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I am privi-
leged to bring 
to my fel-
low ASCAns 
updates about 
t h e  s o c i -
ety and the 
great things 
to come this 
year. I called 
t o  a c t i on 
my fe l low 

ASCAns for volunteering with some of 
ASCA’s committees, and we have been 
overjoyed with the responses. Thank 
you to our new members of the ad-hoc 
Membership Committee—Don Blair, 
RCA #245, from Maryland; Robert 
Brudenell, RCA #417, from Colorado; 
Debra de Marco, RCA #672, from Flor-
ida; RJ Laverne, RCA #403, from Ohio; 
and Rebecca Wegner, RCA #351, from 
Colorado. They have all committed their 
experiences and expertise to help with 
our membership needs. They are craft-
ing questions for our member survey to 
be sent out in early March. Look for the 
survey and please reply.

I would also like to welcome our new-
est member to the board of directors, RJ 
Laverne, RCA #403. He has graciously 
agreed to be the liaison to the board for 
the TPAQ Advisory Committee and, as 
I mentioned earlier, volunteering on the 
Membership Committee as well as per-
forming all his board responsibilities. 
I have had only a few opportunities to 
speak with RJ, but he is a dedicated pro-
fessional who I am so pleased to be work-
ing with. By the way, he loves hockey!

The Program Planning Committee 
(PPC) is putting the finishing touches 
on our next webinar, set for release on 
March 23 at noon ET, with the theme 
of assessing fire damaged trees, including 
species tolerances and perspectives from 
different points of view. Please be sure 
to register. It is free to our ASCA mem-
bers and will be available to nomembers 
for a fee. 

I would like to thank all of you who par-
ticipated in our conference survey a few 
weeks ago. The results were overwhelm-
ing, and as you have heard, the May con-
ference in Tucson has been canceled both 
in person and virtual.  

The PPC is now finalizing the conference 
agenda for our December conference in 
Lake Tahoe. The speaker lineup and top-
ics are robust, compelling, and timely 
for all of our businesses. The hybrid ver-
sion will have in-person speakers live 
streaming on day one to all the registered 
attendees and recorded sessions for days 
two and three from live and streaming 
speakers. Look for the Town Hall seg-
ment on day one, where both members 
of the audience and online attendees will 
have two minutes to get their point of 
view across based on topics selected from 
the member survey mentioned earlier.

There is so much more say; however, my 
space is limited, so I want to leave you 
with one last message: “Use your exper-
tise for good!” Examples to come at the 
Lake Tahoe conference.  

Jeremy Chancey, RCA #646 
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ASCA Installs New Board
ASCA installed its 2021 board of direc-
tors during the Annual Membership 
Meeting, held virtually on December 4, 
2020.

“I am honored to be ASCA’s 2021 presi-
dent. I appreciate the opportunity to rep-
resent the finest organization for Con-
sulting Arborists, and to share my vision 
and focus for the upcoming year,” stated 
2021 ASCA President Jeremy Chancey, 
RCA #646. 

Jeremy will be joined by President-Elect 
Micah Pace, RCA #607; Past President 
Richard Adkins, RCA #573; and Secre-
tary/Treasurer Patrick Anderson, RCA 
#475. Joining the board as directors are 
Robert “RJ” Laverne, Ph.D., RCA #403; 
Jeff Ling, RCA #337; Ron Matranga, 
RCA #488; Kay Sicheneder, RCA #668; 
and Philip van Wassenaer, RCA #678.

In his remarks, Jeremy thanked outgoing 
president John Leffingwell, RCA #442, 

for his seven years of leadership and ser-
vice to the society. Jeremy shared his 
vision for 2021, discussing several initia-
tives he intends to lead. These initiatives 
include a proposed virtual town hall for 
members to share their ideas and pro-
vide feedback to the board, expanding 
the current ad hoc conference program 
planning committee to a broader pro-
gram committee, and forming an ad hoc 
membership committee. 

The board will also introduce the Using 
Your Expertise for Good project, a way for 
members to use their expertise within 
ASCA, their local communities, and 
other organizations. 

“I believe that as our professional orga-
nization becomes more focused on how 
we are able to give back, we only serve to 
strengthen our position as experts and 
our organization’s reputation for excel-
lence and distinction,” Jeremy said. 

Consulting
2022 Academy
ASCA

 February 15–18, 2022
Omni Severin Hotel
Indianapolis, Indiana

SAVE THE DATE

https://www.asca-consultants.org/page/ConsultingAcademy
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Introduction
In Hong Kong, the arboriculture 
industry has seen substantial develop-
ment since about 2006. Specifications 
for tree transplanting were established 
after that time. In response to a sub-
stantial amount of annual property 
development across Hong Kong, trees 
are regularly transplanted to make way 
for new construction. Due to cost and 
logistical constraints, the root ball size 
of medium-sized trees is often less than 
recommended when referencing trans-
planting standards such as ANSI A300. 
While the subtropical climate encour-
ages rapid shoot growth almost year-
round, transplanted trees still experi-
ence a significant amount of stress due 
to larger diameter root pruning and 
reduced retention of fine root mass. 
Assuming transplant survival, this often 
results in a much longer establishment 
period for recovery. Additionally, the 
current practice for transplant prepara-
tion in Hong Kong involves two to three 
stages of root pruning spaced out over 
a period of months (Guidelines on tree 
transplanting 2014). A concern regard-
ing this is that trees experience multiple 
periods of stress as opposed to just one. 
To address these challenges, we endeav-
ored to use an improved method.

Bare root tree transplanting is a method 
that involves the complete removal of 
soil from a tree’s roots prior to trans-
plant. Recently, this method was used 
for the transplant of five Ficus virens in 
Hong Kong, ranging from 160 mm to 

300 mm (6.3” to 11.8”) DBH. Using air 
excavation tools is a viable way of safely 
removing soil while retaining tree roots, 
including <2 mm (5/64”) diameter fine 
roots. In this case, two airspades, one 
airvac, and two air compressors were 
utilized. 

The airspade is a handheld device oper-
ated by one person. Its nozzle is designed 
to focus compressed air, increasing 
the rate to approximately 2,500 km/h 
(~1,550 mph). During operation, high-
speed air is forced between soil particles, 
effectively breaking them apart. 

The airvac soil vacuum is similarly pow-
ered by compressed air. It is primarily 
used in combination with the airspade 

and allows for safe and efficient vertical 
digging without damaging objects such 
as tree roots or underground utilities.

Soil Condition
Soil conditions were analyzed for each 
tree prior to transplanting. Soil layers 
were similar to those of many built envi-
ronments. There was a layer of topsoil 
approximately 250 mm (9.8”) in depth 
on top of a layer of highly compacted soil 
(likely 95% proctor density). It was diffi-
cult to penetrate the soil with a handheld 
compaction tester. This signified that tree 
roots would equally have a difficult time 
growing through the soil. From this find-
ing, it was concluded that the tree roots 
were likely growing primarily within the 
top 250 mm (9.8”) layer. 

Bare Root Transplanting in 
Hong Kong 
By Jonathan Picker, RCA #723

Excess soil was removed after lifting to expose the roots for visual assessment.



< home

American Society of Consulting Arborists      4      ArboriculturAl consultAnt volume 54 issue 1 2021

Timing for Transplanting
The trees were transplanted in late Octo-
ber/early November when shoot growth 
is less active. This is in line with some 
published research that says it may be 
better to transplant trees during the time 
that branch shoot growth is not active 
and therefore, the tree is not placed under 
further stress (Buckstrup and Bassuk 
2000). Since it is known that trees have 
a limited supply of energy that is used 
for all aspects of survival, it is important 
to allow the tree to focus on one thing 
(root development) as opposed to multi-
ple things (root development in addition 
to shoot growth).

“Transpirational demand of leaves 
and shoots is lower in fall than spring 
because ambient temperatures are 

cooler, days are shorter, shoot extension 
has ceased, and plant cells have ligni-
fied” (Good and Corell 1982). When 
roots of fall-transplanted trees get a head 
start in establishing before new spring 
shoot growth begins; root-to-soil con-
tact is improved as a result. The roots 
of spring-transplanted trees, by contrast, 
must compete for a tree’s resources as 
shoot growth begins in spring (Buck-
strup and Bassuk 2000). Other research 
(Hinesley 1986) suggests that “fall-
transplanted trees may do better because 
spring transplanting interferes with the 
production of root-produced hormones 
necessary for good shoot extension.” 

Branch Pruning
Since the trees would be transplanted in 
their natural vertical form, some minor 

branches were pruned to balance the 
weight distribution of the tree crowns 
during transport. Only these branches 
and dead branches were removed so as 
not to adversely impact the trees’ health. 
This is important, as trees have a lim-
ited supply of energy for all aspects of 
survival including branch growth, root 
growth, immune system, wound clo-
sure, and many other actions. Since a 
tree must allocate a significant amount 
of energy during transplanting and rees-
tablishment, it is important not to bur-
den them with excessive wound closure 
requirements due to pruning. Further-
more, it is important to retain as many 
leaves and branches as possible to maxi-
mize energy production and future pho-
tosynthetic capacity.

Root Pruning
The current practice in Hong Kong is 
to carry out two to three stages of root 
pruning at monthly intervals (General 
Specifications for Building 2012). The 
goal of this method is to attempt to 
lessen the amount of shock as opposed 
to pruning all sides at the same time. 

Using the bare root transplanting 
method, the majority of tree roots 
are retained during the process. This 
means that root pruning may not be 
required at all or if required, the diam-
eter of roots requiring pruning is sub-
stantially reduced. Considering what is 
known about a tree’s limited energy, it 
is highly recommended to carry out all 
transplanting works at the same time 

Bare Root Transplanting in Hong Kong   continued

The airspade and airvac were used in combination to systematically remove soil from between 
the roots.

