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A SURVEY OF LICENSED TREE EXPERTS

INMARYLAND
by Michad F Galvin® and Peter J. Becker?

Abstract. In Maryland, persons engaged in the work of the
treatment and care of trees for compensation must be licensed by
the Department of Natura Resources. The Department of
Natural Resources-Forest Service, the MidAtlantic Chapter of
the International Society of Arboriculture, the Maryland
Arborist Association, and the Maryland Community Forest
Council cosponsored a survey of Licensed Tree Experts (LTES).
The survey’s purposes were to estimate the total number of jobs
and gross dollar revenue that the arboricultural industry
provides to the state of Maryland; to identify the tree care
industry as a constituency in the business community; to
identify training resources and trade affiliations most used by
LTEs; to identify business type, geographic concentration, and
client type; and to provide input into agency regulations
affecting the industry. It is estimated that the tree care industry
in Maryland employs 2,841 individuals and generates more than

$134.5 million in annual gross revenue.

Thestateof Marylandrequiresall personsengagedinthe
business of the treatment and care of trees for
compensationto belicensed by theMaryland Department
of Natura Resources (DNR) (State of Maryland
Annotated Code, Title5). Thosestrictly engagedinthe
businessof treeremoval arenot requiredto belicensed,
because removal does not fall under the definition of
“care.” Licensed Tree Experts(LTES) arerequired to
meet criteriato be eligibleto take the LTE test. Upon
passingthetes, individualsmust annually pay arenewal
feeand providetheMaryland DNR withvalid proof of
currentinsurance. Towardtheend of each calendar year,
renewal noticesaresenttoall LTEs. TheMarylandDNR
historicaly hasgatheredagood dedl of informationrel ated
to the forest products industry in the state. Similar
informationfor thearboriculture/urbanforestry industries
hasnever beenavailable.

ContactswiththeNational Arborist Association
(NAA), theMaryland Arborist Association (MAA),the
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA), and the
University of Maryland Cooperative Extension Service
revedl ed that noreport or dataconcerningtheinformation
described existed. In early 1996, theauthorsbeganthe

process of deciding how best to obtain the desired
informetion.

A survey was generated and inserted as a
supplement totheannual L TElicenserenewal package.
Participantswererequestedtoreturnonly 1 survey per
firm. Atthetimeof survey generation, 302 firmswere
listed; thisnumber droppedto 278 by theactual survey
period.

Participation was on a voluntary basis.
Submission was made with the Tree Expert license
renewal. No attempt was made to relate a particular
survey toaparticular firm.

Method

TheMaryland DNR provided commentsand committed
tosupport theproject by way of staff hoursandinserting
thesurveysintotherenewal packages. Thesurrey was
subsequently submitted to the Mid-Atlantic Chapter of
ISA (MAC-ISA), the Maryland Community Forest
Council (MCFC), and MAA for disseminationto and
comment fromtheir organizations. All commentswere
compiledintoarevised document and sent to cosponsors
for approval, which was obtained by the end of
September 1996.

All guestions were formatted to be easily
analyzed asdata, that is, true/falseor numericformats.
Thesurvey wasbrokendowninto 8 primary sections, as
notedinTablel.

Thetotal number of L TEswas obtained from
Maryland DNR headquarters, and the appropriate
number of surveys were generated and folded. The
surveyswereinsertedintotheannual renewal noticesand
mailedinmid-December 1996.

Formulas were created by which the gross
revenue reported could be multiplied by the factors
createdinthepercentagefiel dsto obtaindollar valuesfor
threecategories: client type, work type, and geographic
area. Thethreecategorieswere
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Tablel.L TE survey question category and data
format.

Category Question: Format
Affiliations Member: T/F

How many: Number
Credentials Credential: T/F

Advertise credential: T/F
How many: Number

Training TIF

Other: Fill In
Employment Number(s)
Revenue Number(s), Percentages
Work Type/

Geographic Distribution  Percentages
MD Tree Expert Law Rate on scale of 1-5
Comments
MD Roadside Tree Law

and Regulations Rate on scale of 1-5

Comments

tracked separately; each wassupposedto add uptothe
same amount. However, because some participants
reported client type but not geographic activity, the
resulting geographic activity factor was0, causing some
disparity inthetotals. Tohelpaleviatethis, any revenue
generated with no geographic associationwastracked as
“Other” andincorporatedintototal sfor |ocationsother
thanMaryland, Virginia, and Washington, D.C.

Two-hundred seventy-eight firmswerelisted at
the time of analysis. One-hundred forty-nine surveys
(53%) were returned. Because the surrey was self-
selecting, 149 responses were not obtained to each
guestion. Some participants chose to respond only to
certain questions. Thislikely impacted thecorrelation
andysssgnificantly.

