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A STATEMENT OF THE DISEASE SITUATION IN MINNESOTA 

Although Dutch elm disease was confirmed in Minnesota as early as 1961, 

interest in its possible effects was minimal until elm losses in southern 

Minnesota cities reached epide.mic proportions.. As Dutch elm disease 

encroached upon the Twin City area, municipal concern surfaced .. In 1977ff 

directly addressing the problem of shade tree diseases, the Minnesota 

Legislature passed a large and comprehensive grants-in-aid programo Of the 

$28.6 million biennial appropriation! $27 million was to be used to assist 

state and local governmental units in absorbing the costs encumbered 'When 

.imple:ID2nting shade tree disease management and reforestation activities. 

With this extensive grants-in-aid program, the Minnesota Legislature 

acknowledged that Dutch elm disease had indeed reached epidemic proportions 

in many cities throughout the State. Today, Dutch elm disease has been 

confirmed in nearly all of Minnesota's eighty-seven counties., Since 1971, 

over 508,000 diseased elrn trees have been removed. from Minnesota 1 s seven 

county metropolitan area, alone. When Dutch elm disease continued to spread 

in Minnesota, legislators again passed a $25.7 million .grants-in-aid program 

to deal with shade tree diseases in the 1979-1980 biennium.. Another program 

yet, this one totalling $22,.7 million, is being discussed for 1981-1982. 

Rules and rer::JUlations detailing the ways in ~rl.1.ich to develop shade tree 

disease management prograrns were passed and are now enforced by the 

Minnesota Department of Agriculture ij s Shade Tree Progi:a.rn.. These rules and 

regulations .include making each participating municipality. responsible for 

maintaining a certified tree inspector carrying-out tvvo to three intensive 
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disease detection surveys throughout the growing season, rerroving all dead~ 

dying, and/or diseased elm trees within twenty (20) days of detectioni1 and 

disp.::ising of all non-debarked elm material by b.rryingu birning, chipping, 

or utilizing in some other manner., 

Since Minnesota was making such a large comrrdtment to suppressing Dutch elm 

disease, it became apparent that there was a need for establishing dem::mstration 

sites where a combination of recommended disease management practices could 

L--e implernenteCl. and carried-out. The United States Forest Service provided 

funds to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources for the establishment 

of six such mu..riicipal "test management11 Dutch elm disease programs., This 

federally sponsored program of teclmical assistance and education, together 

with active state and municipal cooperation, could provide the coordination 

necessary for comnunities to develop effective Dutch elm disease management 

programs of their own. Through this dem::mstration project, the value of 

municipal disease management programs could be examined in tenu.s of the 

exr~nses incurred vvhen irrplementing a disease manageme11t program as v.Jell as 

in the terms of the aesthetic considerations which become necessary "When 

having to renove and eventually replace a large I?Ortion of the tree 

population,. 
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PROGRAM NARRATIVE 

In fiscal year 1978, Congress granted the United States Forest Service 

$2 .. 5 million in General Forestry Assistance fw1ds for Dutch elm disease special 

projects. This appropriation WJuld allow State and Private Forestry to 

provide technical and educational assistance in establishing disease management 

and utilization projects.. The objectives of this assistance program were 

l) to make available, on a nationwide basis, information and education to 

communities, municipal governments, landovvners, and individual homeowners 

on the history, incidence, severity, and management of Dutch elm disease; 

2) to make available information and education on the utilization of elm 

trees infected and killed by Dutch elm disease; and 3) to establish and 

maintain, in selected areas of the United States, demonstration sites to 

show the application and results of effective Dutch elm disease managernent 

and utilization programs. 

Minnesota was one of the states selected to participate in this Forest 

Service Dutch elm disease and utilization program.. At the end of 1978, the 

State's project had completed the initial stages of establishing high per

formance Dutch elm disease management programs in six selected Minnesota 

cities--Fergus Falls, Granite Falls, Hutchinson, Litchfield, Little Falls, 

and Wadena--to augment the basic tree rerroval program already existing in 

each of the communities. The year 19 7 8, was one of organization, the 

derronstration program teing structured a.~a its future years l:eing plmined. 

The year 1979, was one of implementation, disease management programs 

replacing existins1 tree renDval programs.. This year, 1980, has been one of 

evaluation and further i.TTq?lerrentation. 
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The intent of Minnesota 0 s federally fu .. rided Dutch elm disease program has 

beenlf and still is; to derronstrate the effectiveness of kno~ disease 

management practices--inspection, sanitation, root graft barrier placement, 

systemic fungicide injectione therapeutic pruning, etc.. Primary emphasis 

is placed on disease survey techniques with sanitation (the timely renoval 

of diseased trees) being second in priority. The other manage.ment 

techniques such as root graft barrier installation and systemic fungicide 

injections, follow L'l.spection surveys and tree rerrova.l in priority, but are 

the contLol measures which differentiate a disease management program fran 

a siluple rerroval program.. It is hoped that with the additional federal 

assistance-~toth financial and technical~-the increase in tree losses due 

to Dutch eim disease can be slowed-dovvn and eventually reduced to a level 

'Nhich can be handled economically by each city with its own finances .. 