Hong Kong Standard 
Specifications (10:1) Bare Root Method Root Area m2

Tree DBH (mm)
Root Area 

Dimensions Square Meters
Root Area 

Dimensions Square Meters % Increase
T1 300 3m x 3m 9m2 6m x 6m 36m2 300%
T2 160 1.6m x 1.6m 2.56m2 4m x 4m 16m2 525%
T3 280 2.8m x 2.8m 7.84m2 5m x 5m 25m2 218%
T4 300 3m x 3m 9m2 6m x 6m 36m2 300%
T5 200 2m x 2m 4m2 4m x 4m 16m2 300%

* 10:1 refers to root area diameter (not radius) and trunk diameter at breast height.
**1m (meter) is equal to 3.28 feet, 100mm (millimeter) is equal to 3.93 inches. 
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Bare Root Transplanting in Hong Kong   continued

and immediately move the tree to the 
new planting site. This method will 
reduce the number of stressful events 
for the tree from 1st and 2nd stage root 
pruning and transplanting (the current 
Hong Kong practice) down to simply 
transplanting.

In this case, some of the trees were grow-
ing in close proximity to each other, 
and their interlocking roots needed to 
be separated prior to transplanting. A 
trench was dug between the trees using 
the air excavation tools to expose the 
roots, and this allowed for proper prun-
ing cuts by hand. Secateurs, lopper, or 
hand saw were used depending on the 
root diameter. This also allowed for 

maximization of the root length reten-
tion for each tree while effectively sepa-
rating the trees. 

Root Characteristics
Tree roots are opportunists and grow 
where the environment is suitable for 
their development. During the air exca-
vation work, it was found that when 
roots came into contact with an obstruc-
tion, such as a curb, they would turn 
a horizontal 90-degree angle and grow 
shallow along the edge of the obstruc-
tion. This likely occurs as required vari-
ables for optimal root growth were more 
available in the upper layer of soil than 
in the subsoil or underneath the obstruc-
tion. It was noted that shallow-grow-

ing Ficus virens roots would grow thick 
and woody. In addition, these specific 
shallow woody roots would send ver-
tically downward growing roots called 
“sinker” roots. This finding is consis-
tent with published research. Research 
has shown that, generally speaking, 
these sinker roots are present close to 
the trunk where woody buttress roots 
are present (Dobson 1995). However, 
it appears that in this case, these sinker 
roots were also present 1–3 meters (~3–
10 feet) from the trunk. One theory 
would be that trees growing in poor soil 
conditions form shallow woody roots 
and also grow sinker roots from those 
woody roots, likely to both support 
structural stability and increase water 
and nutrient uptake. It also may be a 
species-specific characteristic or a com-
bination of both. This would require 
further study to be verified.

The diameter, length, and number of 
woody roots varied between the five 
trees. This was likely related to soil qual-
ity and available space. While one tree 
had large woody roots growing as far 
as a 3-meter (9.8 foot) radius distance 
from the trunk, other trees had many 
fewer woody roots and a much shorter 
distance from the trunk.

Retained Root Area
Assuming a 10:1 ratio, root area diam-
eter to tree DBH (Guidelines on tree 
transplanting 2014), the retained root 
area diameter was doubled, which led 
to an average of +328% increase in 
retained root square meter area for each 
of the five trees. 

“The spread of woody roots and condi-
tion of fine roots moved with the tree 
are the major differences between tra-
ditional transplant and bare root trans-
plant methods” (Watson and Hewitt 
2020). Regarding tree health, the most 
notable part was that bare root trans-
plant, when done correctly, can retain 
more than five times the number of fine 

Woody surface roots made it challenging to remove soil from underneath in some cases.

The exposed roots were watered multiple times each day through the process.
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roots compared to the traditional trans-
plant method. 

Transport and Replanting
Due to the removal of soil, the over-
all weight of each tree was substantially 
reduced. A lift truck or crane truck was 
utilized as needed to transport the trees 
approximately 1 km (.62 miles) to the 
receiving site. All of the trees were lifted 
from under the roots and the weight was 
displaced across most or all of the struc-
tural roots near the trunk at the same 
time. The trees were not lifted at the 
trunk in order to avoid cambial damage. 

At the receiving site, shallow holes 
were dug by an excavator to match 
the dimensions (depth and width) of 
each tree’s root system. The trees were 
placed and then thoroughly watered in 
to help the roots make contact with the 
new soil and begin reestablishment. A 
10cm (4”) layer of mulch was applied 
for moisture retention and to promote 
prolonged soil quality. 

Establishment Period
Studies have shown that “stress can 
reduce growth up to 40% during the 
initial years after [trans]planting while 
the tree is re-establishing its root sys-

tem” (Watson, Himelick and Smiley 
1986), and “can increase losses due 
to drought stress and secondary pests 
and diseases, such as borers and canker 
diseases” (Watson and Hewitt 2020). 
When a tree is under stress, its immune 
system is reduced. This can lead to sec-
ondary problems such as insect infesta-
tion or disease. 

A higher retained root area also means 
a reduced period of establishment. The 
findings of Watson and Himelick (2013) 
and Watson and Hewitt (2020) show 
that in a 9-11 USDA hardiness zone, 
tree roots grow approximately 1.8m 
(5.9’) per year. Hong Kong’s subtropi-
cal climate is equivalent to USDA zone 
11. The projected time to replace root 
spread for a transplanted tree is two 
years for a soil ball transplanted tree and 
one year for a bare root transplanted tree 
(Watson and Himelick 2013) (Watson 
and Hewitt 2020). This is, of course, 
assuming specific dimensions for root 
area as defined in those studies. How-
ever, considering a relative comparison 
between the two transplant methods, 
there is a clear pattern of 50% relative 
reduction in the reestablishment period. 
This has implications for improved tree 
health as well as reduced financial costs.

Traditional Transplanting 
Challenges
Pryor and Watson discuss a number of 
challenges that can be faced during tra-
ditional transplanting operations (Pryor 
and Watson 2016). One issue they dis-
cuss is that “moisture within a trans-
planted root ball can be depleted very 
quickly” (G. Watson 1992). It is com-
mon that the soil of a root ball that is 
transplanted with a tree will likely be 
somewhat different or very different 
from the receiving site. Referred to as 
a “soil horizon,” this differentiation of 
soil type can result in either too much 
(bowl effect) or too little amount of 
water retention. For example, if the sur-
rounding soil at the receiving site is very 
dry, it may quickly draw the moisture 
out of the root ball.

During bare root transplanting, this 
problem is addressed by replacing all of 
the soil within the root area with exist-
ing soil from the receiving site, resulting 
in no differentiation between the soil 
types. This may raise the concern that 
beneficial microorganisms and mycor-
rhizae may be absent from the new 
planting location soil. This is a reason-
able concern; however, even transplant-
ing a gallon of soil from the originat-
ing site can soon populate the new soil. 
Proper site selection and soil condition-
ing are critical for success and can, when 
done correctly, even improve the long-
term growth of a tree. Additionally, 
there are treatment methods available 
to further address this need.

Another issue that Pryor and Watson 
(2016) addressed was that vibration 
during transport may also result in a 
detachment of the roots from the soil. 
This detachment could also potentially 
lead to root breakage. This is a non-issue 
for bare root transplanting, as no soil is 
transplanted with the tree.

Bare Root Transplanting in Hong Kong   continued

New leaves forming two months after transplant.
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Questions About Bare Root 
Transplanting
One concern is that if all the soil is 
removed, fine roots need to connect 
with new soil after planting and may 
cause stress. This is true and may cause 
some initial stress while trees re-estab-
lish. However, this short duration of 
stress as well as short duration of overall 
re-establishment is still better than the 
alternative. It is also necessary to have 
a clearly defined method and schedule 
for watering. Ideally, a drip watering 
irrigation system should be installed 
across the entire root area and beyond 
to encourage new root formation.

Another concern about bare root trans-
planting is that roots, and specifically 
fine roots, are exposed to the air and 
sunlight during excavation and trans-
plant and may desiccate (dry up and 
die). While this is a reasonable concern, 
this issue is addressed by covering the 
exposed roots with hessian material and 
thoroughly wetting them a few times a 
day during the procedure. If the trees 
can be moved within a few days, the 
roots will survive. Research has shown 
that under some circumstances, “care-
fully handled fine roots may lose more 
than 70% of their water for a short 
period and remain alive” (G. Watson 
2009), suggesting most of them would 
survive. “Fine roots have a lifespan of a 
few months to a year and are regularly 
replaced” (McCormack, et al. 195(4)) 
so replacing fine roots should take place 
relatively quickly if lost (Watson and 
Hewitt 2020).

Advantages of Bare Root 
Transplanting
To summarize, there are a number of 
technical advantages to utilizing bare 
root transplanting, including:

1. A larger overall retained root area, 
including substantially higher reten-
tion of fine roots.

2. A reduced period of stress and hence 
reduced potential of secondary prob-
lems, such as insect infestation or 
disease.

3. A reduced reestablishment period.

4. Consistent soil type throughout the 
planting area.

5. The opportunity for soil improvement 
within the critical root zone.

6. Roots can be visually assessed and 
pruned if needed.

7. Improved water balance.

8. Overall improved transplant survival 
rate.

In addition to these technical advantages, 
financial advantages include:

1. Reduced heav y  mach iner y 
requirements.

2. No planter box construction.

3. Reduced overall transplanting sched-
ule and reestablishment period. 

4. Potential significant reduction in the 
critical path for construction devel-
opment programs, resulting in sig-
nificant cost savings for developers. 
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When most people think of state capi-
tols, they think legislation, legislators, 
and governors, not trees and parks. From 
its beginnings in the 1860s, plans for the 
California State Capitol in Sacramento 
were different. The planners sought to 
embrace California’s unique Mediter-
ranean climate by creating a park sur-
rounding the Capitol like no other capitol 
grounds in the United States. According 
to a 1901 California newspaper article, it 
would ultimately hold a “Tree from Every 
Nation on Earth” (The San Francisco 
Call, Vol. 90, No. 170, Nov. 17, 1901). 

The goal sounds a bit grandiose, but Wil-
liam O’Brien (the first state capitol gar-

dener) and those who followed managed 
to obtain trees from all continents except 
Antarctica, a feat that exceeded the abili-
ties of all arboretums in the United States 
at that time. No other arboretum held 
specimens from the “more tropical” zones 
beneath the Tropic of Cancer. Newspa-
pers from California to New York City 
wrote articles about the California State 
Capitol Park grounds. 

O’Brien’s original planting list is a 
translation challenge to any of us 
versed in botanic tree names: Gingko 
(or maidenhair) was Salisburia adianti-
folia, now Gingko biloba; Portugal lau-
rel was Cerasus lusitanica, now Prunus 

lusitanica, Southern magnolia was Mag-
nolia foetida, now Magnolia grandiflora; 
and so the list requiring interpretation 
continued. 

