
Composition of Community Forest

Trees have been a component of human settlement for many centuries, either in forests, in the 
countryside, or in cities and towns. Trees were planted around homes and churches, in 
cemeteries, school yards, parks, boulevards and many other places, thereby placing an accent 
on their aesthetic function. Because of this traditional context, tree planting and maintenance 
were subordinated to a single-tree level, and the connections among them and their collective 
importance was not thought to be a consideration. More recently, the importance of trees in 
settled landscapes has increased because of climate change, increasing pollution levels, and an 
expansion of build up areas, all resulting in degradation or continuous loss of forests and trees 
within and around urban areas. These dramatic changes in the environment have significantly 
emphasized the ecological value of trees in urban areas. It has been only in the last few decades 
that trees in towns have been thought of as a forest that improves our environment and 
provides us with many benefits. 

Residential trees have a meaningful role in towns as a substantial part of the entire urban forest. 
One third (30%), is composed of trees growing in residential areas. Similarly, the highest 
percentage of canopy cover is generally found on residential land, vacant and parkland (Nowak 
1994). By understanding urban forest composition throughout an entire community, it is 
possible to identify opportunities to enhance the urban forest as well as address its limitations. 
Good planning and management practice begins with a comprehensive understanding of the 
urban forest composition.. Good planning and management can help maximize environmental, 
economic and social benefits by improving the quality of the community forest. 

Urban forests, as a product of nature and human activity, can have a very complex structure. 
With a more detailed look at urban forests, you can see many differences in forest cover alone. 
The structure and the quality of urban forests differ among parks, ravines, industrial areas, 
downtowns, streets, and residential areas. Trees from each of these areas have an impact on the 
urban forest as an entity, and all of them collectively are the urban forest. The structure of the 
urban forest has been analyzed from different angles. The ownership of trees in a community is 
summarized, as well as species and genera distribution, diameter class distribution, distribution 
of native trees, and distribution of conifers versus deciduous trees. This approach is needed to 
make informed management decisions and to apply proper maintenance techniques. For 
instance, species distribution does not necessarily reflect real canopy cover in a community. 
Some species could be numerous, but small in size and thereby not maximizing their 
contribution to the urban forest. Meanwhile, another species could be less common, but 
because of its large size, dominate the canopy. By knowing the species distribution it is possible
to increase the number of native species versus non-native in future plantings, and to put more 
emphasis on species diversity. These aspects of composition and structure of the community 
forest are presented in the following chapter and discussed in the summary of this report. 
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Distribution of Trees on Public and Private Land

Figure - 1. Proportion of municipally owned trees 
vs. privately  owned trees
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The ownership of trees is an important aspect to consider in good urban forest 
management. Typically, about one third of the trees in the urban forest may be found in 
parks and on streets. These are publicly owned, and their care is the responsibility of the 
City. The remaining two-thirds of the trees in a city are found on private property, where 
species choice, tree establishment, and tree maintenance are the responsibility of the 
owner. The proportion of privately and publicly owned trees in the community is shown in 
Figure 1.
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Distribution of Diameter Classes in the Community
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Figure - 2. Number of trees in each of six 
diameter classes
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Figure -3. Number of trees in diameter classes 
greater than 30 cm

The size of a tree will determine the extent of many of the benefits that the tree provides to 
the community.  Larger trees have a greater effect on micro-climate and hydrology, 
sequester more carbon dioxide, trap more dust and pollutants, and provide more wildlife 
habitat.  The appraised value of a tree, increases with the square of the radius of the tree’s 
cross-section.  For many species, size will also provide an estimate of the relative age of an 
individual.
The distribution of all trees in the community by diameter is presented in Figure -2.  For 
clarity, Figure - 3. shows the distribution of the largest diameter classes.
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Distribution of Trees by Height Classes in the Community

There is a trend towards planting smaller trees in urban environments, as they are better 
able to cope with aboveground restrictions, such as power lines, signs, and buildings. 
However, these trees don’t provide the same positive effects on the environment, as do 
larger trees. Cities need larger trees that can form a closed canopy. Larger trees abundant 
enough to cover about half the city’s surface can: reduce the speed of winter winds, cool 
pavement and shade buildings in the summer, attenuate storm water, improve air quality by 
intercepting airborne pollutants, and generally improve the urban landscape, etc.(Moll 
1989).The proportion of all trees in each height class, as measure of urban forest structure, 
is shown in Figure  4.

