



Inside the treehouse

The treehouse has a series of ramps that allow people with spe-
cial needs to experience the forest environment.
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The structure is supported by white oak, red oak, sugar maple, 
and black walnut trees and black locust support posts. The 
brackets that attach the treehouse to the living trees are specially 
designed to allow movement and growth of the trees. The bolt that 
is drilled into the tree is made of titanium.

Treehouse Facts
Total Square Footage:  

(including ramp and landings)  . . . . .1,500 square feet

Height of Treehouse:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 feet

Width of Ramp:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6 feet

Wood Used to Build Treehouse:  
Black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), sugar maple 
(Acer saccharum), black maple (Acer nigrum), ipê 
(Tabebuia spp.), and cedar shakes

Trees Connected to Structure:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 trees

Expected Life of Treehouse:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50+ years

Estimated Volunteer Hours to Build:  . . . . . . . . 4,000 hours

Project cost:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $500,000

Designers: Forever Young Treehouses (Burlington, Vermont)

Forever Young Treehouses are not only ADA compli-
ant, but also safe, unique in character and crafts-
manship, and use building methods that protect 
the health of the trees. Refer to their Web site, 
for additional pictures of the Mt. Airy project:  
www.treehouses.org/projects/mountairy.shtml

Mt. Airy Forest, with 1,470 acres, is the largest 
park in the Cincinnati Parks system. Located 10 
minutes from downtown Cincinnati, Mt. Airy Forest 
has 900 acres reforested in hardwoods and ever-
greens, 269 acres in native woodland, and 170 
acres of open meadow. Its 120-acre arboretum 
has more than 5,000 plants representing 1,600 
species and varieties of deciduous trees, ever-
greens, and shrubs. The park also offers 14 miles 
of hiking trails, 16 miles of bridle trails, 23 picnic 
areas, and playgrounds including a handicapped-
accessible playground. For more information:  
www.cincinnati-oh.gov/parks.   
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The following individuals and corporations 
made donations to the Urban Forest Foundation (UFF) in 

its inaugural year. Donors  listed more than once gave on more 
than one occasion.

The UFF is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit foundation dedicated to pro-

moting urban forestry research, education, and appreciation. 
The UFF partners with SMA to support programs such as 
the Municipal Arborist Exchange and the Municipal Forestry 
Institute. Thank you to those listed below for their support of the 
Urban Forest Foundation.

Cheers to our Urban Forest Foundation Donors in 2009!
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Standards, criteria, and specifications 
are the lifeblood of the municipal manager and especial-
ly the arborist. Engineers have their standard specifica-
tions and details, building inspectors have their uniform 
building code, planners have their zoning ordinances, 
and arborists are often viewed as the community tree 
hugger without a standard. 

Standards, criteria, and specifications are the tools 
available for setting rules and the quality of tree care in 
our communities. They are the most practical ways to 
gain public trust, reduce conflict of interest accusations, 
and provide equitable treatment to the members of 
our communities. They provide the basis for education 
about technical processes. There is a difference in how 
each is used.

Standards set the overall framework or measure for the 
quality of how a particular activity will occur. Criteria are 
used to make findings; the situation either meets or 
does not meet the criteria. Specifications use the stan-
dards and criteria to define the specific individual tree 
or larger project work that will occur. 

The ANSI A300 pruning standards were written for work-
ing on managed trees—i.e., municipal arboriculture! 
These standards are similar to the uniform building 
code or engineering standards. All are used to support 
the specifications for a particular project. 

There is a difference between tree care and manufactur-
ing, building, and construction products. Most construc-
tion or manufacturing products are tested and produced 
to controlled specifications. Construction footings, foun-
dations, or compaction create a “proven” site. Trees are 
usually different; rarely will the branch growth, structure, 
and existing condition be exactly the same. The sites 
and soils may be different. Decay and defects may be 
naturally mitigated with woundwood. During a testing 
process we could damage or destroy the subject trees. 

Since trees are different from manufactured or con-
struction materials, the A300 standards are utilized for 
writing specifications for the practices to accomplish 
the comprehensive care of trees. The standards need 
to be understood and clearly communicated so the ordi-
nances, permit conditions, and project approval condi-
tions can be written effectively in our communities.

Tree work specifications need to be clearly detailed 
and contain measurable criteria. In the past, confusion 
resulted when people attempted to use the standards 

Putting the ANSI A300 Standards to Work in Your Community
by Gordon Mann, SMA A300 Representative

as the specifications. The words “should” and “shall” 
are both used in the A300 standards. Only the word 
“shall” is used when writing specifications.

Writing specifications can be simple or complex and 
can be written in a format that suits your community 
or the particular assignment. The specifications can be 
written for individual trees or groups or populations of 
trees. The specifications consist of two sections: (1) 
Objectives and (2) Performance of the work.

1) Objectives state the why—why is the work is being 
performed?—and must be specific enough to guide 
the performance of work. One can’t say the objec-
tive is to prune or maintain the tree. This doesn’t 
create a clear enough goal or outcome for how the 
work will be performed. One can say the objective is 
to reduce risk while leaving as large a tree as pos-
sible, or to provide clearance in the right-of-way of 13 
feet over the street (curb outward) and 8 feet over 
the sidewalk (curb inward), or reduce the presence 
of disease and parasites, or combinations of the 
above, or other valid objectives.

2) Performance of the work may be described in both 
general references and details as appropriate. All 
general safety and work site details can be covered 
in general statements referring to the “shalls” in the 
standards. The details for the pruning must include 
four descriptions:

a. Method – The pruning method to be used 
to achieve the stated objective: clean, thin, 
raise, or reduce; methods may be more 
than one

b. Location – The location in the tree where 
the work methods will take place

c. Density – The amount or volume of parts 
that are to be removed; this can be stated 
exactly, as a percentage, or using a range

d. Size – The size or range of sizes of cuts to 
be made to remove the volume of foliage 
and limbs stated

Samples of pruning specifications are found in Annex B 
of the A300 2008 Part 8 Pruning Standard. Following 
are examples of language for including the ANSI A300 
pruning standards into our community structure—ordi-
nances, permits and conditions:
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A. Work shall be performed in accordance with the 
most current version of the ANSI A300 standards 
and to the following specifications: (list objectives 
and the general and detailed information to describe 
the desired work)

B. The City of ___ adopts/cites the most current ver-
sion of the ANSI A300 Pruning Standard as the 
standard for pruning all trees regulated by ordinance 
with the following exceptions [examples given]:

• Espalier and pollarding are not acceptable 
pruning practices.

• Specifications for pruning shall be verbal or 
written and developed and administered by 
an arborist (or qualified person) for all work 
performed.

C. Work shall be performed in accordance with A300 
Pruning standards following specifications which accom-
plish the objective(s) for pruning the particular tree(s)

Specifications could include these two clauses to 
strengthen the A300 reference: 

• The specific sections of A300, as in: “all 
work shall be completed in accordance with 
ANSI A300 [list specific sections].” 

• All ANSI A300 “advisory recommendations” 
must be either adhered to or defensible/valid 
reasons shall be given for non-compliance. 

Using these clauses, the “shoulds” are limited and 
A300 becomes enforceable.

The key to effective use of the current version of the 
A300 pruning specifications is the need for objectives 
and specifications. If someone prunes a tree without 
an objective, or if the objective and methods (specifica-
tions) don’t align or aren’t scientifically valid, how can 
they be complying with the standards? That is not rea-
sonable or defensible.

The use of the A300 standards should align with other 
written specs for city projects. There is a hierarchy to 
specifications, an order of precedence in authority. It is 
imperative to hold the contractor to the written specifi-
cations for consistency.

The current use of the A300 standards is similar to 
the initial inclusion of “certified arborists” for tree work 
on city projects 20-plus years ago. Municipal arborists 
expanded certification by requiring it!

Opportunities for including ANSI A300 in city require-
ments and regulations:

• Tree Preservation Ordinance – permit required to 
prune or remove trees; pruning performed to specifi-
cations written in compliance with ANSI A300

• Street Tree Ordinance – permit required to plant, 
prune, treat, or remove trees; pruning performed to 
specifications written in compliance with ANSI A300

• Bid Specifications – Pruning work shall be performed 
in compliance with the most current version of the 
ANSI A300 standards and to the following specifica-
tions: (list follows)

• Construction Plans and Tree Preservation Plans 
– care and pruning; pruning performed to specifica-
tions written in compliance with ANSI A300

• Permit Conditions–pruning performed to specifica-
tions written in compliance with ANSI A300

• Verified Tree Care Company List inquiries – (manda-
tory items, voluntary participation):

• Current full-time certified arborist or board 
certified master arborist on staff (certified 
tree workers will be noted as a bonus listing)

• Current city business license

• Current state contractors license (required 
for any job greater than $500)

• Evidence of liability and workers compensa-
tion insurance. Certificates of insurance 
naming the city as additional insured will be 
needed to perform permitted work on city-
owned trees. 