Toestimatethetotal number of employeesand
revenue generated, an attempt was madeto develop a
model to categorizefirmsby number of employeesand
revenuegenerated. Factorsfor estimating total employees
and total revenue generated by each group were
determined by dividingtheestimated number of firmsper
firm size by the number of firmsreporting to obtain a
multiplierfor eechfirmsizeasfollows: small firms-3.3818;
mediumfirms-2.4642; andlargefirms-1.00(Table2).

Gross revenue generated per firm size was
estimated by multiplying theestimated revenue
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Table2. Marylandtreecarefirmdescriptive
models-employees.

Firm % of #employees % of total employees
size firms per firm size per firm size

Smdl 67% 5 or fewer 19.6%

Medium 25% 6-13 22.2%

Large 8% 14 or more 58.1

Table3.Marylandtreecarefirmdescriptive
models-revenue.

Avg.gross  Avg.revenue % of total

Firm revenue generated revenue per
size per firm per employee  firm size
Smdl $174,732  $58,244 24.1
Medium $466,964  $51,885 23.9%
Lage $3,046,739 $42,912 51.9%

per employeefor eachfirm s zetimesthemean number of
employeesper firmd zetimesthenumber of firmsper firm
size, asnotedin Table3. Thiswaschecked against, and
foundtobeequal to, theaveragegrossrevenueper firm
szetimesthenumber of firmsper firmsize.

Survey Resultsand Discussion

Affiliations. Affiliationswith4 professiond organizations
wereeva uated: thel nternationa Society of Arboriculture
(ISA Membership Application), the Maryland
ArboristAssociation(MAA Membershiplnvitation), the
National Arborist Association (NAA Active Member
Application), andtheMaryland Nurserymen’ SAssocia-
tion (MNAMembership Application). Theresultsare
showninFigurel. MAA enjoysthehighest membership
among LTEs, with ISA a close second. Member
individuals are also likely to seek training from their
respectiveorganizations. Thereweredmost asmany firms
withNAA membersaswithMAA or |SA members, but
NAA hadfar fewer individual members. Whilethiscould
beconsideredtobeduetotheexistenceof MAA, thatis
unlikely, becausefirmswithMAA memberswerelikely to
haveNAA membersa so; membersdo not appear toview
the organizations as mutually exclusive. WhileMAA
memberswork inindustry, government, and research,
etc., NAA membershipislimitedtopracticingcommercid
arborists, suchasL TEs, andisusually held by the
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Figure 2. Credentials--licenses and certification.

principals) in a firm. While MNA had the lowest
membership percentageamong L TEs, it had the highest
number of membersper firmandwastheonly affiliationto
becorrelatedto grossrevenueand employment, making
itadesirableaffiliationfor LTEfirmsandtheir clients.
Credentials. Four professiona credentialswere
discussed: the Tree Expert LicensefromtheMaryland
DNR (Stateof Maryland Annotated Code), the Certified
Arborist credential from International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA Certified Arborist Program bro-
chure), the Certified Pesticide Applicator (CPA) license
fromtheMaryland Department of Agriculture (State of
Maryland, Department of Agriculture, Codeof Maryland
Regulations) andthe Certified Professional Horticulturist

37

(CPH) credential from the Maryland Nurserymen’s
Association (MNA Voluntary Certification Program
brochure). TheresultsareshowninFigure2.

WhiletheL TE credential wasfound to bemost
prevaentamongfirmsandindividuas,itwasheld by the
smallest number of individuals per firm. From the
responsesto“Maryland TreeExpert Law” questions, it
would appear that thecredential ishighly valued by the
industry. Inlight of this, thereluctancetolicensemore
peopleper firmisnot understood. Itisrecommended that
theMaryland DNR advocatethebenefitsof theL TE law
to the industry and work towards enhancing industry
esteem of theprogram.

Firmswith more L TEsarelikely tohavemore
Certified Arborists. Thispointstoanaready expressed
industry desiretoconsider | SA certificationas* equivalent
education” under 5-418(a)(3) of the Tree Expert
Licensing Law. This programmatic change is recom-
mended. Itisalsorecommended that theL TE program
adopt aconti nuing education requirement Smilar tothose
required for Certified Arboristsor Certified Pesticide
Applicators. Nosuchrequirement currently exists.

Almost half of all firms participating reported
having CPAson staff, with 76% asmany CPAsasL TES
practicingamongfirms. Sprayingisamaor component of
thefertilization, Integrated Pest Management (IPM), and
insect and disease program componentsdiscussedinthe
“Work Type” section; revenue from these activities
accountsfor almost 22% of all revenue-morethanwas
reportedfor treeremoval. Thisisanother positivesignthat
customersareseeking careand mai ntenanceoptionsmore
oftenthan simply requesting removal. Many companies
involvedingroundsmaintenanceandlandscaping require
aconsiderable, amount of spraying, which may account
for thecorrelation betweenthenumber of CPAsandthe
number of CPHsper firm.