Figure - 4. Proportion of trees by height classes
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Distribution of Species in the Community

Figure -5. Contribution of species represented with
 more than 5% of the total  trees in the community
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In order to increase biodiversity in the urban forest, it has been suggested that no more than 
5% of the trees in a community should be of the same species (Moll 1989). Biodiversity 
ensures against the rapid and devastating loss of trees due to pest or disease epidemics. 
Consider, for example, the American Elm that used to be the main tree species component in 
many eastern North American cities. The spread of Dutch Elm Disease killed most elms in a 
relatively short time, leaving behind severely depleted urban forests.

The species  which represent 5% and more of the population in the community are shown in 
Figure - 5.
The number of trees in all species is shown in Table - 1. The distribution of species and diameter 
classes is shown in Figure - 6.

Common name Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -1. Number of trees by species.

127 11.18%Norway Maple

110 9.68%Black Locust

75 6.60%Tree of Heaven

68 5.99%Norway Spruce
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Common name Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -1. Number of trees by species.

60 5.28%Black Oak

48 4.23%Silver Maple

40 3.52%Colorado Spruce

37 3.26%Sugar Maple

36 3.17%Eastern White-Cedar

36 3.17%Red Oak

36 3.17%Scot's Pine

33 2.90%White Spruce

29 2.55%Paper Birch

26 2.29%Oriental Cherry

26 2.29%Siberian Elm

21 1.85%White Oak

18 1.58%Japanese Crabapple(s)

16 1.41%White Mulberry

14 1.23%Honey Locust

13 1.14%Apple/Crabapple sp.

13 1.14%Bur Oak

13 1.14%Little-Leaf Linden

11 0.97%Maple sp.

11 0.97%White Pine

9 0.79%Hemlock

9 0.79%Manitoba Maple

8 0.70%Red Cedar

8 0.70%Tamarack

7 0.62%Basswood

7 0.62%Japanese Maple

7 0.62%Pin Oak

7 0.62%White Ash

6 0.53%Black Walnut
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Common name Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -1. Number of trees by species.

6 0.53%Chinese elm

6 0.53%Red Maple

6 0.53%Red Pine

6 0.53%Red/Green Ash

6 0.53%Serbian Spruce

5 0.44%Dawn Redwood

5 0.44%Hybrid Red Maple

5 0.44%Sycamore

5 0.44%Wild Crab

4 0.35%Balsam Fir

4 0.35%Canada Plum

4 0.35%Pear/Flowering Pear sp.

4 0.35%Swamp White Oak

3 0.26%Bitternut Hickory

3 0.26%Choke Cherry

3 0.26%Common Horsechestnut

3 0.26%Eastern Cottonwood

3 0.26%European Beech

3 0.26%European White Birch

3 0.26%Flowering Pear

3 0.26%Largetooth Aspen

3 0.26%Russian Olive

3 0.26%Shagbark Hickory

2 0.18%American Elm

2 0.18%Austrian Pine

2 0.18%Cherry/Plum sp.

2 0.18%Europian Ash

2 0.18%Hackberry

2 0.18%Japanise Ceder
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Common name Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -1. Number of trees by species.

2 0.18%Poplar sp.

2 0.18%Redbud

2 0.18%Sassafras

2 0.18%Trembling Aspen

2 0.18%White Fir

1 0.09%American Beech

1 0.09%Amur Corktree

1 0.09%Butternut

1 0.09%Cherry (Fruit)

1 0.09%Cutleaf Mountain Ash

1 0.09%Douglas Fir

1 0.09%Downy Serviceberry

1 0.09%English Walnut

1 0.09%European Mountin Ash

1 0.09%European Yew

1 0.09%Fir sp.

1 0.09%Jack Pine

1 0.09%Japanese pagoda tree

1 0.09%Japanese Tree Lilac

1 0.09%Juniperus sp.

1 0.09%Katsura Tree

1 0.09%London Plane

1 0.09%Mountin-Ash sp.

1 0.09%Northern Catalpa

1 0.09%Oak sp.

1 0.09%Pin Cherry

1 0.09%Plum

1 0.09%Shining Willow

1 0.09%Showy Mountain-ash
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Common name Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -1. Number of trees by species.