• Sign agreement to: 

• educate their city customers about the 
city’s permit processes.

• follow city’s codes for tree permit pro-
cesses and tree replacement.

• perform pruning work to specifications 
written in accordance with ANSI 

A300 Pruning Standards (note this requires written 
standards).

In summary, the ANSI A300 standards should be a work-
ing asset in our communities for increasing the quality 
of work and professionalism of our industry. Raise the 
bar in your community by setting a high standard.    



16 City Trees

Next to habitat loss, invasive plants are considered 
the greatest threat to native biological diversity. 

They pose a significant economic and ecological hazard 
as they displace native species and overwhelm existing 
ecosystems. Invasive plants are characterized by fast 
growth rates, excessive fruit production, and efficient 
seed dispersal and germination. Their aggressive nature 
can cause significant negative impacts that include:

• reduced quality and quantity of wildlife habi-
tat in both communities and natural areas

• major economic impacts to agriculture and 
forestry due to reduced productivity and 
expensive control efforts

• poor sightlines at intersections and along 
bike trails

• threats to human health

• increased maintenance requirements of 
home gardens and community parks where 
invasive plants become established and 
displace ornamental plants

• negative impacts to federally listed, threat-
ened, and endangered species

• reduced opportunities for outdoor recre-
ation such as hunting and hiking

In Ohio, the problems created by invasive plants are 
accelerating statewide. To address this situation, the 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), with 
financial aid from the U.S. Forest Service, recently 
embarked on an invasive plant management pilot 
project in the southeastern portion of the state. This 
multi-pronged effort includes management initiatives 
aimed at state forests, private woodland owners, and 
municipalities. The effort for this last group is being 
coordinated by the Ohio Division of Forestry’s Urban 
Forestry Program and will hopefully become a model for 
other cities and villages.

When addressing municipal needs, the first priority was 
to identify the existing knowledge, attitude, skill, and 
awareness that community leaders within the target 
area had about invasive plants. The objective was to 
uncover barriers that mayors and service directors have 
that inhibit them from engaging in effective invasive 
plant management behaviors.

To accomplish this, a face-to-face survey of 48 admin-
istrators was conducted in the winter and spring of 
2008-2009. This survey was designed with help from 
Drs. Brian Quick of the University of Illinois at Urban-
Champaign and Benjamin Bates of Ohio University. Drs. 
Quick and Bates predict community leaders who believe 
that invasive plants are harmful, who believe that other 
members of their community want invasive species to 
be mitigated, and who believe that they can adopt a 
recommended action that will help mitigate invasive 
plants, are likely to do something to control invasive 
plants within their community. The survey measured 
knowledge, attitude, importance, subjective norms, per-
ceived behavioral control, and behavioral intention of 
these community leaders. 

Completing this survey helped identify four primary 
barriers to invasive plant management behavior, with 
recommended actions in italics: 

• Administrators did not perceive invasive 
plants as a major concern (It is therefore 
important for ODNR to communicate the 
importance of invasive plants by communi-
cating the dangers these species pose to 
Ohio communities.)

• Administrators lack invasive plant knowledge 
(It is essential that ODNR educate administra-
tors in identifying problem species.)

Partners Updates State Coordinators 
Ohio’s Invasive Plant Management Initiative
by Drew Todd, Urban Forestry Coordinator, Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Forestry 

Tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima) is identified and marked as 
part of a community invasive plant assessment.
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• Administrators were unsure of specific miti-
gation practices (ODNR should reinforce 
that specific steps can be taken to alleviate 
invasive plant problems.)

• Administrators did not sense much assis-
tance from the state or other agencies in 
this effort (ODNR should demonstrate inva-
sive plant help to community leaders.)

Armed with this information, ODNR Division of Forestry 
developed the following three activities for municipalities:

• Community Invasive Plant Assessments – 
The purpose of this program is to help com-
munity officials understand the extent that 
invasive plants have infested their public 
properties and appreciate the impact they 
have on the long-term health and function of 
the resource. Based upon their knowledge 
and acceptance of the significance that 
invasive plants have on their community’s 
livability, the objective of this effort is to 
have community officials consider invasive 
plants as they develop or modify develop-
ment and redevelopment policies/activi-
ties, as well as have homeowners refrain 
from purchasing, planting, or encouraging 
invasive plants. To accomplish this, the 
Regional Urban Forester will survey public 
parks, natural areas, bike trails, and water-
ways to determine the presence, extent, 
and impact of invasive plants upon that 
resource. If a significant infestation is 
present or probable, a report containing 
its negative affects and possible mitigation 
actions will be provided. 

• Invasive Plant Demonstration Sites – This 
program seeks to provide community offi-
cials with the confidence and ability to man-
age invasive plants by modeling invasive 
plant mitigation techniques in selected 
communities. The objective is to have a 
number of demonstration areas within the 
project boundary, representing a diversity of 
sites (park, stream, and trail) and a variety 
of invasive plant types (ailanthus, honey-
suckle, and autumn olive), that illustrate 
mitigation efforts. Onsite tours of the sites 
will be used to share these techniques with 
officials from other communities. 

• Weed of the Month Fact Sheets – Providing 
monthly fact sheets will increase the level 
of knowledge and awareness of community 
officials about invasive plants that typically 
infest urban areas. The desired result is 
a significant increase in the knowledge, 

awareness, skill, and attitude about inva-
sive plants and confidence to deal with 
them. The Division of Forestry will design 
and distribute a monthly flyer/fact sheet on 
a timely and significant invasive plant. 

Performing these community invasive plant assessments 
will address all four identified behavioral barriers, but it 
will primarily help administrators become more aware of 
the scope of the issue that confronts their community. 
The invasive plant demonstration sites will also touch 
upon all the barriers, but are specifically intended to 
satisfy administrators’ lack of mitigation knowledge. 
Finally, the weed of the month fact sheets will increase 
their invasive plant knowledge while acting as behavior 
prompts or visual aids that remind them to carry out an 
action or behavior that they are now predisposed to do, 
but might otherwise forget.

While not all of Ohio’s invasive plant management initia-
tive will be transferable to every community, the process 
of identifying barriers to sustainable invasive plant 
behavior, and the subsequent development and imple-
mentation of activities to address those identified bar-
riers, should aid every community facing similar needs. 
The progress of Ohio’s initiative can be followed at www.
ohiodnr.com/default/tabid/21391/Default.aspx.   