Suppressing Dutch eLn disease over a period of time will enable each city 

to develop an economical and orderly transition from its now predominant 

urban elm forest to one of mixed stands of shade trees., 

Public acceptance of this Dutch elm disease denonstration program. is also 

a major concern. This federal program can succeed only if each derronstration 

city is an active participant... City residents are concerned a,_,J-out tcli.e 

cost of renoving elm trees, the disruption of their yards when a root graft 

barrier is placed, and v.1hat is to them, the unfairness of having to 

dispose of stockpiled elm 'WOOd. Education has been, and will continue to 

be,prorroted so as to increase public awareness of the benefits of Dutch elm 

disease Illal!agement,, Incorporating- nore disease control techniques and 

utilization ideas into the overall managerne:r1t program will provide city 

residents witJ1 visual evidence of the program's effectiveness .. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

5 

Although the Department of Natural Resources has the position of nleader" 

in this denonstration project, it vvorks cooperatively with the United 

States Forest Service, the Minnesota Department of Agriculture, the 

Extension Service of the University of Minnesota, and of course, the six 

selected cities.. The Department of Natural Resources is responsible for 

distributing the rroney to all program participants except the Extension 

Service "Wll.ich is funded separately. 

To reiterate, the intent of Minnesota's federally funded Dutch elm disease 

prograll is to derronstrate the effectiveness of known disease management 

practices.. This program's purfX)se in each participating city is not just 

to provide funding, not just to provide technical and educational 

services, and/or not just to bring Dutch elm disease to a manageable leveL 

Hather, the purpose of this program is to combine all the previously 

mentioned goals.. This resulting combination should encourage each city 

to actively Jnaintain its OVJD Dutch elm disease managemP....nt program at a high 

en.ough level so that elm losses are minimized over the years, without the 

assistance of the federal program .. 

Background 

This community derronstration program is anticipated to run for a five-year 

period (1978-·1982) a At the end of this time, the program should provide the 

evidence that Dutch elm disease can be suppressed over enough years so as 

to document a workable disease mar:.age.rne:nt system for each of the six 

demonstration cities .. 
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Minnesota's program was developed around the idea that tv.x:> types of sites 

vvould be used, each site to be replicated three times.. The first 

derronstration site was to 

1) cover an area of one to two square miles 

2) have a population of 5-15,000 people 

3) have 6-10 ,000 elm trees which comprised at least 

60-70% of the total tree popualtion 

4) have a Dutch elm disease incidence of 1-3%, and 

5) be -well isolated from wild elm p:>pulations .. 

The second derronstration site -was to 

1) cover an area of one to tiMJ square miles 

2) have a pop~lation of 5-15,000 people 

3) have 5-15,000 elm trees which comprised at least 

60-70% of the total tree population 

4) have a Dutch elm disease L.ricidence of 1-5%, and 

5) have a wild elm population in, or adjacent to, the 

control area. 

The cities selected for this demonstration program were those that best 

fit the aforementioned criteria. Each city that was selected. had already 

made, by participating in the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's 

Shade Tree Program, a financial commitment of its own to support a shade 

disease management plan. A few of the selected demonstration com:nunities 

vvere also located on or near a river. Thus, the problem of disease running 

rampant in wild elm populations so prevalent in, or near, many 

Minnesota cities, could be addressed. 
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'I1he cooper atinq agencies 

United States Forest Service 

Mirmesota Department of A:gricultiJre 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

University of Minnesota Extension Service 

agrs-ed that the following disease management practices (listed on a 

priority basis) should be inplernented by the derronstration program--

A) Conduct a thorough late winter and early spring inspection 

for the detection of all downed. eLll. WDOd., elm f ire'WOOd 

piles, felled elm trees, stumps, and brush .. 

B) Destroy all detected, non-debarked elm material by April 1.. 

C) Conduct on a continuous basis throughout the year thorough 

inspections for thE: detection of all diseased elm trees .. 

D) Therapeutically pnme diseased branches from those trees 

identified by project personnel as showing early Dutch 

elm disease symptoms .. 

E) Irrmediately rerrove all diseased elm trees with a greater 

than 5% wilt infection. Those diseased trees having a 

wilt infection of less than 5% and not selected by 

project personnel for therapeutic prunii1g or systemic 

fungicide injection should also be irnmec1iately rerroved .. 

A strong effort should be made to re.t0ve diseased trees 

detected before Jm1e 1, by June 1, and to rerrove diseased 

t:cees detected before July 15 by July 15.. June 1 and 

July 15 coincide with the main emergence periods of 

elm bc-rrk beetlese 

F) Remove all felled elm trees to a disposal site approved 

by the Deparb11ent of Agriculture (regulatory agency) .. 

Once at the site, burn, :tury, chip, debark, or in other 

vv-dys, render the elm 1NOod pest·-risk free .. 
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G) . Provide and install ro:)t graft barriers in areas mere an 

elm tree with a greater than 5% disease infection is within 

forty (40) feet of other healthy elm trees .. 