1 0.09%Singleseed Hawthorne

1 0.09%Slippery Elm

1 0.09%Spruce sp.

1 0.09%Sycamore Maple

1 0.09%Upright Japanese Yew

1 0.09%Witch hazel

1 0.09%Yellow Birch

1 0.09%Yellow Cedar

1 0.09%Yew sp.

1,136Total Number of Trees:
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Distribution of Species by Diameter Classes (only those >3% of the total tree population are shown)
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Figure - 6. Number of trees by species and each diameter class

Diameter classes:

1- <15.5cm
2- 15.6-30.5cm
3- 30.6-45.5cm
4- 45.6-60.5cm
5- 60.6-76.5cm
6- >76.6cmA - 10
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Distribution of Genera in the Community

Figure -7. Contribution of genera that represent more than 10% 
of the total number of trees in the community
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Similar to species biodiversity, it has been suggested that no more than 10% of the trees in a 
community should be of the same genus (Moll, 1989).
Figure -7. illustrates the distribution of the genera which represent more than  10% of the 
total tree population.  

Table - 2. summarizes the number of trees by genus.  The distribution of genera by diameter 
class is shown in Figure -8.

Genus Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -2. Number of trees by genera

251 22.10%Maple

148 13.03%Spruce

142 12.50%Oak

110 9.68%Black Locust

75 6.60%Tree of Heaven

56 4.93%Pine
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Genus Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -2. Number of trees by genera

38 3.35%Cherry/Plum

36 3.17%Apple/Crabapple

36 3.17%Cedar (Thuja)

35 3.08%Elm

33 2.90%Birch

20 1.76%Linden-Basswood

16 1.41%Mulberry

15 1.32%Ash

14 1.23%Honey Locust

10 0.88%Poplar

9 0.79%Hemlock

9 0.79%Juniper

8 0.70%Larch

8 0.70%Walnut/Butternut

7 0.62%Fir

7 0.62%Pear/Flowering Pear

6 0.53%Hickory

6 0.53%Plane-Sycamore

5 0.44%Redwood

4 0.35%Beech

4 0.35%Mountin Ash/Whitebeam

3 0.26%Buckeye/Horsechestnut

3 0.26%Russian Olive

3 0.26%Yew

2 0.18%Cryptomeria

2 0.18%Hackberry

2 0.18%Redbud

2 0.18%Sassafras

1 0.09%Catalpa

1 0.09%Douglas Fir

1 0.09%False Cypress
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Genus Number of Trees Proportion of  Total Number of 
Community Trees

Table -2. Number of trees by genera

1 0.09%Hawthorn

1 0.09%Katsura

1 0.09%Lilac

1 0.09%Phellodendron

1 0.09%Serviceberry

1 0.09%Sophora

1 0.09%Willow

1 0.09%Witch hazel

1,136Total Number of Trees
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Distribution of Genera by Diameter Classes (only those >5% of the total tree population are shown)
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Figure -8. Number of trees by genera and each diameter class

Diameter classes:
1-< 15.5cm
2- 15.6-30.5cm
3- 30.6-45.5cm
4- 45.6-60.5cm
5- 60.6-76.5cm
6- >76.6cm
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Distribution of Native Trees, Deciduous and Conifers in the Community

Figure - 9. Proportion of native and non-native trees
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Figure - 10. Proportion of deciduous
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There is growing concern about the spread of “non-native” trees in our communities. 
Figure -9. illustrates the proportion of non-native trees in the community.  We use the 
term non-native to mean those species which do not grow naturally in the region. (See 
Table -15). 

Similarly, Figure -10. shows the proportion of coniferous and deciduous trees 
(softwoods and hardwoods) found in the community.  Figure -11. and Figure -12.  
show the diameter distribution for native vs non-native, and coniferous vs deciduous 
species.
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Distribution of  Native vs. Non-native and Conifers vs Deciduous 
Trees by Diameter Classes

1 2
3 4

5
6 Native

Non-
native

0

50

100

150

200

250

# of trees

DBH class

Figure -11.  Number of native and non-native 
trees by each diameter class
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Figure - 12. Number of evergreen and deciduous trees
 by each  diameter class
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Relative DBH Distribution in the Community

The relative DBH is one way of representing age class distribution in the urban forest. Relative 
tree diameter is the ratio (percent) between a tree diameter and the maximum diameter for that 
species. The relative DBH can be used to compare the distribution of different species or to 
compare species that have different growth characteristics. A relative DBH near 100% 
indicates a mature tree.