High school volunteers drag brush at a community park demon-
stration site.
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Name Company City State
Adam M. Langer Cutting Edge Forestry PALATINE IL
Alicia A. Ortega City of Henderson Parks & Rec HENDERSON NV
Barbara Neal Green Legacy Tree Consultants GLEN ECHO MD
Benjamin L. Sikes Sikes Tree Consulting Inc PORT WASHINGTON NY
Berton Hustus Hustus Tree Service BROOKS ME
Bob Petersen  NAPLES FL
Brian Koch West Coast Arborists ORANGE CA
Brian Geerts City of Brantford BRANTFORD ON
Charles E. Ray City of Vancouver  VANCOUVER WA
Chris G. Forman City of Aspen ASPEN CO
Cris Revell  TALLAHASSEE FL
Daniel Ho Yin Shum Palm Regent Limited  
Daniel L. Yore  BRENTWOOD CA
David Pinsonneault Lexington DPW LEXINGTON MA
Deborah C. Swanson Plymouth County Extension HANSON MA
Don Charlton City of Oregon, Tree Commission OREGON OH
Doug Evans City of Red Deer RED DEER  AB
Douglas A. Petersen  OAKTON VA
Douglas K. Yates Klyn Nurseries MENTOR OH
Ernesto J. Macias Davey Tree Surgery Co. CORONA CA
Floyd W. Peoples City of Wilsonville WILSONVILLE OR
Frank G. Baksics  MISSION BC
Frank Mirabito City of Cocoa COCOA FL
Garth Davis  SPOKANE WA
Gary Ron Fountain Valley School District FOUNTAIN VALLEY CA
Gene Mairs  PORT CHARLOTTE FL
Greg Wallace Forsyth County Planning and Dev. CUMMING GA
Heather Brewer City of Georgetown ROUND ROCK TX
Hugh C. Whitehead Fairfax County Urban Forestry Division FAIRFAX VA
Ian Brown City of Milwaukee MILWAUKEE WI
Jack S. Erwin City Of Norfolk Dept. of Planning NORFOLK VA
James Phillips City of St. John SAINT LOUIS MO
James A. Sanders Lake Oswego Parks LAKE OSWEGO OR
Jennifer Smith City of Ketchum Parks Dept. KETCHUM ID
Johannah Fine Arboretum of the Streets PHILADELPHIA PA
John Lazcano  BURLINGAME CA
John C. Elias  FLOWER MOUND TX
Joseph P. Bonkowski NYC Dept of Parks QUEENS VILLAGE NY
Joseph Sulak Lee County D.O.T. Operations FORT MYERS FL
Karin Forest  DELTA BC
Keith Sacre Barcham Trees LEWES  –  EAST SUSSEX
Kenneth W. Graham  ALTADENA CA
Kevin Francis Rice  BAY CITY MI
Kevin M. Thompson Borough of Sea Girt MANASQUAN NJ
Kevin S. Husemann City of Bellevue BELLEVUE WA
L. Quentin Poil City of Kent KENT WA
Lee Pui Sum Joseph  YUEN LONG HK
Luke D. McCall  RICHMOND VA
Maria E. Smith Planning & Development Town of Milton MILTON ON
Mark Ventresca  TORONTO ON
Marvin Coverson Columbus Consolidated Government COLUMBUS GA
Matthew B. Erb Friends of the Pittsburgh Urban Forest PITTSBURGH PA
Matthew Grafton  SPRING TX

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 __________

Welcome New Members
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Name Company City State
Michael Christy Lower Colorado River Authority AUSTIN TX
Michael D. Perkins City of West Linn WEST LINN OR
Michael L. Garduno, Jr. A.M.E Southwest Inc GILBERT AZ
Micki R. McNaughton Washington State Dept. of Commerce OLYMPIA WA
Miguel T. Estevill Miami Dade County  MIAMI FL
Mike Dixon Thunder Bay Hydro THUNDER BAY ON
Miklos Lestyan City of Chesapeake CHESAPEAKE VA
Ninela Purves  MARKHAM ON
Pamela Blough P.M. Blough Inc. GRAND HAVEN MI
Pat Moore Lee County DOT Operations FORT MYERS FL
Patrick H. Meehan Town of Matthews  MATTHEWS NC
Patti H. Hoot  S.W. RANCHES FL
Paul Johnson Texas Forest Service SAN ANTONIO TX
Paul D’Agostino City of Evanston EVANSTON IL
Paul W. Minerva  CLEMSON SC
Phillip Goulding Oakland Co. F M & O Grounds WATERFORD MI
Ralph Burgess City of Oregon OREGON OH
Randall J. Spahl City of Calgary CALGARY AB
Randy Fritz City of Santa Barbara SANTA BARBARA CA
Ray Gilliam Gilliam’s/Williams Tree Care Professionals KINGSPORT TN
Richard C. Brownlie Brownlie & Lee HONOLULU HI
Rick Stanley Master Tree Care NORTH VA
Robert D. DeBrock Lee County BoCC DOT Operations LEHIGH ACRES FL
Roberto A. Renteria  OAK PARK IL
Ryan  D Wakeley  PALATINE IL
Scott Liudahl  FARGO ND
Scott M. Asplundh Asplundh Tree Expert Co WILLOW GROVE PA
Scott M. Porter Brantford Parks & Rec BRANTFORD ON
Sebastien Giguere  ROUYN-NORANDA QC
Shane Moohan CHRISTCHURCH  NZ
Shawn K. McLeod City of Borough of Sitka, Alaska SITKA AK
Shawn M. Giroux  EAST LONGMEADOW MA
Stephen R. Rice Halifax Regional Municipality HAMMONDS PLAINS NS
Steve M. Sukke City of Sunnyvale SUNNYVALE CA
Steven Kremske Village of Lombard ELMHURST IL
Steven A. Knapp On Earth Plant Care Specialists Inc PUTNAM VALLEY NY
Steven Orozco City of Culver City CULVER CITY CA
Susan M. Pringle UC Green Inc. PHILADELPHIA PA
Terran S. Arwood Woodland Tree Service LLC MEMPHIS TN
Thomas F. Clarke  CAMPBELL RIVER BC
Thomas S. Rapp City of Aiken AIKEN SC
Tina Smith Big Pine Tree Service PLANTATION FL
Tom S. Wilde Town of Pembroke Park PEMBROKE PARK FL
Tony Lang Friendly Tree Service ORANGE NJ
Tony Nowak Town of Greenville GREENVILLE WI
Tsang Chi-kong  TSEUNG KWAN O 
Walter Fujii Ralph Osterling Consultants Inc HAYWARD CA
William E. Desch Town of Hanover Public Works HANOVER NH
William J. Brooks, Jr. Nickel Plate Landscape Services LLC ERIE PA
William J. Vander Weit City of Champaign CHAMPAIGN IL
William Lesh  MASSILLON OH
William Thomas Dorman The Village of New Albany NEW ALBANY OH
Rob Gorden Arborjet W BROOKFIELD MA
Clark Maxfield  CHICAGO IL

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

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

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

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

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

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

(773) 699-7284
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miss opportunities to invest in the quality of life benefits 
that managing healthy forests provide to everyone. 

How managing the urban forest helps cities is the dis-
cussion we should be having. We need to emphasize 
the role trees play in helping cities with air quality attain-
ment goals or reducing the need to build more concrete 
to convey stormwater. We need to help people under-
stand that trees help solve community natural resource 
problems and that managing trees is an investment in 
more livable communities. The outcome of our manage-
ment efforts is infinitely more important than what we 
call it or what part of it we emphasize.

So the issue really isn’t urban or community forestry, 
large cities or small communities; it is both. “Urban and 
community forestry” is the most inclusive way to say 
that we help cities of all sizes improve their quality of 
life through planting and managing trees. The contribu-
tions trees make to solving issues of air, water, energy, 
public safety, and health transcend jurisdictional size 
and boundaries. Our focus should be on helping cit-
ies—wherever they are or whatever their size—address 
their most critical urban natural resource issues. 

When people try to divide the urban forestry movement, 
whether it’s on a geographic basis or a city population 
one, it is a win-lose proposition. There isn’t enough urban 
forestry funding available at a federal, state, or local level 
for that. Urban and community forestry is most success-
ful when it unites people, not divides them, and when 
it focuses on the value produced by managing healthy 
forests where people live, wherever they live.   

Thanks to several UCF colleagues for editorial assistance.

Early in my career, I often found myself having to 
explain and define urban forestry to people I met, 

or to the city residents whom I served. Now, over 20 
years later, I’m surprised that we still need to explain 
the concepts and terms that many of us have dedicated 
our professional lives to advancing. 

It occurs to me that it isn’t just that the public that has 
difficulty understanding urban forestry; we may not be 
explaining it so effectively ourselves. We use multiple 
titles—urban forester, city forester, and city arborist—to 
describe pretty much the same thing. And our own orga-
nization is called the Society of Municipal Arborists, yet 
very few members actually use that title. Though “urban 
forestry” is probably the most widely used term for our 
profession, some people use “community forestry,” 
because they work with smaller cities that don’t consid-
er themselves “urban,” a term that may have negative 
connotations for them. Some people think these terms 
are synonymous; others think urban forestry and com-
munity forestry are separate things. 

This terminology discussion may appear to be philo-
sophical, but it really has profound implications for the 
profession. Our inability to find a common language 
for who we are and what we do makes our work chal-
lenging, but it is also what holds us back from greater 
support, recognition, and even funding. We get stuck in 
an “urban” or “community” debate while ignoring the 
“forestry” part of the term. Some people believe that 
the “urban” in urban forestry means the largest cities 
should receive more urban forestry funding because the 
funds theoretically impact more people. Others counter 
that larger cities already have stronger urban forestry 
programs with more money, staff, wealthy business 
partners, and volunteers to begin with, so funding small-
er communities actually has a greater impact. Another 
view is that one strength of urban and community for-
estry is its inclusiveness: cities of all sizes benefit from 
what trees can provide, and it is by properly managing 
this forest that we reap those benefits.