Between political fights, floods requir-
ing the addition of thousands of tons of 
soil to build the grounds up above flood 
stage, funding lapses, and construction 
problems, the Capitol was not com-
pleted until 1874. When it was com-
pleted, a row of Deodar cedars (Cedrus 
deodara) stretched across the front of the 
great entryway to the Capitol building. 
Giant sequoia (Sequoiadendron gigan-
teum), coast redwood (Sequoia sempervi-
rens), and bunya-bunya (Araucaria bid-
willii) surrounded the building along 
with California fan palms (Washing-
tonia filifera) at the park’s border and 
numerous additional tree and shrub spe-
cies. Many of these still stand today.

By 1908, the assistant state forester, C.H. 
Sellars, reported there were 39 species 
from North America, 10 European spe-
cies, eight from Australia and New Zea-
land, five from Asia, six from Japan, eight 
from the tropics, and four from South 
America surrounding the original four 
blocks where the Capitol was centered. 
Horticulturists from across the country 
came to examine the tree species and 
decide if they could be planted in their 
states. One of them was L.A. Jester, a rep-
resentative from Des Moines, Iowa, who 
sought to improve the capitol grounds in 
his home state.

A Tree From Every Nation on 
Earth: California’s Capitol 
Park Trees Under Threat 
By Paula J. Peper

All opinions expressed herein are those of the author alone and are published for informational purposes only. 
These opinions do not represent the official position of ASCA or The Arboricultural Consultant. Articles 
and letters to the editor in response are welcome.

Figure 1. The front of the Capitol flanked by Deodar cedars planted in the 1870s.
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Transformations
Capitol Park underwent many changes 
after the 1860s, as did the Capitol Build-
ing. By the 1920s, the building was 
nearly out of room. A Library and Courts 
building was constructed a block away, 
and employees were moved to it. 

Prior to 1908, the park had been 
expanded to 40 acres, extending from 
10th Street on the West to 15th Street on 
the East, and L Street on the North to 
N Street on the South. In May 1897, a 
Memorial Grove was dedicated through 
the efforts of the Ladies of the Grand 
Army of the Republic. Thirty-seven trees 
from all the major Civil War battlefields 
were planted by 1902. Only five of these 
trees remain today, the absence of the rest 
sadly emblematic of an ongoing battle 
to preserve the park and its glorious tree 
canopy. 

Seventy years after the Capitol’s com-
pletion, the government had again out-
grown needed space, and the East Annex 
was built to accommodate the governor, 
lieutenant governor, legislators, and other 

state officials. The Annex was designed 
by Alfred Eichler, designer of many pub-
lic buildings throughout the state and 
is an excellent example of mid-century 
modern architecture.

Now another 70 years have passed, and 
staff and legislators have outgrown the 
East Annex despite the fact that an addi-
tional off-park legislative office building 
was added across the street. In 2016, 

the legislature passed a law that allowed 
them “to pursue the construction of a 
state capitol building annex or the res-
toration, rehabilitation, renovation, or 
reconstruction of the State Capitol Build-
ing Annex.” (California Senate Bill 836, 
ch. 31) 

Unlike their predecessors who voted to 
fully restore the oldest portion of the 
Capitol in 1975, our legislators have voted 
to demolish the historic Annex, replacing 
it with a much larger building, plus add a 
Visitor Center and underground parking 
structure with free parking for legisla-
tors and the governor, hugely impacting 
Capitol Park and its famed trees. They 
have ignored the options to restore, reha-
bilitate, or renovate the existing Annex.

Today’s Park
The park covers 40 acres encompass-
ing 12 city blocks. The four blocks sur-
rounding the Capitol—one-third of the 
park’s acreage—will be impacted by the 
planned construction. There are currently 
over 860 trees in Capitol Park, represent-
ing 210 unique species from around the 
world. They shade public gatherings, cel-
ebrations, and protests. Millions of visi-
tors stroll the grounds annually, enjoying 
the beauty and shade of the magnificent 
trees. Scientists, arborists, and horti-
culture students study the trees. Some, 

Figure 2. Bunya-Bunya planted in 1887. Figure 3. Southern magnolia with 61-in 
diameter-at breast height to be removed.

Figure 4. Fallen Great Battle Civil War Memorial trees.

A Tree From Every Nation on Earth: California’s Capitol Park Trees Under Threat  continued
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like myself, use it to teach students spe-
cies identification. The restored Capitol, 
the historic Annex, and the surround-
ing park are on the U.S. Park Service 
National Register of Historic Places, part 
of a national program to protect and pre-
serve America’s historic and archeologi-
cal resources. It is considered one of the 
most beautiful and unique state capitol 
grounds in the nation. 

The trees on the four city blocks of the 
park surrounding the Capitol are cur-
rently threatened as never before. Trees 
to be removed completely or relocated 
remain unknown to the public. The 
draft Environmental Impact Report on 
the project was followed by a recirculated 
draft, confusingly stating at one point 
that up to 60 trees would be removed 
and later only 20–30 trees. Which trees 
will be held during the 30-ft deep excava-
tions for parking, and where? Where is a 
landscape plan? All remain unanswered 
questions. The Capitol and the park are 
under the jurisdiction of the California 
State Legislature. Although not required 
to produce an arborist report, they have 
requested one. It will be available, along 
with a landscape management plan, only 
for the acreage impacted after the Envi-
ronmental Impact Report is finalized 
and signed. The date for the final EIR 
remains unknown. The city of Sacramen-
to’s tree ordinances due not pertain to 
state-owned grounds.

This park lost nearly 10 percent of its 
trees after Governor Brown instituted 
water cutbacks with the park to be an 
example for the public during a drought. 
In 2014 the Department of General Ser-
vices (DGS) finally contracted with ISA 
Certified Arborist Bryan Hill for a risk 
assessment of the trees. This was the first 
assessment made by a Certified Arborist 
in many years. No members of the park 
tree crew are Certified Arborists. When 
I spoke with Bryan in 2017, he shared 
his opinions on the state of the trees. 
Hazards were plentiful. He was amazed 

no injuries or fatalities had occurred. 
The park trees were in terrible shape. 
A number showed signs of limb break-
age, and many needed proper pruning. 
There were trees that needed immedi-
ate removal, others needed immediate 
pruning to reduce end weight, and all 
required monitoring as proper pruning 
was completed. 

In 2015, I was appointed by then Assem-
bly Speaker Toni Atkins to the Historic 
State Capitol Commission (HSCC), a 
committee established to provide advi-
sory reviews to the Joint Rules Commit-
tee (JRC) on the maintenances, restora-
tion, development, and management of 
the restored State Capitol, the historic 
Annex, and Capitol Park. The com-
mission consisted of seven members: 
two members appointed by the speaker 
of the assembly, two appointed by the 
president pro tem of the senate, and the 
state historic preservation officer, state 
librarian, and state archivist serving ex 
officio. Richard (Dick) Cowan was the 
chair, and I was appointed in 2015 as an 
expert in tree issues. I gave a presentation 
in 2017 to the commission on the dire 
need for a Capitol Park Tree Manage-
ment Plan. My advice was based on the 
fact that the trees had not been properly 
cared for in many years.

The commission then advised JRC Chair-
man Ken Cooley that a Capitol Park Tree 
Management Plan was needed. We were 
told that the plan would have to wait 
until the construction of the East Annex 
was completed in 2025. Meanwhile, we 
were losing more grand old trees with 
no replacement plan in place. I worked 
with Michael Nielson (Department of 
General Services [DGS] facilities man-
ager and supervisor of the park) and the 
University of California at Davis Arbo-
retum and Teaching Nursery (UCD) to 
begin propagating replacement trees. I 
would find the seed, seedlings, or sap-
lings wherever available. Mike, through 
DGS, would pay for them, and UCD 

agreed to propagate, grow, and hold 
them until they reached an appropri-
ate transplanting size for Capitol Park. 
A video of the program is available on 
YouTube (https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=H6BLV5aBptg).

In 2019, the commission received and 
reviewed the first Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) on the proposed 
East Annex Project and, subsequently, 
the Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (RDEIR, under Sacra-
mento County here: Notices, Informa-
tion Resources for CEQA (ca.gov).

We found both sorely lacking and pro-
vided direct comment to DGS and the 
JRC, the legislative committee now fully 
in charge of building a new Annex, Vis-
itor Center, and underground parking 
structure. As was our statutory right, we 
requested additional state documents on 
the proposed project. They were denied 
to us. Efforts to obtain more informa-
tion on the project during meetings were 
also stymied because all those working 
directly on the project were under non-
disclosure agreements.

Over 100 park trees were within the foot-
print of construction: two to four of the 
originally planted stately Deodar cedars 
fronting the Capitol; the bunya-bunya 
planted in 1882; an incense cedar (Calo-
cedrus decurrens) planted in the 1880s 
and listed as a monumental tree (https://
www.monumentaltrees.com/en/usa/); a 
row of six towering coast redwoods; the 
120-ft-tall Moon Tree, one of 10 coast 
redwoods remaining in the United States 
that grew from a seed that traveled to 
the moon on Apollo14 in 1971; the state 
and national champion Cockspur coral 
(Erythrina crista-galli), with a 14-ft trunk 
circumference; and many other historic 
and memorial trees. 

Public notification of legislative hearings 
on the project were confined to the leg-
islature’s website. Notices for the DEIR 

A Tree From Every Nation on Earth: California’s Capitol Park Trees Under Threat  continued
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and RDEIR “public” meetings never hit 
the press. The project was minimally 
reported on in the media and lacked 
information on the additions of the 
Visitor Center and underground park-
ing structure. It was the public’s money, 
but the only link the public could fol-
low (if they knew where to look) was a 
website created under the guidance of 
JRC chairman Assembly Member Ken 
Cooley (https://annex.assembly.ca.gov/). 
It lacks information on the process; how 
and why the legislature voted to demol-
ish the Annex versus the other options 
provided in law; and the “restoration, 
rehabilitation, renovation, or reconstruc-
tion of the existing State Capitol Build-
ing Annex” (Assembly Bill 1826 https://
annex.assembly.ca.gov/content/statutes). 
It also contains no information on the 
affected trees.