Figure 12a - Relative DBH distibution
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Tree Condition

Knowing the condition of urban trees and the state of the environment in which they exist, 
allows you to make better-informed decisions. Trees in urban environments are exposed to 
different stresses, including soil compaction, lack of nutrients, air pollution, de-icing salt, 
drought and confined space. These stresses have a negative impact on the condition and 
health of urban trees. As a result, urban trees have shorter life spans than trees in a natural 
forest and rarely reach a mature size. For example, the average lifespan of trees in the urban 
environment is 30 years, but the average lifespan of street trees is only 10 years (Moll, 
1989). Extending the life span of urban trees can help to improve the quality of the urban 
environment significantly, as large trees have much more impact on the urban environment 
than smaller ones. Nowak (1994) estimated that, in Chicago, large individual trees have the 
greatest estimated pollution removal capability due to their relatively large leaf surface area. 
According to him, large healthy trees (larger than 76 cm in diameter at breast height) 
remove an estimated 60 to 70 times more pollution than small trees (less than 8 cm in 
diameter abreast height). Trees in both urban and natural forests have life cycles that 
include natural decline and death. 

The process of decline for trees in all age classes is more intensive in an urban setting. This 
is one of the reasons why the quality of young trees should be high, bettering their ability to 
successfully replace older trees. Maintenance of both older and younger trees, therefore, is 
necessary to sustain the canopy cover in a community. Tree condition reflects the present 
structural integrity of a tree, as well as its state of health (CTLA 1992). The determination 
of tree condition helps to indicate existing and future problems with that tree. Assessing the 
condition of a tree facilitates decisions about maintenance and species choice for future 
plantings. Having an indication of the general condition of the urban forest helps in the long-
term maintenance and identification of serious problems. Rating tree condition involves 
looking at the tree crown, the foliage, and the trunk and root characteristics.  The condition 
rating is summarized in five classes:

5-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with
3-FAIR: minor problems with
2-POOR: major problems with
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems

The condition of all trees by location is given in Appendix A, while the following chapter 
and the summary give an overview of tree condition by diameter class, species, genera, 
distribution of problem-free trees and private trees.
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Condition of Trees on Public and Private Land
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Figure - 13. The proportion of tree condition classes 
for municipal and private trees

5
4
3
2
1

Moll (1989) states that a healthy city forest is usually accompanied by strong citizen 
support. Citizens have direct responsibility for the health of their own trees and indirect 
responsibility for the health of municipal trees. Privately owned trees are usually in better 
condition than publicly owned trees, especially street trees. Street trees grow in a much 
harsher environment than trees in private yards. They are exposed to different stresses 
such as drought, soil compaction, de-icing salt, vandalism, conflict with utilities, 
confined growing space, air pollution, etc. By contrast, trees on private lands have more 
available space for growth, they grow in a less stressed environment and, presumably, 
they get more attentive care than street trees. However, intense maintenance measures 
can help to improve tree health and extend tree life on both public and private lands. The 
condition of publicly and privately owned trees in the community is shown in Figure 13.

01-Jul-065-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with a tree
3-FAIR: minor problems with a tree
2-POOR: major problems with a tree
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems B - 2



Condition of Trees on Public and Private Land

Figure - 13b. The proportion of tree condition classes 
for private trees
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Figure - 13a. The proportion of tree condition classes 
for public trees
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01-Jul-065-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with a tree
3-FAIR: minor problems with a tree
2-POOR: major problems with a tree
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems B - 2a



Tree Condition by Diameter Classes 
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Figure - 14. Distribution of five  condition classes
 by diameter class 

Maintaining good tree condition in each diameter class avoids a rapid loss of total number of 
trees due to the aging of the community forest. Larger trees in good health have a much more 
significant impact on the environment than younger ones, but the younger trees are essential in 
continuing the future urban forest canopy. Both proper diameter distribution and good tree 
health ensure that the loss of older trees due to natural decline will be a gradual, phased 
process, without the sudden absence of the larger diameter classes. The condition of trees in 
each diameter class in the community is shown in Figure 14. For clarity, Figure 15 shows the 
distribution of tree condition classes for the largest diameter classes.