By over-focusing on the urban or community, profession-
als and policy-makers often obscure the degree to which 
forestry can address critical issues in cities. Engaging 
citizens on local tree boards, supporting community 
non-profit tree planting efforts, teaching students how 
to use tree inventory technology, or helping municipal 
staff write practical tree management plans all provide a 
tremendous impact in urban areas and small communi-
ties alike. But if we get caught up in whether we should 
do more to help either larger cities or smaller ones, we 

SMA’s Municipal Forestry Institute is an example of a project that 
brings together people from across the urban and community 
forestry movement—foresters from small and large cities, non-
profit staff members, state and federal urban forestry coordinators, 
and private sector urban forestry consultants. Here, USDA Forest 
Service urban forestry specialist Ed Macie instructs at MFI 2009. 

Partners Updates State Coordinators 
Urban, Community, or Forestry? 
by Paul D. Ries, Urban and Community Forestry Program Manager, Oregon Department of Forestry 
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Digging into i-Tree 
 
with Scott Maco, Urban Forester, The Davey Institute 

I have seen a lot of examples 
of i-Tree analysis on street trees 
or the urban forest at large, but 

what about using it for a smaller 
sized property like a city park? 

Most often, we hear about i-Tree from urban 
forest managers who are using the tools 
to assess the entire urban forest or large 
street tree populations. Large projects dem-
onstrate the dramatic impact trees can have 
when their benefits are summed—but these 
projects are interesting too because of the 
management challenges associated with large 
populations of trees. For example, how does 
the City of Milwaukee plan for Emerald ash 
borer (EAB) with over a half million ash trees 
in the urban forest? Do the benefits of manag-
ing nearly 600,000 street trees in New York 
outweigh the associated costs? i-Tree has been 
used to help answer questions such as these 
time and time again. But does this suggest that 
i-Tree has no applicability at a smaller scale, such 
as an individual park? Quite the contrary.

While the extent of the project may be limited in 
size or scope, baseline data to make effective 
management decisions and advocate for trees 
are needed at all scales of urban forest manage-
ment. A city park, arboretum, school campus, or 
cemetery can all be considered a discrete forest 
with unique management needs—and i-Tree can 
give you the information you need.

When looking beyond street trees, the assessment 
tool needed is i-Tree Eco. It allows you to conduct 
sample or complete inventories of any size area, 
regardless of ownership or land use, to better under-
stand and manage the resource. Most people will 
need to conduct a new inventory because few tra-
ditional management inventories include necessary 
fields, such as height and crown measurements, to 
get a full analysis of benefits and structure. A typical 

Eric Kuehler of the U.S. Forest Service walks the members of the 
SMA i-Tree workshop in Savannah, Georgia through field data 
collection practices for i-Tree Eco. Photo by Scott Maco

trained crew might be able to collect complete inventory 
data in a park-type setting covering from 0.5-1.0 acres 
a day, depending on tree density. But areas larger in 
acreage than what you can count on your fingers are 
probably better served by sampling to save on data col-
lection time. 

Either way you go, an investment in time and resources 
will be needed to manage data collection. Therefore, 
before deciding to conduct an i-Tree Eco analysis, you 
must consider the value of the of the project in terms of 
what data you will get and how you will use it.

Whether to implement an i-Tree project should be based 
on an objective or concern of the organization managing 
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the area. For example, a city park provides the commu-
nity with a valuable resource for recreation, but manage-
ment of the park may include budget concerns, an aging 
population of trees, and threats from invasive pests. 
i-Tree Eco can help quantify and address one or all of 
these concerns. Structural reports reveal information 
such as total canopy cover, available planting space, 
species diversity, health and condition, infrastructure 
conflicts, and potential economic impacts of pests such 
as gypsy moth, EAB, or Asian long-horned beetle. 

Just like any big city analysis, these data can be used 
to help develop better planting plans and management 
activities to improve sustainability of the resource and 
identify cost-effective management techniques specific 
to the area of concern. The ecosystem service results 
quantify the value of the resource with respect to energy 
conservation, air quality improvement, and carbon stor-
age and sequestration. Understanding trees’ local, 
tangible ecosystem services allows you to link specific, 
proactive management activities with environmental 
quality of the city and, in particular, the neighborhood 
where the park exists. 

Much of i-Tree’s use has been to foster local steward-
ship and financial investment by raising awareness of 
trees’ value and demonstrating a defensible assess-
ment of their management needs. This fits well with 
concerns of city parks, arboretums, or natural areas 
that are maintained for public service and enjoyment. 
i-Tree Eco can give you the charts, tables, graphs, maps, 
and written reports to describe your park, but ultimately 
it is up to you to understand how to put the information 
to work. Remember, the most successful i-Tree proj-
ects—regardless of size—start by first identifying the 
need and second, defining a vision for putting the data 
to work for a solution.

“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. i-Tree is 
in the public domain and is freely accessible by visiting 
www.itreetools.org.   
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No, that isn’t just a bunch of letters strung together; 
it is the formalization of a new partner agreement, 

a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the 
Australian Chapter of ISA (ISAAC) and the Society of 
Municipal Arborists (SMA). 

This formal agreement was the result of ongoing con-
versations between the two organizations, with ISAAC’s 
Craig Hinton and SMA’s Bob Benjamin taking the lead 
in the discussions that brought the project to fruition. 
Using a similar agreement that ISAAC already had in 
place with the Utility Arborist Association, it was easy to 
recreate a successful model. 

The terms of the agreement are outlined below. Both 
organizations feel they have much to gain by joining forc-
es to advance their individual missions and to advance 
the profession of municipal forestry. 

While SMA’s Web site serves as a resource for those 
engaged in municipal forestry around the world, SMA 
members have access to even more information on the 
Web site, such as the listserve where members can 
connect directly with one another for help with specific 
questions. One of SMA’s most popular member benefits, 
the bimonthly publication City Trees, is a resource most 
members keep to refer to throughout the year. In addi-
tion, programs like SMA’s Municipal Arborist Exchange 
give municipal arborists from countries around the 
globe the opportunity to learn directly from each other. 

SMA’s mission statement is “Leading the world in build-
ing the confidence, competence, and camaraderie of the 
family of professionals who create and sustain commu-
nity forests.” While we have members in eleven coun-
tries, most of them reside in the U.S. We welcome the 
opportunity to increase our international membership 
and to continue to work toward our mission of being a 
world leader. 

By expanding its membership reach to Australia through 
the ISAAC, SMA will add to its globalization efforts by 
engaging Australian members in online conversations, 
committee work, and authorship of articles for City 
Trees. Peer-to-peer learning is an important cornerstone 
of SMA learning, and increasing our international mem-
bership base will add to our discussions, perspectives, 
and experiences. 

We look forward to getting to know more about munici-
pal forestry in Australia through our newest SMA mem-
bers. In 2010, when ISA holds its annual conference in 
Brisbane, many of us will meet face-to-face for the first 

I S A A C S M A M O U
 by Jerri J. LaHaie, CAE, Executive Director of SMA  •  Photos by Craig Hinton 

time. In the meantime, we have a great opportunity to 
build relationships and advance the profession, making 
new friends along the way. 

Understanding that both organizations have a common mis-
sion and purpose, we have agreed to work together to:

• Enhance the image and assist in elevating the 
professional status of municipal arborists;

• Assist volunteers that represent the profes-
sion in the areas of education, government 
relations, public relations, membership 
recruitment, research and development, 
and funding;

• Promote and develop future leaders for both 
organizations;

• Provide mutual support for each organiza-
tion’s activities and programs for the benefit 
of their members, the municipal arboricul-
ture profession, and the public; and

• Share information that helps advance the 
municipal arboriculture profession.

Under the terms of the agreement, SMA will:

• Recognize ISAAC as the sole and official 
Australian affiliate; 

• Provide ISAAC with the opportunity to be 
the sole provider of any SMA educational 
programs in Australia;

London plane tree (Platanus x acerifolia) streetscape in Frankston, 
Australia
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• Provide ISAAC with the sole rights to collect 
membership dues for the SMA in Australia 
on behalf of the SMA; 

• Send publications in bulk to ISAAC for distri-
bution by ISAAC within Australia. ISAAC will 
cover all administration and postage within 
Australia for this service;

• Where possible or relevant, request 
members from ISAAC to serve on SMA 
Committees;

• Provide ISAAC with annual updates regard-
ing and access to SMA programs, initiatives, 
and overall performance when requested;

• Actively promote ISAAC conferences and 
other relevant programs to SMA members;

• Assist in municipal arboriculture related 
educational programming;

• Provide SMA promotional materials to ISAAC 
for publication on the Web site and in the 
quarterly ISAAC magazine; and 

• The SMA will pay ISAAC US$15.00 for each 
SMA membership ISAAC manages as a broker-
age fee and to cover Australian mailing costs.