To quote Rob Turner, a journalist who 
dug deep enough to contact those 
involved on both sides of the Annex Proj-

ect, “The project is one of the biggest in 
Sacramento’s history, private or public. 
But the process, despite [JRC Chair-
man] Cooley’s insistence to the contrary, 
has been cloaked in more secrecy than 
a project of this magnitude should be. 
This needs to be a more inclusive pro-
cess. Not just because of its extraordinary 
cost; and not just because your tax dollars 
are paying for it; but because this is the 
Capital of California—the physical and 
historical manifestation of our democ-
racy. (https://www.sactownmag.com/no-
annexation-without-representation/).”

The Changes in 2020
On September 9, 2020, a short few days 
after the legislature adjourned until 
December, the JRC held a hearing on 
the Capitol Annex Project. They pre-
sented three entirely new and different 
plans for the Annex, Visitor Center, and 
underground parking structure but did 
not have the necessary quorum to vote on 
the Visitor Center or the three designs. 

They did not provide estimated costs for 
each design (see the video here: https://
www.assembly.ca.gov/media/joint-com-
mittee-rules-20200909/video). They 
addressed the trees only as grouped into 
three classes: historic (saved/moved), 
removed/replaced, and palms. Based on 
their schedule, a Consulting Arborist 
report will be issued after the Environ-
mental Impact Report is finalized. 

The Visitor Center was presented as com-
pletely redesigned, and what appears to 
be a preferred new location for the under-
ground parking structure was presented. 

There has been no mention of the need 
to recirculate a new DEIR to address 
these substantial changes, only the hope 
that an EIR will be finalized in Janu-
ary. I superimposed the new designs 
onto the 2014 park tree inventory and 
counted trees impacted. Depending 
upon the design choice, my best esti-
mates are that construction will now 
affect between 66 to 74 trees, including 
two of the historic Deodar cedars, the 
Moon Tree, Cockspur coral, magnificent 
old Southern magnolias, and numerous 
other species. These trees store more than 
300,000 pounds of carbon, sequester 
another 15,000 lbs. annually, and inter-
cept nearly 78,000 gallons of rainfall 
annually, thereby preventing storm run-
off into our rivers and streams. Their aes-
thetic, health, and beautification value to 
legislators, citizens, and visitors cannot 
begin to be calculated. A voiceover slide 
presentation on the benefits that these 
trees provide is on YouTube.com (https://
youtu.be/_eNT8oDKsaw).

Building Public Awareness and 
Involvement
Dick Cowan and I resigned from the 
HSCC in March 2020 in protest of the 
secrecy involved in the project. We joined 
Public Accountability for Our Capitol 
(PAC), a growing coalition of state and 
regional building preservationists, land-
scape preservationist organizations, envi-

Figure 5. The State Champion Cockspur coral tree.
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ronmentalists, and tree and public advocates who are seeking to 
inform the public and ask the legislature to pause and rethink 
their plans. 

The California State Capitol and Park belong to the people of 
California. The legislature promised to be open and transpar-
ent about plans yet blocked all attempts at full disclosure. The 
HSCC is defunct because it lacks a quorum, given that the sen-
ate and assembly failed to appoint the needed four new public 
members over the past two years. The state historic preserva-
tion officer has never received information on current Capitol 
plans. Construction is currently projected to cost well over $1 
billion, plus the cost of the nearly completed Swing Building, 
where legislators will move during the demolition and recon-
struction of the Annex. The project could and should be post-
poned and rethought. This is money that can help our citizens 
right now as we struggle through the effects of COVID-19 and 
our historic wildfires.

The Annex needs modernization, no question. The best esti-
mates for its restoration are about $300 million, with little 
to no damage to the park and the restored Capitol. There are 
other options for parking as well. The irony of destroying trees 
for a Visitor Center and parking structure while our governor 
believes California leads the fight against climate change is not 
lost on those who are watching. Destroying unique tree speci-
mens from around the world, some planted nearly 150 years ago 
and towering over 100 feet high, providing beauty, shade, and 

respite for well over 1 million visitors a year, must be paused 
and rethought with broad public inclusivity.

If you would like more information on this project and the fight 
to pause and rethink it, or you would like to join in the fight, 
please visit the following websites for additional information: 

Public Accountability for Our Capitol (https://savecalcap.org/) 

Save Our Capitol! (https://www.saveourcapitol.org/). 

From the sites, you can sign up for news updates on the proj-
ect and directly email and call legislators as well as check out 
Twitter. 

Paula Peper is a nationally recognized, award-winning urban 
ecologist, tree expert, historian, and author. Her tree measurement 
work across U.S. cities in 16 climate zones formed the basis for 
the i-Tree Suite of tools that provides citizens with the ability to 
calculate the ecosystem services provided by our urban forests. She 
retired from the Center for Urban Forest Research in 2014 and 
was appointed in 2015 by then assembly member Toni Atkins to 
the Historic State Capitol Commission, from which she resigned in 
2020. She has most recently partnered with the UC Davis Arbore-
tum and Capitol Park’s grounds supervisor to find and propagate 
in-kind replacements for Capitol Park’s rare tree species.

Figures 6a and 6b showing the architectural square design for the new Annex vs. plotted on the actual tree inventory.
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Introduction 
This article explains that common-sense 
questions can assist tree appraisers in 
understanding and using the Guide for 
Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition (CTLA 
2020 1). This article is not a replacement 
for or shortcut around the 10th Edition, 
and we assume that the reader has the 
10th Edition.

Every appraisal is an answer to a client’s 
question about monetary worth. Tree 
appraisal considers the monetary worth 
of trees. The 10th Edition (p. 17) explains 
that the appraisal process requires a sys-
tematic series of six steps (Table 1).

 1   The 10th Edition was released in August 2018 (CTLA 2018a). Within months, the first printing was withdrawn to correct formatting, typography, and other errors 
(CTLA 2018b). A second printing, released in July 2019 (CTLA 2019), still contained errors and significant conceptual flaws. In November 2019, some of the 10th Edition 
worksheets were revealed to be unworkable (Cullen 2019). Revised worksheets were released in November 2020 (ISA 2020a, 2020b) and are included in the 10th Edition 
Revised (CTLA 2020).
References in this article are to the 10th Edition Revised (2020); however, pagination is generally consistent in the three printings.
 2   See Appendix. 
 3   Appraisal problem is not defined in the 10th Edition, but it is defined in the literature. Clark (2016) noted that “the appraisal problem is the context for the assignment, 
the question being asked, and the issue to be resolved.” Cullen (2018) defined it as “a careful and specific statement of the client’s question about value and its context.”
 4  The six 10th Edition appraisal problem elements are found in generally accepted standards (Appraisal Institute of Canada 2020, §7.2-§7.10; Appraisal Standards Board 
2020, SR 1-2; Interagency Land Acquisition Conference 2016, §1-2) and texts (Appraisal Institute 2020, p. 39; Coleman 2020, p.37). As explained in an earlier article 
(Cullen 2018), the problem elements can be enumerated differently in various sources, but are essentially consistent.
 5   The assignment result is the specific answer to the client’s question, “an appraiser’s opinions and conclusions developed specific to an assignment” (10th Edition, p.7). 
The assignment result is introduced in an earlier article (Cullen et al, 2020).
 6   Associating a common-sense question with the detailed explanation of a problem element can help in both understanding that element and in remembering how to 
identify it. Our earlier article (Cullen and McNeil 2015) similarly applied a common-sense question, “would it be missed,” to considerations of Location depreciation in 
the 9th Edition (CTLA 2000). A common-sense question is an effective mnemonic (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mnemonic).

Table 1. Steps of the appraisal process.

1. Define the appraisal problem...

2. Prepare a scope of work (i.e., the 
assignment). 2

3. Collect relevant data.

4. Analyze the data and apply the 
appropriate approaches, methods, 
and techniques.

5. Reconcile the analyses to produce 
the assignment result.

6. Prepare a report.

The 10th Edition continues, “[these six 
steps] assist the appraiser in developing 
answers to a client’s question … Defining 
the appraisal problem 3 is always the first 
step …” in the process. (See also Cullen 
et al. 2020).

The 10th Edition (p. 18–19) lists six 4 
essential elements of the appraisal prob-
lem, to be identified in Step 1 (Table 2).

Table 2. Six elements of Step 1.

(a) The client and intended users of the 
appraisal. 

(b) The intended use of the appraisal. 

(c) The type and definition of assignment 
result. 

(d) The effective date of the appraisal. 

(e) The relevant characteristics [of the 
tree] being appraised 

(f) Any assumptions or limiting 
conditions.

Identifying these six problem elements in 
Step 1 “eliminates ambiguity” in answer-
ing the client’s question. Discussion of 
all six problem elements is beyond the 
scope of this article, but elements (a) and 
(b) must be clear before considering ele-
ment (c), the type of assignment result. 5 
This article explains that elements (a) and 
(b) answer the practical, common-sense 
question “who wants to know and why?” 6

Tree Appraisal: Who Wants 
to Know and Why? 
By Scott Cullen, RCA #348, and Joe McNeil, RCA #299 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mnemonic
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Identifying the Appraisal Problem
The client and intended users of the 
appraisal (a)
The 10th Edition (p. 19) 7 explains that 
“the appraiser’s client is the person or 
entity for whom the appraiser is con-
ducting” the appraisal. 8 “…Identifying 
the client allows users of the appraisal to 
know who has hired the appraiser and to 
whom the appraiser owes a duty of care.”

The 10th Edition (p. 19) explains that “an 
intended user 9 is a person or entity who 
will use the information in the appraisal. 
The client is always an intended user.” 
This article focuses on the client. 
Detailed treatment of other intended 
users is beyond the scope of this article.

The intended use of the appraisal (b)
The 10th Edition (p. 19) explains that “the 
intended use of the appraisal answers the 
question: why does the client need the 
appraisal?” 10

“To value the client’s trees” is not a 
meaningful intended use and can-
not support a credible and meaningful 
appraisal. A much more specific intended 
use is required. The 10th Edition (p. 19, 
and Table 3.2) lists examples of varied 
intended uses. USPAP (Appraisal Stan-
dards Board 2020, Advisory Opinion 36) 
provides useful guidance: “An appraiser 
can avoid misleading [users] … by clearly 
identifying the intended use … and stat-
ing that other uses are not intended … 
The intended use description … must be 
specific to the assignment.” 