01-Jul-06 Diameter classes:
1- <15.5cm
2- 15.6-30.5cm
3- 30.6-45.5cm
4- 45.6-60.5cm
5- 60.6-76.5cm
6- >76.6cm

5-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with a tree
3-FAIR: minor problems with a tree
2-POOR: major problems with a tree
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems
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Tree Condition by Diameter Classes 
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Figure - 15.  Number of trees in each condition class
grouped by diameter classes greater than 30 cm
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01-Jul-06 Diameter classes:
1- < 15.5cm
2- 15.6-30.5cm
3- 30.6-45.5cm
4- 45.6-60.5cm
5- 60.6-76.5cm
6- >76.6cm

5-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with a tree
3-FAIR: minor problems with a tree
2-POOR: major problems with a tree
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems
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Species Condition 

Figure  - 16. Distribution of tree  condition classes by species

 (only tree  species represented by more than 50 trees are  shown)
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Many different tree species, cultivars, forms, and varieties are planted in urban areas. We can expect considerable variation in tree 
condition among species because of their ecological and biological characteristics. Some species are more tolerant of urban 
environments than others. More attention should be given to the condition of frequently planted species as these common trees give an 
indication of whether they should be planted more, or less often in the future. It also helps to indicate which species require more care 
and maintenance, and which species are more suited to a certain microenvironment. The distribution of tree condition classes for 
species with a frequency more than 50 trees is shown in Figure 16.
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5-EXCELLENT: tree is without any visible symptoms
4-GOOD: no apparent problem with a tree
3-FAIR: minor problems with a tree
2-POOR: major problems with a tree
1-VERY POOR: extreme problems
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Distribution of Trees with No Problems
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Figure -17. Number of trees with no problems by diameter 
class

Tree condition is based on characteristics of the tree crown, foliage, trunk, and roots. 
Symptoms such as defoliation, weak foliage, basal scars, rot, cavity, conks, pruning scars, 
exposed and trenched roots, are summarized to determine tree condition. Trees without any 
symptoms are ranked as excellent. The number of trees with no problems by diameter classes 
are shown in Figure 17. For clarity, Figure –18 shows the number of trees with no symptoms 
for species that are represented by more than 10 trees in each diameter class.
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Distribution of Trees with No Problems by Species

Figure -18. Number of trees with no problems by six diameter classes for species that are represented 
with more than 10 trees

Diameter Class:

For all tree species represented by more than 10 individuals at least one problem was noted 
(e.g. pruning scars, conflicts, etc.)
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Species Suitability in the Community

Figure 18a - Species suitability.
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Some tree species are considered to be more suitable than others in an urban setting. For 
example, a weak-wooded willow is less appropriate than a stronger sugar maple. McPherson 
(1998) proposed examining the species distribution in a city's urban forest based on their 
suitability for that environment.  In 1996 the Ontario Chapter of the International Society of 
Arboriculture undertook to update the species rating for the province (ISAO 1998).  A total of 
120 experts were surveyed to provide their opinions on species ratings. These ratings are 
based on a tree's characteristics such as: climate adaptability, growth characteristics, soil 
adaptability, resistance or tolerance to pests, pollution, maintenance requirements, allergenic 
properties, aesthetic value, etc. For example, a sugar maple would have a species rating of 
80 - 100% (average =90% or 0.9) while willow would have a 40 - 60% rating (0.4-0.6).  This 
analysis summarizes the species distribution based on these species rating (Figure 18a).
The reader should note that the ISAO species rating system does NOT include "invasiveness" 
or place of origin (native vs. non-native).  These are important considerations and are dealt 
with elsewhere in this report.