In return, ISAAC will:

• Provide administration for SMA members in 
Australia including updating of details in the 
membership database;

• Promote SMA membership services to 
municipal arborist members in Australia;

• Where possible, provide members to serve 
on SMA Committees;

• Provide reports and articles to SMA for pub-
lication in City Trees;

• Provide copies of any copyright information 
used in publications or translated. These 

Lemon-scented gum trees (Corymbia citriodora) in Perth, Australia

River red gum 
(Eucalyptus camal-
dulensis) in The 
Grampians National 
Park, Victoria

copies are to be sent electronically to the 
SMA Executive Director for archiving;

• Obtain permission and appropriately recog-
nize SMA as the information source before 
using reprints of SMA educational materials 
and products for promotional, public rela-
tions, or public education purposes;

• Actively promote SMA conferences and pro-
grams in Australia; and

• Provide the SMA with access to and annual 
updates regarding ISAAC programs, ini-
tiatives, and overall performance when 
requested.   
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Partners Updates Utility Arborist Association 
Working Together in the Urban Forest: Part I  
Common Ground: The Cycle Approach to Tree Maintenance 
by Jack McCabe, Regional Operations Manager, Western North America, Davey Resource Group

A previous edition of City Trees featured an outstanding 
roundtable discussion on routine pruning cycles. That dis-

cussion inspired this edition of the Utility Arborist Association 
contribution to City Trees. As most of our readers know, the 
purpose of these articles is to share ideas, build understand-
ing, and identify common ground with the intent of improving 
relations between municipal and utility arborists. In the end, 
the purpose is to foster partnerships that will result in more 
healthy and vital urban forests.

One area where there is significant common ground between 
municipal and utility tree programs is the cycle-based approach 
to routine tree maintenance (pruning and removals). While the 
objectives certainly differ, the systems, thought processes, 
and challenges described by the five well respected municipal 
arborists very closely mirror the systems and challenges faced 
by most utility arborists. 

Research has demonstrated that large, healthy trees typically 
provide communities with greater environmental services and 
benefits than smaller trees. Those same trees pose possible 
risks to public safety due to their potential for failure and 
through interference with urban infrastructure (transportation 
access, signage, lighting, etc.). 

Municipal arborists care for and manage the trees within the 
transportation rights-of-way, as well as in parks and other 
City-owned properties. They seek to balance the desire to 
grow the largest tree appropriate to the site with the need for 
public safety and risk management. To date, the cycle-based 
approach to routine pruning has been the most efficient way 
for municipal arborists to achieve their objectives.

Research has also demonstrated that trees are one of the 
largest causes of electrical service outages, and that those 
outages have significant costs to society through a variety of 
ways. Trees contacting electrical conductors through natural 
growth or because of mechanical failure can bring high volt-
age electricity into close proximity to people, which presents a 
tremendous safety hazard. In areas concerned with wild fire, 
trees in contact with power lines can also become a cause of 
catastrophic wild fires.

Utility arborists manage the trees within and directly adjacent to 
the electric utility rights of way. As they work to keep trees and 
vegetation away from the power lines for public safety and electri-
cal system reliability, they are also concerned with tree health. 

Large, over-mature trees, trees with structural defects and 
poor-condition trees present greater risk to power lines and 
increase the routine maintenance requirements and costs 
than do smaller trees that are growing into the conductors 

from beneath the lines. ANSI standards and ISA best manage-
ment practices specify that utility pruning was developed with 
the intent of minimizing negative impacts of line clearance 
pruning on tree health.

As with municipal maintenance programs, the cycle length for 
utilities varies greatly depending upon region, species com-
position, and circumstances. Another thing common to both 
municipalities and utilities is the reality that budget and staff 
resource limitations more often affect cycle length than the 
actual needs of the trees they are managing. 

Both types of programs also struggle with customer service 
requests and cycle-buster trees and the potential for them to 
divert precious resources from achieving routine cycles. Many 
of those situations result from the wrong tree in the wrong 
location. Right Tree – Right Place therefore becomes a criti-
cal strategy to achieve a routine maintenance cycle for both 
municipal and utility arborists.

As implied by the title, this article serves as an introduction 
to a series discussing common ground and opportunities for 
municipal and utility arborists working within the urban for-
est. Future topics will include innovative strategies to reduce 
cycle length, combining the municipal and utility cycle in 
joint pruning exercises, and moving tree utility and municipal 
tree maintenance programs outside the right-of-way. In the 
meantime, I welcome your comments and feedback: Jack.
McCabe@davey.com.  

Large, healthy trees typically provide communities with greater 
environmental services and benefits than smaller trees, but those 
same trees can interfere with utility wires and other urban infra-
structure. Photo by Russell Hodge
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City of Franklin Parks employees participated in chainsaw safety 
and use training as they helped develop the new disc golf course 
in Franklin’s Liberty Park. 

Uphill approach to basket 

The City of Franklin, Tennessee has found a unique 
way to blend a parks sports facility with urban for-

estry. Franklin’s Liberty Park is an eighty-five-acre park; 
fifteen acres of the park is heavily wooded land with 
elevation changes of one to two hundred feet (30 to 60 
m). The Franklin Parks Department envisioned a disc golf 
course as a great use for this uneven terrain. Adjacent to 
the disc golf course are 30 acres of woods where hiking 
paths will also be developed. 

In addition to providing recreational opportunities for 
residents, Franklin Parks Director Lisa Clayton, Facilities 
Superintendent Kevin Lindsey, and I saw this as an 
opportunity to practice sustainable park construction. 
The construction and uses of the park meet the goals 
of the City’s Municipal Services Sustainability Plan in the 
areas of waste reduction, urban nature, public education, 
and environmental health. Franklin is striving to become 
one of the top 25 sustainable cities in the United States 
(www.franklin-gov.com/livegreen). 

With the help of the Williamson County Disc Golf 
Association, we designed a ten-hole course, and construc-
tion began in the fall of 2008. I used the course devel-

Sports & Urban Forestry:
A Disc Golf Course in Franklin, Tennessee
by Todd Snackenberg, City Arborist, Franklin, Tennessee • Photos by Todd Snackenberg

opment area to conduct chainsaw safety and use and 
proper pruning techniques training for Parks Department 
employees. As they became more experienced, they 
engaged in work sessions to remove any dead or dying 
trees throughout the course. Non-native invasive species 
such as tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), Chinese 



A mature native sugar maple (Acer saccharum) on fairway 

Disc course map at entrance, done in-house by Franklin’s GIS 
Department 

privet (Ligustrum sinense), and honeysuckle (Lonicera) 
were also removed. Great care was taken to remove as 
little desirable native material as possible and to leave 
the area in its natural state. 

Large and medium sized trees that were removed for 
fairway and path construction were used to line the 
fairways and access paths throughout the course. With 
assistance from the City of Franklin’s Solid Waste and 
Streets Departments, over 272 two tons of mulch from 
homeowner tree clippings and Christmas trees was used 
to line the fairways and access paths. The distance from 
Solid Waste to Liberty Park was less than a third the 
distance to the landfill, which resulted in the City of 
Franklin saving over $55,000.00 in transportation and 
landfill costs. The City will mulch annually and continue 
to reap this savings by delivering to the park. 

As the Liberty Park disc golf course took shape, I and 
members of our landscaping division, Brian Walker and 
Chris Brewer, conducted selective pruning on some 
native tree species. These species included osage orange 
(Maclura pomifera), northern red oak (Quercus rubra), 
eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana), sugar maple 
(Acer saccharum), black walnut (Juglans nigra), shagbark 
hickory (Carya ovata), hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), 
black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), and swamp chest-
nut oak (Q. michauxii). Many of these native tree species 
will soon get their own interpretive signs (see photo). 
In addition, the City hopes to host public education 
sessions at the park on tree care techniques and urban 
forest understanding. 

As the citizens of Franklin use this fantastic new addi-
tion to the park system, it is our hope that the disc golf 
course will be an example of urban forestry and develop-
ment coexisting in a positive and educational way.   

Interpretive signage at hole number ten 
accompanies a mature osage orange 
(Maclura pomifera).