 7   While they do not define “client,” the 9th Edition (CTLA 2000, p. 19), 8th Edition (CTLA 1992, p. 84), and Manual for Plant Appraisers (CTLA 1986, p. 5) are clear 
that the appraisal is conducted for the client.    
 8   Client is similarly defined in professional standards (Appraisal Institute of Canada 2020, §3.14; Appraisal Standards Board 2020, p. 4; Interagency Land Acquisition 
Conference 2016, p. 9) and texts (Appraisal Institute 2020, p. 39; Appraisal Institute 2015, p. 38; Coleman 2020, p. 39).  
 9   Intended user is similarly defined in professional standards (Appraisal Institute of Canada 2020, §3.35; Appraisal Standards Board 2020, p. 4; Interagency Land 
Acquisition Conference 2016, p. 9) and texts (Appraisal Institute 2020, p. 40; Appraisal Institute 2015, p. 119; Coleman 2020, p. 39).  
 10   Intended use is similarly defined in professional standards (Appraisal Institute of Canada 2020, §3.34; Appraisal Standards Board 2020, p. 4) and texts (Appraisal 
Institute 2020, p. 40; Appraisal Institute 2015, p. 119; Coleman 2020, p. 40).  
 11   The last step or end product of the appraisal process (10th Edition, p. 26) is communicating the assignment result in a report.
 12   See Appendix.

The type and definition of assignment 
result (c) 

The 10th Edition (p. 7, and Glossary) 
describes assignment result as the “end prod-
uct of the appraisal process” and defines it 
as “an appraiser’s opinions and conclusions 
developed specific to an assignment.” 

Strictly speaking, the assignment result is 
the end product 11 of the scope of work. 12 
The appraiser first defines the scope of 
work in Step 2 (p. 24), and then executes 
it in Steps 3–5 of the appraisal process. 
Thus, the assignment result is not devel-
oped in this first step. This step only iden-
tifies the type and definition of assignment 
result. As noted in the Introduction, the 
client (a) and the intended use (b) must 
be clear before considering the type and 
definition of assignment result (c).

The common-sense question
The client and the intended use are 
addressed by the common-sense ques-
tion, who wants to know and why? The 
type and definition of assignment result 
are addressed by different questions that 
are beyond the scope of this article.

Who Wants to Know and Why? 
An entirely proper question
The 10th Edition (p. 18) cautions apprais-
ers “to provide an independent, objec-
tive, and impartial result,” and that “the 
client … should not direct the apprais-
er’s work.” It continues (p. 109), “plant 
appraisers … should conduct their work 
in the absence of bias or advocacy …;” 
and (p. 110) “Bias can be introduced in 
many ways. The client can provide the 

appraiser selective information … [or] 
can pressure the appraiser … [or] try to 
influence the appraiser.” This is all good 
guidance, but unfortunately it can have a 
chilling effect on proper identification of 
the appraisal problem. Some tree apprais-
ers have felt that any consideration of the 
client or the client’s needs is improper. 
In fact, who wants to know and why is 
an entirely proper question. Azjen and 
Peterson (1988, p. 66) stated it clearly: 

“the kinds of cues that can properly be 
used to infer a commodity’s value depend 
on our definition of the construct and on 
the objectives of the value assessment; 
that is, on who wants to know and why.” 

Who is the client?
Garmhausen (1966) observed that the “... 
value of a tree depends entirely upon the 
individual person, or group of persons, 
involved in the matter.” Economists Sin-
den and Worrell (1979, p. 7) noted the 
need to specify “persons relevant to valu-
ation ... what person or persons must be 
included in the appraisal? Unless this is 
specified, the resulting value statement will 
be vague and perhaps even meaningless.” 

The 9th Edition (p. 20) explained that 
the “valuation process begins when an 
appraiser performs a needs assessment…
and ends with a conclusion to the cli-
ent.” In the 10th Edition, Table 3.1 lists 
“questions that will be answered during 
the appraisal process,” including “who is 
the client?” [emphasis added]. Coleman 
(2020, p.37) succinctly states: “Client. 
Who is hiring you?” [emphasis added].

Tree Appraisal: Who Wants to Know and Why?   continued
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Why does the client want to know?
Economists Sinden and Worrell (1979, 
p. 7) stated it clearly: “the immediate 
and obvious reason for most valuations 
is to form the basis for a rational deci-
sion.” They also noted “which values are 
relevant depends on the purpose of the 
decision” (p. 5) and that “meaningful val-
ues are only determined in the context 
of a decision” (p. 82). The 9th Edition (p. 
11) suggested obtaining information at 
first contact, including: “Why were you 
called? Will the appraisal be for an inven-
tory/management plan, insurance, the 
IRS, or litigation?” [emphasis added]

Looking to current sources, the 10th Edi-
tion (p. 19) states “the intended use of the 
appraisal answers the question “why does 
the client need the appraisal?” [empha-
sis added]. The Appraisal of Real Estate 
(Appraisal Institute 2020, p. 40) explains 
that “intended use is the valuer’s under-
standing of why [emphasis added] the cli-
ent … needs the service. The Appraisal of 
Real Estate (p. 41) and Coleman (2020, p. 
41) both explain that appraisers and valuers 
“have not traditionally been in the habit of 
asking a client Why? [emphasis in original] 
… Yet this is a critical question to ask…”

Value to Whom Is a Different 
Question 
“Who wants to know?” identifies the 
appraiser’s client (element a). “Why?” 
identifies the client’s intended use (ele-
ment b), which always drives identifica-
tion of the appropriate and relevant type 
and definition of assignment result (that 
is, element c). 

 13   “Owner value,” and “reasons personal to the owner”  are concepts that are frequently encountered in litigation tree appraisal. Russ Carlson, RCA #354—an ASCA 
past-president and a past ISA representative to CTLA—recalls 10th Edition discussions, within CTLA, that discouraged any consideration of concepts like “owner 
value,” or “reasons personal to the owner” (personal communication January 2021), but they can be essential considerations when properly asking “value to whom?”  

“Value to whom?” is a different ques-
tion, related to the type and definition 
of assignment result. Broadly, an opinion 
of market value reflects value to the mar-
ket, while an opinion of an other-than-
market value or of cost reflects value to 
a person or entity other than the mar-
ket. Particular appraisal problems might 
require “owner value” or require a res-
toration cost because there is a “reason 
personal to the owner” to restore. 13

More detailed treatment of the type and 
definition of assignment result is beyond 
the scope of this article. 

Summary
This article explains that common-sense 
questions can assist tree appraisers in 
understanding and using the 10th Edition. 
Every appraisal follows a systematic series 
of six steps (Table 1) known as the appraisal 
process. The first step of the process is always 
identifying six elements (Table 2) of the 
appraisal problem. Two of those essential 
problem elements are the client and the 
intended use of the appraisal. 

Who wants to know and why? is a com-
mon-sense question that can help the 
appraiser in both understanding the cli-
ent and intended use elements of the 
appraisal problem, and remembering 
how to identify them.

Who wants to know and why? is an entirely 
proper question. Asking this question 
does not create improper advocacy or bias.

Appendix
Here, the 10th Edition incorrectly equates 
“scope of work” and assignment. Strictly 
speaking, the scope of work is the type 
and extent of data collection, research, 
and analysis in an appraisal assignment, 
and the assignment is the entire pack-
age of services or work that the appraiser 
agrees to provide to the appraisal cli-
ent (see Cullen 2018). The 10th Edition 
explains on p. 24 that the scope of work 
is first defined in Step 2. The scope of 
work is then executed in Steps 3–5. 

Who wants to know and why? is a common-sense question that can help the 
appraiser in both understanding client and intended use, and remembering how 
to identify them.

Tree Appraisal: Who Wants to Know and Why?   continued
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Tree Appraisal: Who Wants to Know and Why?   continued
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Arbotom sonic tomography with op  ons for root sensors,
3D tomography, and strength loss calcula  ons.

For more informa  on contact
Julian Dunster. North American Distributor for Rinntech. jd@dunster.ca    778 433 8465
To see the full range of Rinntech equipment and so  ware go to h  ps://rinntech.info/

 CHECK OUT the Rinntech so  ware Apps

   ArboMechTM - hollow stem analysis

   ArboRefTTM - shell wall thickness assessment

   ArboStAppTM - stability evalua  on on mobile devices

   ArWiloTM - wind load analysis

As a consulting arborist you need to have reliable and accurate information when conducting a Level 3 risk assessment. This is especially
true when evaluating decay in trees. Simply because there is a cavity or other evidence of decay, does not mean the likelihood of failure is
probable or imminent. It could mean that, but until you have thoroughly investigated how will you know?

At Rinntech we believe the tools you use should give you good data. Sonic tomography using the Arbotom will give you a good sense of
wood condition in one plane of the tree. The Resistograph7 will give you accurate data at the point where you drilled. Often, we recommend
combining the two approaches. Create a tomogram, review the data, and then conduct a drill test at speci  c test points to con  rm your
interpretation.  The resulting data may show that you can reasonably retain the tree for many more years. Or, it may mean that the rating is
higher than you  rst thought. Either way you can rate the likelihood of failure with a lot more con  dence in your decision.

Resistograph7  and Arbotom
Excellence in ac  on

There is only one Resistograph7 - and it is made by Rinntech. www.resistograph.com
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Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th 
Edition, Revised
The Council of Tree and Landscape 
Appraisers (CTLA) announces the release 
of the Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th Edi-
tion, Revised (Guide) in digital format. 
The digital version of the Guide is now 
available for purchase on the Interna-
tional Society of Arboriculture’s (ISA) 
webstore. The CTLA members include 
AmericanHort, the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists, the American Soci-
ety of Landscape Architects, the National 
Association of Landscape Professionals, 
the Association of Consulting Forest-
ers of America, ISA, and the Tree Care 
Industry Association. These seven orga-
nizations jointly approved this edition 
of the Guide. In preparing the 10th Edi-
tion of the Guide, the overarching goal of 
the CTLA was to provide the appraiser 
with a systematic process for defining the 
appraisal problem, identifying appraisal 
approach(es) and developing a credible 
conclusion. To meet this goal, the CTLA 
was guided by three objectives: 1) to build 
on and strengthen the approaches and 
methods presented in previous editions; 
2) to lay a foundation for the concepts and 
principles of plant appraisal, as opposed 
to focusing only on methods; and 3) to 
align the concepts and terminology of 
plant appraisal with those employed in 
the general practice of appraisal.