Species # of trees Species suitabilitySpecies Rating

1American Beech 0.80 Suitable

2American Elm 0.50 Moderately Suitable

1Amur Corktree 0.70 Moderately Suitable

13Apple/Crabapple sp. 0.50 Moderately Suitable

2Austrian Pine 0.80 Suitable

B -  8
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Species # of trees Species suitabilitySpecies Rating

4Balsam Fir 0.60 Moderately Suitable

7Basswood 0.70 Moderately Suitable

3Bitternut Hickory 0.75 Suitable

110Black Locust 0.30 Not Suitable

60Black Oak 0.90 Suitable

6Black Walnut 0.80 Suitable

13Bur Oak 0.80 Suitable

1Butternut 0.50 Moderately Suitable

4Canada Plum 0.55 Moderately Suitable

1Cherry (Fruit) 0.55 Moderately Suitable

2Cherry/Plum sp. 0.50 Moderately Suitable

6Chinese elm 0.70 Moderately Suitable

3Choke Cherry 0.55 Moderately Suitable

40Colorado Spruce 0.80 Suitable

3Common Horsechestnut 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Cutleaf Mountain Ash 0.40 Moderately Suitable

5Dawn Redwood 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Douglas Fir 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Downy Serviceberry 0.80 Suitable

3Eastern Cottonwood 0.35 Not Suitable

36Eastern White-Cedar 0.80 Suitable

1English Walnut 0.70 Moderately Suitable

3European Beech 0.75 Suitable

1European Mountin Ash 0.40 Moderately Suitable
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3European White Birch 0.50 Moderately Suitable

1European Yew 0.60 Moderately Suitable

2Europian Ash 0.50 Moderately Suitable

1Fir sp. 0.70 Moderately Suitable

3Flowering Pear 0.50 Moderately Suitable

2Hackberry 0.60 Moderately Suitable

9Hemlock 0.70 Moderately Suitable

14Honey Locust 0.60 Moderately Suitable

5Hybrid Red Maple 0.80 Suitable

1Jack Pine 0.40 Moderately Suitable

18Japanese Crabapple(s) 0.50 Moderately Suitable

7Japanese Maple 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Japanese pagoda tree 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Japanese Tree Lilac 0.80 Suitable

2Japanise Ceder 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Juniperus sp. 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Katsura Tree 0.70 Moderately Suitable

3Largetooth Aspen 0.35 Not Suitable

13Little-Leaf Linden 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1London Plane 0.50 Moderately Suitable

9Manitoba Maple 0.40 Moderately Suitable

11Maple sp. 0.65 Moderately Suitable

1Mountin-Ash sp. 0.40 Moderately Suitable

1Northern Catalpa 0.50 Moderately Suitable
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127Norway Maple 0.70 Moderately Suitable

68Norway Spruce 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Oak sp. 0.70 Moderately Suitable

26Oriental Cherry 0.55 Moderately Suitable

29Paper Birch 0.50 Moderately Suitable

4Pear/Flowering Pear sp. 0.50 Moderately Suitable

1Pin Cherry 0.50 Moderately Suitable

7Pin Oak 0.65 Moderately Suitable

1Plum 0.50 Moderately Suitable

2Poplar sp. 0.35 Not Suitable

8Red Cedar 0.60 Moderately Suitable

6Red Maple 0.80 Suitable

36Red Oak 0.90 Suitable

6Red Pine 0.60 Moderately Suitable

6Red/Green Ash 0.60 Moderately Suitable

2Redbud 0.50 Moderately Suitable

3Russian Olive 0.50 Moderately Suitable

2Sassafras 0.70 Moderately Suitable

36Scot's Pine 0.60 Moderately Suitable

6Serbian Spruce 0.75 Suitable

3Shagbark Hickory 0.75 Suitable

1Shining Willow 0.35 Not Suitable

1Showy Mountain-ash 0.40 Moderately Suitable

26Siberian Elm 0.30 Not Suitable
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48Silver Maple 0.45 Moderately Suitable

1Singleseed Hawthorne 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Slippery Elm 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Spruce sp. 0.75 Suitable

37Sugar Maple 0.85 Suitable

4Swamp White Oak 0.70 Moderately Suitable

5Sycamore 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Sycamore Maple 0.65 Moderately Suitable

8Tamarack 0.70 Moderately Suitable

75Tree of Heaven 0.40 Moderately Suitable

2Trembling Aspen 0.30 Not Suitable

1Upright Japanese Yew 0.60 Moderately Suitable

7White Ash 0.60 Moderately Suitable

2White Fir 0.70 Moderately Suitable

16White Mulberry 0.60 Moderately Suitable

21White Oak 0.70 Moderately Suitable

11White Pine 0.80 Suitable

33White Spruce 0.80 Suitable

5Wild Crab 0.50 Moderately Suitable

1Witch hazel 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Yellow Birch 0.60 Moderately Suitable