A juvenile five-lined skink (Eumeces fasciatus) cruises the fairway. 
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This issue, SMA members opine on fruit trees in urban  

settings–a hot topic as interest in local food production grows. 

Last June I was invited to attend a park commis-
sioner’s fruit tree hike to have an initial conversation and 
brainstorm about planting fruit trees in public spaces 
in Madison. My initial thought was: how do I steer this 
conversation away from fruit trees being planted as street 
trees but still be a positive participant during the discus-
sion and implementation of this project?

I then remembered that this past April, Walt Warriner 
posted a “Fruit Trees in Parkways” question on the SMA 
Listserve. I read through the thread of responses Walt 
received, which helped me formulate my approach. 

When I responded that I would attend the fruit tree hike, I 
added the following:

“Through an online discussion with the Society of 
Municipal Arborists, I have read comments from 
city foresters in California, Idaho, Rhode Island, 
and other states. What I have gleaned is that 
planting fruit trees in the terrace/tree lawn is not 
a best management practice for fruit tree health/
survival and the harvesting of fruit. However, my 
colleagues do recommend fruit trees in a park set-
ting, where fruit trees have more soil volume and 
are not subject to car exhaust and road salt. Also, 
harvesting fruit in parks is much safer than having 
people step into a lane of traffic to pick the fruit 
on the street side of the tree.”

R O U N D T A B L E  
   Fruit Trees in the Urban Forest

In Surrey, even an old orchard that still produces fruit can be incorporated into a beautiful garden park, providing a juxtaposition of old 
and common with the new and exotic. Photo courtesy City of Surrey



I added comments and questions about college students 
throwing fruit in a downtown area, fruit pests, the pruning 
of fruit trees, fruit varieties, and the care of fruit trees for 
maximized fruit production. The email response from the 
hike organizer was, “Wonderful, thank you for the excel-
lent questions to launch our conversation, Marla!”

For the actual fruit hike, I brought along printouts from the 
Web by a pro-fruit-in-parkways organization called Fallen 
Fruit—one that George Gonzalez had mentioned in the 
SMA email conversation—and handed it out to the group 
of hikers. While munching on Bing cherries from a privately 
owned cherry tree (prior approval from the tree owner was 
obtained), the group read the handout, which demonstrated 
my willingness to be a part of the solution by researching 
the issue and sharing what I found. I was transparent. 

When the discussion came up about potential sites, the 
group agreed that placing fruit trees within the parkway 
would not be the best situation. Some even mentioned 
the questions I raised such as public safety and fruit sani-
tation. The group had had time to think about the answers 
to my questions before the group discussion occurred.

Urban agriculture is growing at an astounding rate in cit-
ies throughout the U.S. In the City of Madison, we have 42 
community gardens totaling 25 acres as compared to only 
23 gardens (17 acres) in 2002. More than 1,700 Madison 
households now have a plot in community gardens. 

So the question is what can urban agriculture do for my 
urban forestry program? The answer is simple. Commonly 
discussed public benefits of our urban forest include 
improved air and water quality, reduced heating/cooling 
costs, enhanced property values, reduced storm water 
runoff, and carbon sequestration. In a time of shrinking 
municipal budgets and strong interest in local and organic 
food sources, fruit trees appropriately sited in the urban 
forest adds another perceived value to the city forest. 

By involving a broad base of stakeholders, municipal 
arborists are more likely to develop fruit tree policies that 
will enhance the value of the urban forestry program and 
at the same time meet the needs of the public. The more 
equitable the decision-making process, the more resident 
or group involvement and buy-in you will have. Also, in my 
own experience, written agreements outlining roles and 
responsibilities can increase the commitments and policy 
compliance of the various parties involved. 

—Marla Eddy, City Forester, Madison, Wisconsin 

I will be upfront. My recommendation would be against 
the use of parkstrip for fruit trees in the scheme of “edible 
streets.” The reason is right in the name: fruit. All trees, 

A remnant of a former filbert plantation (Corylus avellana) has 
been retained during the development of a botanical garden in 
the City of Surrey. The filberts bear loads of nuts that are collected 
by the volunteers who help manage the garden. 

Residents of Surrey, British Columbia, harvest apples from a munic-
ipal tree. Photos this page courtesy City of Surrey 
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for transport out of the growing area? What hap-
pens to the fruit if it is quarantined? Who will pay 
to dispose of the quarantined fruit?

Thinning. Will you use commercial thinners to 
reduce fruiting? If not, who will thin the fruit so 
that fruit is of an acceptable size? The consistent 
size people want comes from chemical thinners 
used in the orchard just after fruit set. Will the 
recipients of the fruit be willing to thin the trees 
by hand to achieve adequate sizing, or will they 
accept small fruit?

Fruit varieties. Who will select the species and 
varieties? Are there varieties available that will set 
fruit with limited chilling in warmer areas?

Pruning and cycling. Who will prune the trees? 
Will they be pruned for maximum fruit production? 
Fruit trees typically have a useful cycle of about 
20 to 25 years. Who will remove and replace the 
trees to maintain maximum production? Will you 
be allowed to remove and replace the trees?

Height of trees. Will you use fruit trees with dwarf-
ing root stock? If not, how tall will you allow the 

save for sterile hybrids or cultivars, produce some kind of 
fruit, but most fruit trees produce a larger, messier fruit.

It is not necessarily the fruit that is problematic; it is the 
management and cleanup of the fruit. If you allowed me to 
plant cherries or prune plums in the parkstrip because I said 
I’d take care of them today, and I sold the property next year, 
what will happen to the trees? Who will maintain them? 
Will you come out and spend limited resources to remove 
the tree because the fruit falling on the sidewalk is track-
ing onto my new white carpet? And you want me, the new 
homeowner, to take all the extra time to maintain the tree? I 
bought the house, not the street tree; it is the City’s tree.

Certainly, you could issue me a permit to remove and 
replace the tree at my expense. But why should I pay to 
remove and replace a tree that you authorized, even though 
you knew it would cause litter problems down the road?

It is wiser not to allow the fruit tree to be planted in the 
first place. You can point to all of the codes that lay out the 
maintenance responsibility, but it is best not to allow the 
fruit trees in the parkstrip.

I work in Idaho now, but there is one thing I will always 
remember about my time in Chico, California. The air 
was rich with the scent of citrus blossoms in the spring. 
Planted as cuttings—from the mother orange tree in 
Oroville, California in the late 1890s—the oranges were 
great, small trees planted in narrow parkstrips.

They were great in every way except the fruit. We picked 
the downtown core trees. However, the neighborhood 
trees dropped their fruit. It was a mess. Since the trees 
were typically not sprayed, the fruit usually had worms or 
other pests in them. Also, the oranges in Chico were mar-
malade oranges. Since no one wanted wormy fruit or sour 
oranges, the fruit often went to waste, even the oranges 
we picked. And then there was the problem of college stu-
dents (adults?) throwing the fruit. If Chico had the money, 
the trees could have been sprayed with the growth regula-
tor Florel to limit fruiting. You would get all of the benefits 
of the orange tree, but without the fruit.

I agree with the concept of using the ROW to produce fresh 
fruit. It is a good concept. However, the road to perdition 
is paved with goods intentions. The devil is in the details, 
including questions such as:

Fruit pests. Who will spray to control the worms and 
maggots? Will you even be permitted to spray? Will 
people eat fruit with worms or maggots in them? 
What quarantines do you have for pests transport-
ed in non-agriculturally-produced fruit? Will the 
fruit be certified by the Agriculture Commissioner 

Pruning classes in the orchard of Surrey’s historic Stewart Farm, 
Elgin Heritage Park Photo courtesy City of Surrey
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trees to become? How will you deal with the liabil-
ity of volunteers climbing 14 foot orchard ladders 
to reach upper fruit? How will dwarf fruit trees 
affect visibility along the streets?

Neighborhood aesthetics. What impact with this 
have on the aesthetics of the neighborhood? How 
will you deal with those who don’t want a neigh-
borhood orchard? 

Safety. Who will police the trees? What happens 
when someone comes along and harvests the 
trees without permission? Will they be fined? They 
were only trying to feed their family. Who controls 
the trees? Will you have turf wars?

Water. And the most important question, who will 
pay for the irrigation water? Mark Twain is reputed 
to have said, “Whiskey is for drinking; water is 
for fighting over.” In the drier regions, will you 
require residents to pay for the added fruit tree 
irrigation? What if water for personal and sanitary 
use is already limited? 