The Guide has been updated after the 
first printing to address review comments 
and include edits approved by the CTLA 
organizations. The CTLA also noted that 
the Guide neither warrants nor intends to 
create any bias toward a specific approach. 

It is a resource for appraisers to use along 
with all of their knowledge gained by 
education and practice as they work to 
solve the appraisal problem as presented. 

There has been discussion about the 
Guide as generally accepted, complete, 
or an exclusive expression of best prac-
tice in plant appraisal. As noted above, 
the Guide is a publication for use by 
appraisers and is not a comprehensive 
treatment of appraisals. The CTLA now 
provides another way for readers to access 
this material. Please note that all of the 
forms included in the Guide are avail-
able in an electronic, fillable format on 
the ISA webstore (https://wwv.isa-arbor.
com/store/product/4390) under the 
Guide description. There is no cost asso-
ciated with the download or use of the 
posted forms. 

The digital version is temporarily dis-
counted to all through the ISA for $30. 
• Regular Nonmember Price: $90
• Regular Member Price: $75. 
https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/
product/4472

Mike Garvey, RCA #461, Presents 
at ISA Virtual Conference
Mike Garvey, RCA #461, was a speaker 
at the 2020 ISA Virtual Conference 
held in December. Mike’s presentation 
was titled “Did We Keep That Heri-
tage Tree Too Long?” The talk focused 
on his involvement as an expert witness 
and consultant on a tree failure lawsuit 
that spanned three years. The presenta-
tion put a spotlight on oral and written 
communication mistakes arborists and 

community foresters made before and 
immediately after the tree failure, and 
during sworn testimony, that directly 
affected the final outcome of the case.

Steve Geist, RCA #340, Presented 
With 2020 Ottman Award: 
Volunteer of the Year

Steve Geist’s tireless 
efforts as a member of 
the TR EE Fund 
Board of Trustees, an 
enthusiastic planner 
and participant of the 
Tour des Trees, and a 

faithful committee member echoed his 
efforts in his many previous years of ser-
vice to the TREE Fund and earned him 
this year’s award.

“Steve has been invaluable to me during 
my first year here,” said Russell King, 
TREE Fund president and CEO. “His 
institutional memory, keen insight, and 
subtle humor are surpassed only by his 
wisdom and generosity, and I’ve had 
opportunity to call on each of these 
traits more than once. It’s no surprise 
that the committee of previous Ottman 
Award winners picked him. It’s a well-
deserved honor.”

Guy Meilleur
In January 2021, Guy Meilleur, of His-
toric Tree Care, presented his research on 
Regenerative Pruning for Smaller, Safer 
Trees to the Connecticut Tree Protec-
tion Association, the Mid-Atlantic Hor-
ticultural Short Course, and the Midwest 
Chapter of the International Society of 
Arboriculture. 

Member News

https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/product/4390
https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/product/4390
https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/product/4472
https://wwv.isa-arbor.com/store/product/4472
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Submit Your CEUs!
You must earn 30 CEUs every two 
years to maintain your ASCA mem-
bership. ASCA provides many 
oppor tunit ies to earn CEUs—
View a full list of approved CEUs.

Remember to submit your CEUs as you 
earn them.

Once you have 30 approved CEUs for 
the period, additional credits are not 
required.

Submitting CEUs online is easy:

• Log in to the ASCA website.

• Click “Manage Profile.”

• At the top of the page, click the 
“Enter Your CEUs Now” icon.

• In the Certification/Program drop-
down, select the 20–21 cycle.

View step-by-step instructions.

http://ufis.ca/
https://www.asca-consultants.org/page/CEUsforRenewals
https://www.asca-consultants.org/members/certifications.aspx
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Dendroecology Principles 
and Practice
By Richard L. Phipps and Thomas Yanosky 
(2020)
Reviewed by Julian Dunster, RCA #378

The use of 
t r e e  r i n g 
analysis to 
d o c u m e n t 
past climate 
patterns is 
well estab-
l i shed.  In 
this text, the 
t e c h n i c a l 
deta i ls are 
examined in 
d e p t h  t o 

explain how and why various methods 
are important. The eight chapters cover 
a vast amount of material. Chapter 1: 
Ring Formation, lays out how wood 
growth occurs and covers the many types 
of wood, the geometry and composition 
of growth rings, and the many factors 
affecting that. Chapter 2: Collecting 
Tree-Ring Material, provides a compre-
hensive look at how increment corers and 
other sampling approaches are best used 
and maintained, and how the resulting 
samples are best stored and handled later 
on. To some extent, this chapter seems 
almost too detailed when set among the 
other far more technical aspects in the 
other chapters, but it does show that 
these basic parts are critical for accurate 
evidence collection. 

Chapter 3: Crossdating, Measure-
ment, and Standarization, gets back 
into detailed technical material. Look-
ing at the rings and matching sequences 
to get reliable templates clearly involves 
a lot of analysis. Examples show how 
this has been accomplished from known 
baselines, such as General Grant’s Cabin. 
The application of computer programs to 
assist in the process is well explained with 
images and charts, along with the math-
ematical background employed.

Chapter 4: Ring-Width Variability for 
Ecological Inference, is a shorter chap-
ter exploring the influence of growth in 
active and dormant periods along with 
geological events. Chapter 5: Practi-
cal Applications, looks at the implica-
tions of changes affecting growth habit 
and abrupt ring size changes. Chapter 
6: Basal Area Increment and the Non-
Climatic Component, looks at ring 
variation as a total area of new growth 
rather than just ring width. Looked at 
in this light, additional information can 
be derived about past changes in climate 
and the overall results in tree growth. 
This approach is extended in Chapter 
7: Applications of Basal Area Incre-
ment, to examine growth trends using 
loblolly pine and white oak as examples. 
Here we see the application of basal area 
increment to review and predict growth 
trends in light climate change, some areas 
growing faster, others slowing down. In 
Chapter 8: The Climatic Component: 
Correlation With Environmental Fac-
tors, the authors examine the influence 
of climate and water availability and 

then relate that to a specific study. The 
appendix provides a collection of white 
oak graphs, followed by a useful glossary.

Overall, it is an interesting read, 
although for the non-climate scientist, 
it is extremely technical. The concepts 
and approaches are well described and 
provide a good look at the ways tree ring 
analysis is being used to better under-
stand past changes in climate. No doubt 
it will become a standard reference for 
anyone conducting such research.

Tree Story, The History of 
the World Written in Rings 
by Valerie Trouet
Reviewed by Lisa Smith

Children around the world know that 
to tell how old a tree is, you count its 
rings. Few people, however, know that 
research into tree rings has also made 
amazing contributions to our under-
standing of Earth’s climate history and 
its influences on human civilization over 
the past 2,000 years. In her captivating 
new book, Tree Story, The History of the 
World Written in Rings, Valerie Trouet 
reveals how the seemingly simple and 
relatively familiar concept of counting 
tree rings has inspired far-reaching sci-
entific breakthroughs that illuminate the 
complex interactions between nature and 
people. Trouet, a leading tree-ring sci-
entist, takes us out into the field, from 
remote African villages to radioactive 
Russian forests, offering readers an insid-
er’s look at tree-ring research, a discipline 
formally known as dendrochronology. 

Book Reviews
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Tracing her own professional journey 
while exploring dendrochronology’s his-
tory and applications, Trouet describes 
the basics of how tell-tale tree cores are 
collected and dated with ring-by-ring 
precision, explaining the unexpected and 
momentous insights we’ve gained from 
the resulting samples. Blending popular 
science, travelogue, and cultural history, 
Tree Story highlights exciting findings of 
tree-ring research, including the fate of 
lost pirate treasure, successful strategies 
for surviving California wildfires, the 
secret to Genghis Khan’s victories, the 
connection between Egyptian pharaohs 
and volcanoes, and even the role of olives 
in the fall of Rome. These fascinating 
tales are deftly woven together to show 
us how dendrochronology sheds light on 
global climate dynamics and uncovers 
the clear links between humans and our 
leafy neighbors. Trouet delights us with 
her dedication to the tangible appeal of 
studying trees, a discipline that has taken 
her to austere and beautiful landscapes 
around the globe and has enabled scien-
tists to solve long-pondered mysteries of 
Earth and its human inhabitants.

The Wardian Case: How a 
Simple Box Moved Plants 
and Changed the World 
by Luke Keogh (2020)
Reviewed by Lisa Smith

Roses, jasmine, fuchsia, chrysanthe-
mums, and rhododendrons bloom in 
gardens across the world, and yet many 
of the most common varieties have 
roots in Asia. How is this global flower-
ing possible? In 1829, surgeon and ama-
teur naturalist Nathaniel Bagshaw Ward 
placed soil, dried leaves, and the pupa of 
a sphinx moth into a sealed glass bottle, 
intending to observe the moth hatch. But 
when a fern and meadow grass sprouted 
from the soil, he accidentally discovered 
that plants enclosed in glass containers 
could survive for long periods without 
watering. After four years of experimen-
tation in his London home, Ward cre-
ated traveling glazed cases that would 
be able to transport plants around the 
world. Following a test run from London 
to Sydney, Ward was proven correct: the 
Wardian case was born, and the botani-
cal makeup of the world’s flora was for-
ever changed.

In our technologically advanced and glo-
balized contemporary world, it is easy to 
forget that not long ago, it was extremely 

difficult to transfer plants from place 
to place, as they often died from mis-
handling, cold weather, and ocean salt 
spray. In this first book on the Wardian 
case, Luke Keogh leads us across centu-
ries and seas to show that Ward’s inven-
tion spurred a revolution in the move-
ment of plants—and that many of the 
repercussions of that revolution are still 
with us, from new industries to invasive 
plant species. From the early days of rub-
ber, banana, tea, and cinchona cultiva-
tion—the last used in the production of 
the malaria drug quinine—to the col-
lecting of beautiful and exotic flora like 
orchids in the first great greenhouses of 
the United States Botanic Garden in 
Washington, DC, and England’s Royal 
Botanic Gardens, Kew, the Wardian case 
transformed the world’s plant commu-
nities, fueled the commercial nursery 
trade and late nineteenth-century impe-
rialism, and forever altered the global 
environment.