1Yellow Cedar 0.70 Moderately Suitable

1Yew sp. 0.70 Moderately Suitable
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Trees that Could be a Potential  Hazard and Trees in Conflicts

POTENTIAL HAZARD TREES

Different stresses affect tree health and condition that can lead to structural weakening. 
Through time and/or poor management, they can become hazardous to people and property. 
The criterion used to determine potential hazard trees is tree condition, which indicated by 
structural defects. Trees are considered to be a potential problem if they receive a fair, poor, 
or very poor condition rating in conjunction with any one of the following defects: reduced 
height, conks, rot/cavity, or root trenching. Trees in the community that need to be given 
more attention are listed in Table 3.It should be noted that the objective here is to point out 
trees that could present potential hazards or become a liability. This approach should only be 
used as a guide to highlight which trees should receive more attention, either as potential 
hazards, or as trees in poor health. Further evaluation of hazardous trees, seriousness of the 
defects, and the risk they present is best done by a professional arborist. 

TREES IN CONFLICTS

In an urban environment, trees compete for space, with each other, with urban structures and 
with human activities. Urban trees grow in conflict with buildings, structures, overhead 
wires, sidewalks and other trees. Such trees usually have shorter life spans, and thus the 
benefits they impart, decline. They also have a greater chance of becoming structurally weak. 
Both trees in existing conflict, and trees in potential conflict, should receive more attention 
than those without conflicts. These trees need to be specially maintained or, in some cases, 
removed, when they become a hazard or liability. Avoiding conflict is possible through 
careful planning and the consideration of the space requirements of a fully-grown tree. 
Potential hazard trees are listed in Table 3. Existing and potential conflicts of trees are 
summarized and discussed.
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List of All Trees that could be Potential Hazard
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Norway Maple5a109 3 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 3 1 0 1 1 0 N N N E044.110 2 N1 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 48
Norway Maple5a110 3 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 N E N P054.50 1 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 47
Norway Maple5a129 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 E N N P043.750 1 N0 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Norway Maple5a147 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 E N N N347.910 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 48
Norway Maple5a148 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 P N N N053.50 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 48
Norway Maple5a150 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 1 N N N N065.330 2 N0 2Lakeshore RoadNo. 48
Norway Maple5a151 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 3 0 2 0 1 E N N E149.220 3 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 50
Norway Maple5a153 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 0 N N N N07610 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 51
Norway Maple5a164 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 N N N E164.525 0 N1 2Robin LaneNo. 1375
Norway Maple5a168 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 N N N E164.520 1 N0 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Norway Maple5a199 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 E N N E04140 0 N0 2Roosevelt DriveNo. 52
Norway Maple5a201 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 N N N E049.150 1 N0 1Christina StreetNo. 13
Norway Maple5a211 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 N N N E130.80 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 55
Red Maple5a224 3 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 N N N E0360 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 54
Sugar Maple5a235 3 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 N N N E03510 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Sugar Maple5a236 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 N N N N064.530 0 N2 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 53
Sugar Maple5a245 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 N N N E148.30 0 N0 2Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Hybrid Red Maple5a25 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 N N N E1765 0 N0 2Christina StreetNo. 13
Sugar Maple5a255 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 E E N E168.820 0 N0 1Christina StreetNo. 13
Sugar Maple5a257 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 1 0 1 N N N E17040 2 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 50
Common Horseche5a272 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 N N N N031.85 0 N0 2Christina StreetNo. 13
Tree of Heaven5a280 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 N N N E033.80 0 N0 2Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Tree of Heaven5a301 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 N N N E036.830 3 N2 2Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Tree of Heaven5a303 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 N N N P0460 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Tree of Heaven5a330 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 N N N E032.130 3 N2 2Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Tree of Heaven5a346 3 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 3 2 0 2 0 0 N N N E0640 0 N0 1Christina StreetNo. 13
Tree of Heaven5a347 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 N N N E031.510 2 N0 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Paper Birch5a352 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 N N N P13810 0 N0 2Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Paper Birch5a369 3 2 1 1 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 P N N E033.215 0 N0 1Robin LaneNo. 1367