Ohioans enjoy picking gingko fruits (above) and cherries (bottom right). Photos by Steve Cothrel 
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I do not drop hints about obtaining pies in such cases. I 
am, however, curious about how this foul-smelling fruit 
becomes an edible delicacy. 

Working in a community adjacent to The Ohio State 
University, we’re besieged each fall by callers looking to 
collect buckeyes to make their necklaces and trinkets. So 
in a world where biodiversity is key, let’s not be too quick 
to condemn trees that can serve our residents in so many 
ways (but let’s use some common sense in the process). 
Every mighty oak is just a nut that held its ground.

—Steve Cothrel, Superintendent of Parks, Upper 
Arlington, Ohio 

Here in Davis, the idea of a food forest was brought 
up recently at our tree commission meeting. The topic of 
fruit trees being planted in residential and parkway strips 
was discussed as a way for the community to have food 
grown and available in the City easements. I suggested 
and prefer the idea of a community based garden area for 
food crops to be grown. 

As a municipal forester, I like to promote involvement from 
the community in shaping, creating, and maintaining the 
urban forest, but with food crops being grown in parkways 
and residential easements, I have some concerns. First is 
the cost of properly maintaining food crop trees. Fruit and 
other food producing trees require a different level of care 
than do non-crop-bearing trees. Special pruning, possible 
dormant oil and other chemical applications (depending 
on tree species), fruit harvesting, and cleanup of old fruit 
are a few factors that come to mind. 

The level of care would increase here in Davis as the crops 
would have to be organically grown due to the commu-
nity value of using limited chemical or even non-chemical 
means of pest control. Also, if pesticide applications are 
needed, who would be liable for the applications and pos-
sible contamination if protocols are not followed by the 
public after treatments? With the limited budgets we are 
all facing, I cannot see our program taking on this level 
of tree care or responsibility. Even with some level of vol-
unteer help, it would be too labor intensive to have fruit 
trees in these areas. 

Another concern is if the trees are planted in residential 
easements, as was suggested in our commission meeting, 
then the City is inviting the public onto private property. I 
could not see selecting fruit trees that would encourage 
other residents to come pick fruit on the homeowner’s 
property. There is liability enough having the public har-
vesting fruit along the roadways. We also have a fairly 
large rat population and giving them and other critters 
free food that is not harvested is also another factor to 

These are just a few of the questions I would ask during 
conceptual program development. I could go on. Then again, 
we often have to deal with the politics of the issue, and 
we may be directed to make this type of program happen. 
Implementation of the directive will be the challenging point. 
There are some weighty issues that need to be discussed. 

Now where is that can of wormy apples ...?

—Chris Boza, City Forester, City of Hayden, Idaho 

Fruit and nut bearing trees can indeed be a source of 
frustration when they are planted in inappropriate places. 
However, the food value offered by such species deserves 
some respect! Our own species might not be here today 
were it not for the figs, dates, and other nutritious fruits 
that kept our early kin from starvation. 

We all have residents who hate messy debris from trees. 
While I won’t advocate for fruits that can cause concus-
sions or broken windshields, tree fruits are usually orna-
mental and valuable to wildlife. The often despised sweet-
gum (Liquidambar) fruits are an example of an attractive 
fruit that is annoyingly persistent once it falls. But really, 
if you’re willing to mow a lawn 30 times per year, is it so 
much of a burden to rake “monkey balls” two or three 
times per year?

With the increasing popularity of locally grown foods 
and edible landscapes, there is almost certainly poten-
tial for great public relations and community building 
here. Should people eat fruits grown in sewage sludge 
or infused with heavy metals from exhaust? I’d say no. 
But if cities can find suitable soil for community gardens, 
then apples, cherries, pecans, and persimmons should 
be just as safe to eat when grown in appropriate places. 
And the walnuts, hickories, and the like that volunteer in 
our parks may someday be the only century-plus giants 
we have, since they are the only trees being planted as 
nature intended, without root balls, grafts, and buried 
root collars.

In Upper Arlington, we have a number of cherry trees in 
our parks and along streets, and I see entire families pick-
ing the fruit each summer. Despite my none-too-subtle 
hints, I’ve never had a pie dropped off at my office, but it’s 
heartwarming to see kids outside, picking fruit and bond-
ing as people did before video games were invented. It’s a 
great cure for “nature deficit disorder.” The osage oranges 
in another local park keep kids occupied for weeks in 
autumn, serving as ammunition, art supplies, and spider 
repellants.

Many times I’ve witnessed entire families of residents 
picking up the fruit of the female Ginkgo from the ground. 
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consider. The cost to clean up the fruit and the liability of 
sidewalk and path areas with old fruit on them is another 
prohibitive factor for me.

In the end, our commissioners did not think public fruit 
trees on residential property or in streetscapes is a good 
idea. We decided to scope out an area of open space that 
currently has some fruit trees. If the community wants to 
develop this area as a public orchard, I am all for them 
finding the place, responsible party for maintenance, and 
money to fund the tree planting and care, with the City 
providing the appropriate land areas. This partnering with 
the community, for me, is a better and more workable 
alternative to placing these types of trees in parkways. 

—Rob Cain, Urban Forest Manager, City of Davis, 
California 

The City of West Sacramento doesn’t have a for-
mal policy regarding the planting of fruit-bearing trees 
in public rights of way. Fruit trees are not on our master 
tree list; however, we have had requests from the public 
to plant fruit trees in public areas. There are pockets of 
open space in neighborhoods and other areas away from 
pedestrian traffic that would be conducive to fruit trees. 
Local community gardens would also benefit from free 
fruit trees offered by the City. Considering the current 
economy, it might be a welcome addition to the commu-
nity to have random fruit trees throughout town for our 
citizens to consume.

The reason we have not planted fruit trees in our ROW 
or parkway strips in the past is primarily because of the 
increased potential trip hazard resulting from fruit on 
pedestrian pathways. The few areas where we do have 
fruit on trees were completely unintentional when we 
planted some purple leaf plum trees (Prunus cerasifera 
‘Krauter Vesuvius’) that were supposed to be fruitless. For 
the most part, though, passersby eat the fruit before it 
causes a mess! 

Many growers in California have offered free bare-root 
trees to non-profit groups such as the Sacramento Tree 
Foundation. These are then dispersed to residents who 
attend the giveaway on a Saturday in February or March. 
I am looking into the idea of providing free bare-root fruit 
trees to our community.

—Dena Kirtley, Urban Forest Manager, City of West 
Sacramento, California 

Tropical Fruit Trees in the Urban Forest. These past 
few weeks we have been pollinating our sausage trees 
(Kigelia africana) at Jungle Island here in Miami, Florida. 
This striking tree is found in many of the older areas of 
Miami, but usually it is not noticed because there are 
no fruit hanging from the branches. In its native habitat 
in sub-Saharan Africa, pollination of the night bloom-
ing flowers is done by bats. We don’t have these bats 
in south Florida, but occasionally woodpeckers or the 
introduced spot-breasted oriole will provide the ser-
vice when they find opening flowers in early evening. 

At Jungle Island in Miami, Florida, Director of Horticulture Jeff Shimonski has to be thoughtful about where he plants coconut palms 
(Cocos nucifera, left), calabash (Crescentia cujete, right), and sausage tree (Kigelia africana, next page). Some coconut palms produce 
over 100 fruit a year; this coconut already had all the fruit cut off once this year. The fruit of the calabash is not edible but can grow as 
large as a basketball.  Photos by Jeff Shimonski
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Sausage trees are self-incompatible; they need pollen 
from another tree in close proximity in order for pollina-
tion and fruit set to occur.

Over the years I have learned quite a bit about display-
ing fruit trees and the public. Many years ago we had 
several mature citrus trees as landscape focal points. 
They would produce hundreds of fruit every year, and 
every year all the fruit below eight feet (2 m) would be 
stolen. Occasionally some of our more aggressive visi-
tors would even climb into the trees to pick the fruit. 
Some of the scaffold branches were snapped off and 
we even had people fall out of the trees. Citrus canker 
resolved the problem and the citrus trees were eventu-
ally cut down. 

We grow other trees that produce fruit unique to the 
tropics. The large round inedible fruit of our calabash 
(Crescentia cujete) is very eye-catching and apparently 
quite collectable. The cainito (Chrysophyllum cainito) has 
very attractive foliage and a tasty marble-sized fruit that 
never lasts more than a day on the tree before it is picked 
off by native bird or man. The fruit of bananas (Musa) and 
papaya (Carica papaya) never have a chance.