I just received this book, and it is a page 
turner!  I always order two books, one for 
me, and one for any future gift giving!  

This book can be ordered through online 
websites such as www.summerfield-
books.com and other online booksell-
ers; it retails for approximately $35. 

Book Reviews   continued

RCA Embosser and Stamp—Distinguish Yourself 

The Registered Consulting Arborist® (RCA)* status 
represents ASCA's premier level of membership. 
Official RCA stamps and embossers are available for 
purchase—use these items to distinguish your work 
products.

*You must be an RCA to order RCA products.

http://www.summerfieldbooks.com/
http://www.summerfieldbooks.com/
https://www.asca-consultants.org/store/viewproduct.aspx?id=5632461
https://www.asca-consultants.org/page/RCA
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Frank Krawczyk, RCA #725

Jennifer Jolliff, RCA #726

Jack Ingram, RCA #727

Christopher White, RCA #728

Robert Howey, RCA #729

Eric Hinzman, RCA #730

New RCAs

Welcome New Members
Daniel Bunner
dbunner@savatree.com
Springfield, VA

Dru Dennison 
ddennison@acrtinc.com
Bigfork, MT

Ethan Gicker
ethan.gicker@gmail.com
Nevada City, CA

Ryan Gilmore
rgilmore@esassoc.com
Pasadena, CA

Todd Graus
Wyobiomass@gmail.com
Alpine, WY

Jesse Hesley
jesse@townbranchtreeexperts.com
Lexington, KY

Michael Hewett
Hewettlawn@gmail.com
Bastrop, TX

Brian Hill
brian@oakbrostrees.com
Downs, IL

Darrin Humber
darrin@alphaomegatree.ca
County of Grande Prairie No. 1, AB, Canada

Jason Kendall
kendall34@gmail.com
Brandon, FL

Alison Lancaster
alison@janscow.com
Santa Monica, CA

Scott Moncrieff
smoncrieff@alpinelandscapesca.com
Palo Alto, CA

Justin Morejohn
arboristbytrade@gmail.com
Davis, CA

Dana Murch
aklmurch123@gmail.com
Oceanside, NY

Nancy Murphy
nancy@nancymurphyconsulting.com
Nashville, TN

Lee Nachtrieb
lnachtrieb@bartlett.com
Concord, CA

Sean Rinault
irisman16@gmail.com
Clackamas, OR

Cassie Sigloh
cassie.sigloh@redmondoregon.gov
Redmond, OR

Douglas Still
doug@leafandlimbtreeconsulting.com
Providence, RI

Matt Urias
matturias@gmail.com
San Francisco, CA

Peter van Oss
peter@NWtreespecialists.com
Hillsboro, OR

With our superior water-based 
Emamectin Benzoate formulation, 

prevent wood-boring pests for up to 2 years.

For more information, 
visit www.ArborMectin.com

 or call 866–927–6826
Always follow all labeled instructions and guidelines

EARLY ORDER PROGRAM
NOW OPEN THROUGH

DECEMBER 15TH!

http://www.arbormectin.com
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Send Us Your Best Shot—   
Holiday and Winter Trees   
We asked for your most gorgeous photos of outdoor trees 
decorated for the holidays, or just beautiful trees in winter. 
Look at these lovely specimens!

We operate several 
Christmas décor 
franchises in our 
offseason performing 
holiday and event 
decorating for homes 
and businesses this time 
of year. Here is a tree we 
decorated recently. 

(Photo credit: Adam 
Anderson)
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Best Shot  continued

A couple of shots of my backyard in the 
Thousand Islands (Mallorytown, Ontario): 
“Winter arrives on Larue Mills pond.” 

(Photo credit: Oliver Reichl, RCA #553)
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Here’s a picture of my spring snow crabapple, pretty fitting name for a winter beauty. 

(Photo credit: Faith Appelquist, RCA #495)

Best Shot  continued
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Sustainable Urban Forests 
Coalition (SUFC)

By John Harris, RCA #468

Consulting 
Arborists in Urban 
Forestry Projects 
Team Up and 
Collaborate

The opportunities for expanding your 
vocabulary and names or titles of your 
services continue to grow the more I 
work as the ASCA representative with 
the Sustainable Urban Forests Coali-
tion. Likely, many ASCA members are 
performing tree inventories, tree sur-
veys, tree disposition plans, tree inspec-
tions, tree risk assessments, tree evalu-
ations, tree root investigations, tree 
maintenance plans, and tree mainte-
nance audits. Some ASCA members are 
conducting tree damage appraisals, tree 
stability tests, pest scouting, street tree 
inventories (citywide inventories), tree 
mitigation calculations, and wetlands 
delineations; preparing arborist reports 
(for permit or non-permit documenta-
tion of tree conditions); and performing 
expert witness work (related to tree and 
landscape issues). These are all services 
that I associate with professional con-

sulting or professional services, different 
from contracting or contractor services 
that ASCA members also do, such as tree 
pruning, fertilization, IPM treatments, 
tree removals, tree planting, tree cabling 
and bracing, tree farming, and other tree 
care practices.

Here are some services that you may 
want to research and consider collaborat-
ing on with others. Yes, collaboration is a 
term that is becoming common in busi-
ness practices these days, and it is still a 
current buzzword to increase your views/
clicks/searches for your multiple internet-
based communication channels. Expand 
your services by performing tree equity 
assessments (or tree equity analyses); pre-
paring urban forest management plans 
(or urban forest maintenance plans); con-
ducting tree benefit analyses (eco-benefits 
of trees), tree health assessments, work 
quality assurance inspections, tree valu-
ations (as part of real estate sales or emi-
nent domain cases), and carbon seques-
tration inventories (and analyses); and 
conducting tree protection monitoring 
(as a construction management service) 
and tree abuse (or removal) violation 
settlements. Collaborate with engineers 
and architects and planners to do some 
green infrastructure plans, stormwa-

ter management plans, climate change 
resilience plans, streetscape plans, green 
walls, green roofs, community groves 
(and gardens), and urban wood utiliza-
tion (or urban wood processing). These 
are just some of the possible projects that 
are being written about and promoted 
by researchers and professional organi-
zations in the green industry to get you 
started on your search for a new niche, 
focus, or profit center for your business 
and your career.

Being active in national networks of 
organizations like the SUFC certainly 
brings me to the next greatest … in 
Urban Forestry (and Arboriculture), to 
share with ASCA as opportunities for 
our members. I will continue to do my 
research, attend SUFC meetings, and 
find as many of the next greatest … to 
bring to ASCA to increase the success 
and the fulfillment for our members in 
being Consulting Arborists in America 
(and beyond). More news to share after 
the next SUFC meeting on February 24. 

As always, please use the information 
that I find in SUFC to benefit your busi-
nesses and careers and to improve our 
shared environment one tree at a time. 
Be safe, and have a productive day. 

Industry Reports From ASCA’s 
Representatives
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A Day in the Life of a 
Consultant
Highlighting experiences in the tree 
consulting world

A Pleasant Surprise
By Walt Fujii, RCA #402

As a contract arborist, I am accustomed 
to moving in and out of assignments 
without fanfare. After all, I am called 
in to complete a specific task or tasks 
and leave upon completion, or some-
times when I choose to move on. I’m 
sure readers of this newsletter know the 
experience.

In 2016, I was asked by the city of Bel-
mont, California, to serve as the city con-
tract arborist. The schedule was one day 
a week, every week with (non-paid) time 
off at my discretion, billed at my regular 
rate. “Make it work for you,” they said, 
and I agreed. Of course, the work was 
sometimes more than a day, and then 
there were the calls and emails that fol-
lowed. This was expected and it is what 
we as contract arborists do.

My role was to administer Belmont’s City 
Tree Ordinance. Ostensibly, I issued tree 
permits for removal and replacement of 
protected trees. However this role pro-
vided a unique opportunity to interact 
directly with residents, tree contractors, 
and staff to advise them on proper tree 
care practices and of the benefits that 
trees provide. An important part of that 
was to inform residents to the benefits of 
properly pruned trees.

Since my job was to administer the tree 
ordinance, I kept my comments short and 

to the point. Those 
requesting more infor-
mation were directed 
to the ASCA website. 
I also referred resi-
dents to a very active 
local tree organiza-
tion, Canopy, whose 
website (Canopy.org) 
had a list of tree con-
tractors known to be 
reliable in the area.

As with other assign-
ments, I make it a point to be available 
at reasonable hours, including weekends, 
to clients, residents, contractors, and 
others who have tree related questions 
or concerns. Several volatile situations 
were defused by a simple phone call. At 
times the “dialogue” was not pleasant, 
but those calls were part of the job. 

Through the encouragement of the parks 
supervisor and the director of parks and 
recreation, I worked pretty much auton-
omously. In addition, I interacted with 
the Public Works Department, the Police 
Department, contractors, and the land-
scape crew. Our relationships were some-
times rocky but always respectful. In 
my other municipal assignments I also 
enjoyed the support of staff, but I never 
took that support for granted wherever 
I worked.

I gave a notice of three months to the 
parks supervisor to allow time for tran-
sition. A week before I was to leave, 
the parks supervisor told me that folks 
wanted to give me a send-off on my last 
day and asked whether I would meet 
with them. I agreed and did not give it 
further thought.

The accompanying photo shows me, a 
surprised arborist, receiving the Fujii 
Lane street sign. A few of the fine peo-
ple with whom I worked shared kind 
thoughts and stories that made us laugh.
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A Day in the Life  continued

The Merry Tree Moaned
By Guy Meilleur

Up the road from The Crying Tree, whose story was told in the 
previous Consultant, grew “The Merry Oak.” Its spreading form 
indicated that it grew in an open field. The Merry Oak was close 
to the plantation house, so the slave quarters were nearby. The 
low-branched, “radiant” tree provided slaves an area of limited 
seclusion for what their oppressors called “merriment.”

In 2016, the white oak tree, Quercus alba, was in trouble. My 
assignment was to inspect it and specify treatments to improve 
conditions. Five hours was allotted for these tasks.