ThosepossessingtheMNA CPH credentid value
it. Thecompaniessurveyed hiremoreindividualsper firm
withthat credentia thanwithany of theother credentias
listed. Participationinthisprogrammay allow arborists
opportunitiestowork in somemarketsand situationsthat
they had not previoudy, creating new business
opportunities.

Training. Participants were asked to indicate
whether or not they trainwiththefollowing organiza-
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tions: theMaryland DNR, ISA,MAA,and MNA; more
than one of these organi zationscould beselected. They
werea soprovidedachoicetitled” Other,” whichcouldbe
filled in with the name of any other organization. The
Maryland DNR, ISA, and MAA werelisted in amost
equal amounts as primary sources for training-
approximately 25% each; MNA, NAA, and “Other”
werea soreportedinvirtually equal amounts-about 34%
of thelevel asthe 3 primary sources, or about 8% of the
totd.

Members of ISA, MAA, and MNA arefairly
likely toseek trainingwiththeir parent organization, while
individualsand firmswith avariety of affiliationsand
credentialsseek trainingfrom DNR and NAA.

Employment. Participants were asked to
providethe number of field employees; the number of
administrative employees; and the number of total
employees. Using thereported percentagesof 83.22%
field employeesand 16.52% administrativeemployees
andthetreecarefirmmodds, tota statewideemployment
amongthe278firmsisestimatedat 2,841 employees, with
2,364 beingfield personnd, and 477 beingadministrative
personndl.

Although large firms (14 or more employees)
represent only 8% of al firms, they arethought toprovide
58% of employmentintheindustry. Medium-sizedfirms
(6to 13 employees), whilerepresenting 25% of firms,
provided 22.2% of jobs, small firms (5 or fewer
employees), representing 67% of firms, supplied 19.6%
of industry jobs.

The number of employees was, as expected,
related to revenue generated. Removal was the work
activity most correlated to the number of employees;
pruningwastheleast.

Revenue. Participants were asked to provide
total grossannual revenue, then provide percentagesof
bus nesswithutility, government, and business/residential
clients. Thetotd wasthenmultiplied by thepercentagesto
obtaindollar anountsfor each client typefor eachentry;
thesetotal swereaddedto obtain dollar amountsfor each
clienttype. $93,760,300intotal revenuewasreported.
Tota annual grossrevenueisestimated at $134,795,823.

Revenuefromutility clientsrepresented 4.2% of
al revenues, with$3.75millionreported and $5.66 million
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estimated. Government client revenuetota ed $14,280,590,
with $21,567,331 estimated, or 16% of al revenue.
Businessandresidential revenuecomprised 79.8%of all
revenue, with $71,239,060 reported and $107,567,066
estimated. Totd statewiderevenuedigtributionfollowsthe
suburban demographic distribution patterns, with the
majority of revenue concentrated in the most affluent
suburbs of the major metropolitan areas. With utility
deregulationand outsourcing, government downsizingand
outsourcing, and greater environmenta aestheticconcerns
expressed by homeownersand businesses, al of these
categoriesshow growth opportunities. Only 91 % of the
LTEslicensedin 1996 are practicingin 1997. Itisnot
known whether this is due to market reductions or to
greater market sharesbeing obtained by well-performing
firms

Although large firms (14 or more employees)
represented only 8% of all firms, they are thought to
generate51.9% of al revenue. Medium-sized firms(6to
13employees), whilerepresenting 25%of firms, provided
23.9%of dl revenue; small firms(5 or fewer employees),
representing 67% of firms, generated 24.1% of all
revenue.

Small firmsgenerated an average of 12% more
mean dollars per employee ($58,244) per firm than
medium-sized firms ($51,885) and 36% more per
employeethanlargefirms($42,912). Thereasonsfor the
decreaseinrevenuegenerated per employeeasfirmsize
increasesarenot known. They may havetodowithfixed
overheadsfor equipment, training, regulatory compliance,
administration, employee benefits, and other costs
associatedwithlarger firms.

Removal revenue was the work activity most
closdly linkedtototal revenue; pruning wastheleast so.
Revenue generated from government clients was
correlatedtoremoval revenuemorethan any other work
areg; pruningwastheleast relatedwork activity. Busness
andresidentid client revenuewascorrelated most closely
tospray activities(insect and diseasemanagement, IPM,
andfertilization), followed by removal, |landscaping, and,
findly, pruning.

Work type. Participants were requested to
provide percentages of their total work volume
represented by thefollowing categories: pruning,
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greater thanrevenuesreportedfor treeremoval . Asnoted
previoudly, 48% of firmsreported CPAson staff.

Geographic distribution. Participants were
requested to assign percentages of work volume to

work type.