I have found a multitude of issues regarding fruit 
trees in public areas and urban forests. The fruit will 
be taken, so a tree has to be grown in an area where 
people have no access. If the tree is climbed, there 
will be a good chance that it will be damaged and left 
with broken branches. There is also the chance that a 
person will fall out of the tree and become injured (with 
resulting lawsuits). I occasionally see akee (Blighia 

sapida) growing in residential landscapes. The cooked 
fruit is delicious but unripe fruit is very attractive and 
very poisonous. 

Safety is always on the mind of an urban arborist and 
fruit trees with heavy, dense falling fruit is a serious 
issue. The fruit from the sausage tree can weigh several 
pounds. Typically the fruits last a year on the tree before 
they drop off. If the tree is in an area where the falling 
fruit can damage something below, it is prudent to cut 
off the previous year’s fruit. Coconuts (Cocos nucifera) 
present a real challenge. Many people are injured by fall-
ing coconuts. Speaking from personal experience, falling 
coconuts will dent a car roof or hood, break roof tiles, 
and become air-borne missiles in a hurricane. I am now 
very careful where I plant them. 

—Jeff Shimonski, Director of Horticulture, Jungle Island, 
Miami, Florida 

One of the guiding principles of urban forestry is to 
plant the right trees in the right place. The primary reason 
for planting street trees is to:

• Shade the streets and adjacent buildings

• Capture stormwater

• Absorb gaseous and air-borne pollutants

Therefore urban foresters strive to plant the largest canopy 
tree that will fit on a site. Street trees also must be tough, 
resilient, low maintenance, and drought tolerant and must 
have structures that minimize public safety concerns.
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Potential concerns with using fruit trees as street trees:

• Potential liability and mess due to fruit drop

• Fruit trees normally require more water than 
average street tree

• Pest control problems with fruit

• Fruit trees attracts rodents

• Disputes with harvesting of fruit

A better use of fruit trees is on private property where the 
property owners can plant and maintain the trees and bet-
ter control the harvest. Also fruit trees can be small and 
kept low in height for easier harvest; these trees should be 
planted in locations where the larger shade trees cannot fit. 
I think it would even be more appropriate to give away fruit 
seedlings in low income neighborhoods to plant on private 
property or in small planter boxes than to put the trees 
in the ROW. The Million Trees Los Angeles organization is 
working on a promotion for fruit trees on private property. 

—George Gonzalez, Chief Forester, Los Angeles, 
California 

Surrey, British Columbia’s historic Stewart Farm 
(1894), located in Elgin Heritage Park, contains an orchard 
with 26 varieties of heritage apple, pear, and plum trees. 
The current orchard was planted in the 1980s, with most 
of the varieties coming from nearby farms or from an avid 
local grower and tester of fruit trees. Examples of some of 
the oldest apple varieties are Ashmead’s Kernel, c.1720 
from England; Gravenstein, c.1669 from Germany; and 
Fameuse, c.1797 from Quebec. 

The City presents orchard pruning classes in February and 
harvests the fruit in September for an annual Apple Day 
event that involves other local growers, experts in blue 
orchard bees, Master Gardeners, the BC Fruit Testers and 
other related organizations. There are cider demonstra-
tions, baking and other apple-related activities done to 
educate visitors about fruit tree growing and fruit tasting. 

—Lana Panko, Curator, Historic Stewart Farm, Elgin 
Heritage Park, Surrey, BC 

The urban forest consists of all trees in the community, 
on both public and private property. Typically, the trees 
planted on public property are the responsibility of the 
City to maintain. The challenges I see for fruit trees along 
streets are clearance, harvest, cleanup, and safety. The 
ideal fruit trees are smaller in stature so the fruit can be 
easily thinned and harvested. Fruit trees that reach large 
sizes cannot be thinned and harvested easily, and since 
the fruit will stay on the tree past ripeness, the dropped 
fruit may not be edible. 

Street trees are generally planted to provide canopy and 
shade over the street and sidewalk areas. Most fruit trees 
are smaller and generally do not provide the desired 
canopy. At the same time, small trees can create clearance 
problems for pedestrians and vehicles unless they are 
upright varieties. 

Fruit trees tend to invite pickers to collect the fruit. 
During street tree pruning operations, firewood left on 
the site is available on a first-come basis. Being a public 
asset, the same would be true for fruit from street trees. 
As a resident, I may water my street fruit tree with the 
hope of harvesting a crop, yet anyone in the city can 
come by and harvest it. 

During harvest, if the fruit is not reachable from the 
ground, a ladder, pole collector, or climbing is neces-
sary. In a street and sidewalk situation, that is not safe. 
Conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians occur. Anyone 
climbing without proper safety gear poses a liability 
for the City. 

Un-harvested fruit falling over the sidewalk or street may 
contact a vehicle or pedestrian, or cause a potential slip-
and-fall or bicycle obstacle. Fruit on the sidewalk is also 
an obstacle for roller bladders and skateboarders (please 
keep the applause down).

Fruit from olives, cherries, plums—the squishy drupes—
cause stains to sidewalks and streets. In order to keep 
a clean area under a fruit tree, harvesting is necessary 
before the fruit falls. In my experience, this rarely happens 
in the planting strip areas.

Good fruit harvest requires maintenance. To obtain good 
size and quality, fruit thinning and pruning are necessary. 
This rarely happens on street trees. When proper mainte-
nance does occur, the fruit is still available to anyone for 
harvest, creating a potential ownership conflict.

There is plenty of space for fruit trees in parks and 
community gardens and on private property. On most 
newer home sites, the space for large trees has been 
designed out with increased home footprints and 
decreased lot sizes. These smaller places are ideal for 
small fruit trees that will fit in the available space and 
provide a crop for the homeowner. Control over the 
type of fruit, harvest, and maintenance clearly falls to 
the tree owner who can decide if the care required is 
worth the benefits of the fruit. 

Fruit trees should be encouraged in neighborhoods in the 
right places. Along streets is not the right place.

—Gordon Mann, Mann Made Resources, Consulting 
Arborists, Auburn, California   
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Pondcypress (Taxodium ascendens) 
is an underutilized urban street 

tree with several characteristics that 
are lacking on the similar and more 
commonly planted baldcypress, 
Taxodium distichum. The two species 
are closely related and some bota-
nists even consider pondcypress a 
variety of the baldcypress, listing it 
either as T. distichum var. nutans or 
T. distichum var. imbricarium. 

Both species are native to the south-
eastern United States, although the 
pondcypress has a far smaller natu-
ral range, limited generally from 
coastal North Carolina to south-
eastern Louisiana. The ecological 
preferences of the two species 
are distinctively different and could 
explain why the pondcypress natural 
range is not more widespread. The 
natural habitat for pondcypress is 
isolated, nutrient-poor depressions 
fed by acidic, shallow ground water. 
Baldcypress, by contrast, is known 
to thrive in communal swamps and 
bayous along nutrient-rich rivers.

At first glance the most notable 
characteristic of the pondcypress is 
its spirally bound, needle-like leaves 
growing erect from the stems. The 
leaves are a rich green and maintain 
their verdant color well into the dry 
months of late summer before turn-
ing a coppery-orange in early October. 
In spring it is one of the last trees to 
leaf out, a trait that is a little discon-
certing if you are not expecting it.

Hardy from USDA Zones 5 to 10, 
pondcypress is a medium to moder-
ate grower rarely reaching heights 
above 60 ft (18 m). The form of 
this tree is much more columnar 
than the baldcypress—pondcypress 
is seldom wider than 15 ft (5 m). 
The pondcypress cultivar ‘Prairie 
Sentinel’ is even narrower, offering 
just a 10 ft (3 m) width on a fully 
mature tree. I find the pondcypress’s 

columnar habit particularly useful 
in constricted landscape settings or 
along tight street corridors.

Pondcypress is known to grow the 
same stabilizing cypress knees as 
baldcypress but does so with less 
frequency, especially in landscape 
settings. Highly adaptable and rela-
tively free of pests or diseases, the 
beautifully symetrical pondcypress 

Fall color  
Photo by Chris Starbuck 

provides a dependable, attractive 
option for the municipal landscape. 

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

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 expe-
rience with it on the SMA Listserve.   

Pondcypress in the landscape • Photo by Brett O’Brien 

 Pond Cypress (Taxodium ascendens)
by Brett O’Brien
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