The landscapers warned me about approaching it, advising 
me to inspect it from afar. They pointed out that the area 
between the corn and the trunk was thick with pokeweed, 
sumac, poison ivy, invasive bittersweet, and other aggres-
sive weeds. But I thought too little—much too little—about 
their warning and waded to the trunk. Two years before, a 
load of wood chips was spread on and around the trunk. The 
aged mulch was more than a foot deep, thick with vines, and 
pressing against trunk tissue. Cuts on some of the old vines 
looked two years old.

I pulled some vines out by the roots and cut others at some dis-
tance from the flare. The flare was well formed. One dead root on 
the east side had gashes from a machete. A streak of fungus grew 
up a flat area, and a Ganoderma conk shone red on an adjacent 
buttress root. Based on the sounding mallet, the trunk still had 
a lot of solid wood in it. A 30-inch probe met no obstruction in 
the sinuses at ground level. 

None of these conditions looked critical for a veteran oak. I had 
no time left for aerial inspection. The crown was retrenching at 
the apex, and also on side branches. The forks appeared stable 
from the ground, as much as could be seen around the vines.

Specifications:

1. Cut everything that grows between the trunk and the corn 
down to the ground. The brush can be left to form a circle 
around the tree, at least a 20-foot radius, or preferably out 
to the tips of the branches. Treat the stumps to discourage 
resprouting.

2. Spread the mulch around the trunk over the cleared area, 
up to 4 inches deep. The roots that are in the mulch right 
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now should be pulled out where they attached to this soil 
so they do not come back. This can be done manually with 
good body protection (long sleeves) and the right tools. A 
pick is useful, or a grubhoe (aka mattock) that will break 
up the vines’ roots so that a pitchfork can be used for fling-
ing the clumps.

3. Mulch that is against the trunk should be removed, ideally 
until the depth is no more than 4 inches. The more thor-
oughly this is done, the easier it will be to maintain a vine-
free zone around the trunk moving forward.

4. Reduce or remove dead and dying branches. Remove vines 
from the trunks. Dead branches can be reduced into sizes 
preferred for processing for distribution of artifacts made 
from them. Cuts should be made at points where the diam-
eter changes. After further inspection, the declining ends 
can be cut back to vigorous growth. Inspect the forks and 
limbs while climbing.

5. Spray weeds growing on the ground under the branches 
with a contact herbicide in late September 2018 and then 
3x/year, perhaps April, June, and August.

6. Apply more woodchip mulch, no deeper than 4 inches and 
not touching the trunk, and not involving excessive use of 
large machinery.

7. Install compatible plants in berms, partially above grade to 
avoid oak roots, preferably in October or November. Estab-
lish and maintain a perimeter beyond the branch tips that 
is easy for agricultural machinery to work along.

On August 16, 2018, I saw to my horror that a machine had been 
used to grub out the weeds and scrape the earth. The crew ignored 
my naive specifications to use manual methods. Could firmer 
specifications have prevented this damage? The crew thought the 

weeds were too wicked to walk through—how could I expect 
them to be removed manually? The grading compacted the soil 
and tore up the tree roots. The soil stank of anaerobic bacteria, 
matching the sourness in my stomach. 

My naivete had disastrously failed this historic tree. Nevertheless, 
I followed through with a local company led by an ISA Board 
Certified Master Arborist and specified our program for care:

1. The soil around the flare should be deeply aerated. One tool 
is a wrecking bar, with the pointy end going into the ground. 
Care should be taken to avoid roots. Holes should be about 
2 feet apart near the trunk, and farther apart as you move 
away from the trunk. When the bar is driven in, it can be 
moved in different directions to fracture the soil and speed 
the incorporation of organic matter below the surface.

2. Radial trenching, with “vertical mulching” throughout 
trenches.

3. Till the surface while incorporating biochar, freshwater 
humate granules, permanently pervious aggregate, and local 
compost.

4. Install props under the two lowest limbs.

Pruning and images courtesy of Manning Arboriculture LLC.

A Day in the Life  continued
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The client was a foundation that expressed appreciation for the 
importance of this tree to their heritage yet lacked any support for 
strategies to care for it. The proposal for props was not followed. 
The largest limb failed, even after it was reduced.

The final failure of the remaining crown put an end to this sad 
story. What messages could we take home?

1. It takes people skills to interpret signals from associated 
professionals. We had no respect for their loathing of the 
weeds. We failed to consider the probability that our speci-
fications would be ignored.

2. It takes more detail to communicate strategies such as prop-
ping. Had we incorporated more background references and 
more details about lengths, locations, and materials, props 
might have gone in, and the tree might be still standing.

3. It takes a village to rehabilitate an old tree after it has been 
abused. More persuasion, schmoozing, and salesmanship 
might have motivated the client to take accountability for 
its care.

Challenge Course Challenge
By Lindsey Purcell, RCA #673 

I would like to provide a brief message of acknowledgement 
and gratitude to the members and RCAs of our organization. 
Recently, I was tasked with a new assignment, at least for me, 
to inspect trees and equipment associated with a challenge 
course on our campus. I didn’t hesitate in accepting the assign-
ment, feeling that my experience and education in the process 
of inspecting trees would adequately prepare me for the task 
at hand. 

However, exercising my predilection towards preparation, I felt 
it prudent to at least conduct some literature review into the 
matter, in the event that there might be some unusual circum-
stances or considerations in the protocols. Well, as many of 
our members recognize, there is much more to this inspection 
process than previously realized. First was the task of determin-
ing where to look for credible resources. After much probing 
using the normal search engines and portals, I was amazed at 
the amount of information available … virtually nothing! The 
lack of information and process for inspections on challenge 
courses, similar structures, and associated trees was quite evi-
dent. There seemed to be plenty for the structures using the 
ACCT protocols, but not much for trees. Which begs for more 
conversation on this issue, but that’s for another day.

Now, to the point … thank you, ASCA. I am a relatively new 
member and RCA, although consulting for many years. The 
benefits of membership surely proved itself with my first dive 
into The Exchange. I was a bit hesitant to put myself out there 
with a request but really didn’t have many other options. I 
was pleasantly surprised! I received an overwhelming response 
from several members and RCAs that proved to be quite help-

A Day in the Life  continued
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ful. Additionally, I was able to expand my conversations and 
friendships even further with the topic as a segue. I would like 
to especially thank Scott Baker, Gordon Mann, Guy Meilleur, 
and Philip Van Wassenaer for taking the time to discuss this 
and much more with me. 

A wealth of information and experience provided helpful direc-
tion for the university and me in the future management of the 
challenge course. In closing, I would encourage membership 
to engage more and utilize the decades of experience available 
to them as a credible resource on arboricultural and consult-
ing practices. Just as importantly, I felt like I strengthened 
relationships and created new ones and am glad to be a part of 
the Society. Cheers.

Tree Risk Assessment 302—An Advanced 
Course in Collegial Collaboration
By Bradley Painter, RCA #634, and John Wickes, RCA #455

This past fall, Bradley Painter, RCA #634, of Treefoil LLC, Ston-
ington, Connecticut, and John Wickes, RCA #455, of Wickes 
Arborists/Davey, Spring Valley, New York, collaborated by com-
pleting some tomography scans using an ArborSonic 3D tomo-
gram for a prestigious New England university. Treefoil had just 
completed a tree inventory for the campus and was in the final 
stage of project delivery.  

Bradley had seen John Wickes at a previous ASCA conference 
(San Diego, California). He kept hearing a constant tap of a fre-
quent “soft hammer on metal sound” emanating from the lobby 
area outside of the speaker conference hall. At the next break, 
Bradley headed to the area of the suspected tones. Though not 
new to tomography, he found himself drawn in by John’s expe-
rience, enthusiasm, successful communication, and transfer of 
knowledge while addressing questions from other attendees. 

Fast forward a few years, and Treefoil needed a tomography 
professional. John immediately came to mind, and, after being 
approached, he obligingly submitted a proposal and date for 
the work and provided associated software capability to inter-
pret all collected data. John seamlessly met all requirements 
pertaining to COVID-19 concerns (face mask at all times, so 

A Day in the Life  continued

Bradley Painter and John Wickes.
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the consultants might not recognize each other at the next in-
person conference!), personal protective equipment, and univer-
sity confidentiality requests.

The consultants acquired data on three species; Ginkgo (Ginkgo 
biloba), European beech (Fagus sylvatica), and an American elm 
(Ulmus americana), with trees ranging from 23” to 55” DBH and 
recommendations ranging from removal to additional advanced 
tree assessments suggested. 

The consultants reviewing scan results. John sounding sensors

John spacing sensors.

A Day in the Life  continued
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Tech Corner

iNaturalist
Submitted by Oliver Reichl, RCA #553

Here’s a digital resource I use almost 
daily. To date I’ve submitted over 7,200 
observations and contributed over 
72,000 species identifications on other 
people’s observations. The website and 
associated phone app are a great resource 
for anyone looking to identify virtually 
any species in the world. For arborists, it 
is particularly useful as a learning tool for 
identifying species of trees, as well as any 
ecologically associated species of insects, 

fungi, and more. In addition to having 
experts assist you, the site incorporates 
machine-learning AI similar to facial rec-
ognition technology that can also help 
with identifications. In a sense, iNatu-
ralist is every field guide and range map 
you could ever want. The original site 
is inaturalist.org, but numerous nation-
based affiliate sites have been established 
over the past few years.

My iNaturalist profile page: https://inat-
uralist.ca/people/arborsphere

A list of selected observations on the 
theme of “Tree Issues”: https://inatural-
ist.ca/lists/414162-Tree-Issues

A project I’m working on to capture all 
the world’s tree observations: https://inat-
uralist.ca/projects/the-arborsphere 

Example Reports
for Consulting Arborists 3rd Ed.

This is your resource for knowing what information to include 
and how to format Consulting Arborist reports. The book 
encompasses practice reports from students of the ASCA Con-
sulting Academy and a real-life report as submitted by an 
author to an actual client.

Order your copy at
www.asca-consultants.org

http://inaturalist.org/
https://inaturalist.ca/lists/414162-Tree-Issues
https://inaturalist.ca/lists/414162-Tree-Issues
https://inaturalist.ca/projects/the-arborsphere
https://inaturalist.ca/projects/the-arborsphere
https://www.asca-consultants.org/store/viewproduct.aspx?ID=5436363