Maple sp.5a40 3 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 3 1 3 3 0 N E N N011060 2 N3 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Silver Maple5a50 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 N N N N07025 0 N1 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Silver Maple5a51 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3 0 3 N N N N1107.820 0 N0 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Silver Maple5a52 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 1 1 1 0 0 E P N E0745 0 N0 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Silver Maple5a54 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 0 N N N E06910 0 N0 2Lakeshore RoadNo. 48
Silver Maple5a56 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 N E N N06530 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 49
Silver Maple5a57 3 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 2 0 3 0 0 E N N N010615 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 49
Silver Maple5a59 3 0 0 3 3 3 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 N N N N15715 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 49
Silver Maple5a66 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 3 0 0 N N N P068.665 0 N0 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Silver Maple5a72 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 E N N E05710 0 N0 2Valleyfield DriveNo. 57
Silver Maple5a73 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 P N N E160.120 0 N0 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 53
Silver Maple5a76 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 N N N E349.55 0 N0 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 55
Silver Maple5a77 3 0 1 2 2 3 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 1 N N N P160.620 0 N1 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 55
Silver Maple5a80 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3 0 0 0 1 N P N N158.620 0 N0 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 56
Silver Maple5a88 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 1 N N N E064.3540 0 P0 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 57
Manitoba Maple5a96 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 0 3 0 0 N N N E064.725 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
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Red/Green Ash5b43 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 E N N P054.360 0 N0 2Lakeshore RoadNo. 45
Butternut5b63 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 3 0 2 0 0 N N N E042.610 0 N0 1Cathcart BoulevardNo.
European White Bi5b9 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 N N N N032.60 0 N0 1Robin LaneNo. 1375
Apple/Crabapple s5c20 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 1 3 0 0 N E N N047.610 2 N0 1Cathcart BoulevardNo.
Maple sp.5c29 3 1 0 0 0 3 2 2 3 1 0 1 2 0 N E N E08040 0 N2 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Dawn Redwood5c30 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 N N N P040.10 0 N0 2Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
White Mulberry5c47 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 N N N E0420 3 N0 1Egmond DriveNo. 135
Largetooth Aspen5d103 3 2 0 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 0 2 0 0 N N N N0470 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Poplar sp.5d107 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 N N N E0390 0 N0 2Egmond DriveNo. 146
Canada Plum5d112 2 1 0 0 1 3 2 1 2 0 0 3 0 0 N N N E045.50 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Oriental Cherry5d118 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 N N N N14210 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Oriental Cherry5d122 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 N N E N031.960 1 N0 1Charlesworth DriveNo.
Oriental Cherry5d124 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 2 0 2 0 0 N N N N142.540 0 N0 1Lakeshore RoadNo. 44
Oriental Cherry5d135 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 N N N E035.320 1 N0 1Valleyfield DriveNo. 53
Scot's Pine5d66 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 N N N E044.85 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
London Plane5d94 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 3 0 0 N N N E061.20 0 N0 1Robin LaneNo. 1375
White Oak5e18 3 2 3 3 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 E N N E032.50 0 N0 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Bur Oak5e41 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 N N N E079.10 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Bur Oak5e42 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 3 1 2 0 0 N N N E0120.520 0 N0 1Woodrowe AvenueNo. 
Red Oak5e62 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 N N N N072.125 0 N0 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Red Oak5e64 3 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 N N N N0630 0 N0 1Egmond DriveNo. 137
Red Oak5e71 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 N E N N055.740 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 56
Red Oak5e84 3 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 3 0 3 0 0 N N N E065.20 3 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 55
Red Oak5f1 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 N N N E0400 1 N0 1Cathcart BoulevardNo.
Black Oak5f23 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 N E N E057.220 0 N0 2Roosevelt DriveNo. 55
Oak sp.5f3 3 0 3 2 2 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 E N N E033.35 0 N0 1Devonshire RoadNo. 5
Black Oak5f30 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 N N N E0340 0 N0 2Cathcart BoulevardNo.
Black Oak5f43 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 N N N E069.30 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 54
Black Oak5f47 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 N N N E0490 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 54
Black Oak5f49 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 0 N N N E056.450 0 N0 1Roosevelt DriveNo. 50
Black Oak5f5 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 N N N E0710 2 N0 2Lakeshore RoadNo. 54
Black Oak5f51 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 N N N E05440 0 N2 1Egmond DriveNo. 135
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