Work Amount Amount

type reported estimated % of total
Pruning $29,131,250 $43,431,214 32.22%
Landscaping $23,688,650 $35,289,546 26.18%
Remova $17,878,550 $26,662,613 19.78%
Fertilization $7,241,950 $10,797,145 8.01%
Insect/Disease $6,283,350 $9,368,309 6.95%
IPM $6,204,200 $9,246,993  6.86%

Maryland counties, tothecity of Batimore, toVirginia, to
Washington D.C., or to “Other.” The percentages
provided were multiplied by theval uesprovided under
gross annual revenue. These data were entered in a
database in ArcView 3.0 to generate a geographic
depictionof marketsasshowninFigure3. Ascanbeseen,

removal, fertilization, landscaping/planting, insect and
diseasemanagement (conventional/spraying), and [PM.
These percentages were converted to factors and
multiplied by thetotal grossrevenueto obtainrevenue
amountsfor each activity type. Revenuetotal sfor work
typesarelistedin Table4.

Because pruning generated themost revenue, it
wastheactivity least correlated to client type, geographic
area, or work type, andit wastheleast dependent on other
variables. Pruning generated an estimated $43,431,214,
accountingfor 32.22% of grossrevenue-morethan 61 %
asmuchasremovals($26,662,613). Wewerepleasedto
see that maintenance and enhancement activities
accounted for over 80% of revenues,; lessthan 20%was
gpent for removal. Thisnewsistempered by thefact that,
as noted earlier, one does not have to be licensed in
Marylandto performremovals. A largenumber of firms
performingonly remova swould not

the highest activity levels are along the Baltimore/
Annapolis’'Washington, D.C. corridor, and progressively
lessen away fromtheurban core.

TheMaryland Licensed Tree Expert Law.
When participantswereaskedif thiscredential isworth
attaining, themeanresponsewasthehighest for any of the
8regulatory program questionsasked onthesurvey. It
wasal sorated asbeneficia tocommercial treecareand
attainable for employees who needed to possessiit. It
should benoted that theMaryland Arborist Association
originaly formedinorder topromotethislaw; thelawwas
passedin1957.

Thesurvey questionregarding enforcement of
the Tree Expert Law had thelowest mean response of
any of the8regulatory program questionsand had the
lowest medianresponseof any of the4 L TE questions.
Fromthedataand thecommentssubmitted, itis
obviousthat participantsfee strongly that enforcement
istheweakest component of theL TE program.

beaccountedforinthissurvey.

|PM totalsweresurprisingly
high given that the services repre- e
sented arerdlatively new. Theamount -~
spent on IPM was reported to be
identical tothat of conventiona spray
programs. It is likely that some
crossover in reporting of these

Percent of Total Revenue

functionsoccurred; someparticipants
madecommentstotheeffect that they
didnot distinguishbetweenthetwo. If
all of thespray programitems(1PM,
fertilization, and insect and disease
management) were combined, they
would account for 21.82% of all
revenue reported, which would be

B 5.1% - 12.6%

0% - 0.4%
0.4% - 1.6%
1.6% -5.1%

12.6% - 42.3%

Figure3.LTE revenuedistribution by geographicregion.
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Recommended actionsincludeimprovement of
enforcement, continuation of agency involvement with
professional organizations, institution of acontinuing
education/recertification component for LTEs, and
regulatory revisonstoincluderemova inthedefinitionof
“treecare” under Natural ResourcesArticle5-418(State
of Maryland, Annotated Code).

The Maryland Roadside Tree Law and
Regulations. The Roadside Tree Law (RST) places
treesinall publicroad rightsof-way in Maryland under
DNR’sjurisdiction (State of Maryland DNR, Code of
Regulations). Thoserespondingindicated support for the
clarity of theregulations, supported the arboricultural
soundnessof theRST regulations, and agreed that thelaw
isbeneficial totheindustry. AswiththeL TE program, the
enforcement component of theRST programwasranked
weakest by participants, although not aspoorly asinthe
L TE section.

Recommended actionsincludeincreasingindus-
try awareness of thelaw through communi cation with
tradeassociationsand their publications, andingtitution of
continuing educationrequirementsfor LTES.

Summary

Commercia arboriculturecontributessignificantly tothe
Maryland economy and employment base. Bothrevenue
and employment areconcentrated most heavily alongthe
Baltimore/Annapolis/ Washington, D.C. corridor. The
only affiliationsand credentia sthat showed ameaningful
correlation to gross revenue were the Maryland
Nurserymen's Association membership and their
Certified Professond Horticulturist credentid. Thiseffect
may bein part duetothelow

numbersof firmsandindividua sinvolved, comparedwith
other affiliations and credentials. While regulatory
mechanismsadmini stered by the Department of Natural
Resourcesareviewed asbeneficia by theindustry, their
worthisquestionablewithout adequate enforcement.
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