H) . Rerrove from healthy elm trees all dead and dying branches 

during the period extending from late Octol::er to late 

February/March .. 

I) Reduce the Dutch elm disease control area \Nhen project 

pe:Lsonnel feel that high level management can no longer 1:e 

provided within the bJundaries originally designated .. 

J) . Inject, protectively or therapeutically, high value eLrn 

trees with systernic fungicides. 

K) . Destroy low-vigor, non-diseased elm trees which in the 

opinion of the tree inspector are a hazard to the overall 

effectiveness of the project. In conjunction with said 

destruction, debark or cause to be renoved the remaining 

tree sturrps .. 

L) ; Renove those wild elm populations located. within and 

adjacent to the control area which are, or could be, 

hazardous to the overall disease management program. 
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I PROGRAM ORGANIZATION 

I Minnesota•s federally funded Dutch elm disease program is a cooperative 

I effort arrong the Deparbnent of Natural Resources, the Department of 

Agriculture, the Extension Service of the University of Minnesota, and, of 

I course{! the participating denonstration communities.. The Department of 

Natural Resources has assumed the position of "leader" and is responsible 

I for seeing to corrpletion, the establishment of the six municipal 

I 
"best managerr.ent" Dutch elm disease programs.. The role of the Department 

of AgricultULe's Shade Tree Program is a regulatory one, its main 

I responsibility being to ensure that each denonstration community has 

incorporated into its manag~nt program, Minnesota's rules and regulations 

I pertaining to Dutch elm disease.. The Extension Service of the University 

I 
of Minnesota provides a large portion of the technical and educational 

assistance needed by the participating municipalities. Each derronstration 

I city has taken advantage of this available financial, tecbnical, and 

educational assistance in an effort to bring Dutch elm disease to a 

I manageable level now, instead of waiting several more years vJhen state and 

I 
federal assistance is no longer available .. 

I TvJo committees are responsible for having developed the goals and 

perf orrnance guidelines of the derronstration program.. The steering 

I com:nittee is made-up of those people who can administratively, as -well as 

I 
technically provide the directives c:md guidelines so necessary vinen 

organizing and implementing the many facets of this federal program .. 

I 
The members of the technical committee have the capability of taking 

these directives and guidelines of the steering conmittee and incorporating 

I 
liffiff4lllM 

them into the daily operation of each municipal disease management program .. 

I 
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The Steering Committee 

1. Dr. Mark Ascerno 
Assistant Professor and Extension Specialist 
Department of Entorrology, Fisheries and Wildlife 
University of Minnesota 

2. Dr. David French 
Department Head of Plant Pathology 
University of Minnesota 

3 a .Meg Hanisch 
Supervisor, Federal Dutch Elm Disease Program 
Division of Forestry 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

4. Janes Hanson 
Field Representative 
Forest Insect and Disease Management 
United States Forest Service 
Northeastern Area, State and Private Forestry 

5. Richard Hasket 
Shade Tree Program Director 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

6. Arthur Hastings 
Dutch Elm Disease Coordinator 
Forest Insect and Disease Management 
United States Forest Service 
Northeastern Area, State and Private Forestry 

7. S. Olin Phillips 
Supervisor, Forest Insect and Disease Management 
Division of Forestry 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

8.. Dr .. Ward Stienstra 
Associate P-Lof essor and Extension Specialist 
Department of Plant Pathology 
University of Minnesota 

The Technical Corruuittee 

L Dr.. As.lltrina Gkinis 
Assistant Extension Specialist 
Department of Plant Pathology 
University of Minnesota 

2.. Meg Hanisch 
Supervisor, Federal Dutch Elm Disease Program 
Division of Forestry 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
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The Technical Committee (continued) 

3. Arthur Hastings 
Dutch Elm Disease Coordinator 
Forest Insect and Disease Management 
United States Forest Service 
Northeastern Area, State and Private Forestry 

4.. Dr. William Phillipsen 
Assistant Extension Specialist 
Department of Entorrology, Fisheries and Wildlife 
University of Minnesota 

5. Greg Ustruck 
Plant Health Specialist 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

6.. Regional Coordinators 
Federal Dutch Elm Disease Program 
Division of Forestry 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

Cll .. LENDAR OF EVENTS, JANUARY, 1980 - JANUARY, 1981 

Januar:t_, 1980 

.Deterrnine the program's lay-out for 1980 

.Advise the participating corrmunities on the 
achievements of 1979's program and what to 
expect in 1980 

.Begin to prepare for the United States Forest 
Service all forms and reports necessary to 
"free" the appropriated rroney 

.Help municipalities prepare tree rerroval contracts 

.. Begin to trim dead VJOOd from elm trees 

*DNR ~ Minnesota. Department of Natural Resources 
DA - Minnesota Department of Agriculture 

Partici:pants 

DNR,DA,CES,OC* 

DNR,DA,CES 

DNR 

Participants 

DNR,DA,OC 
DNR,DC 

CES - Coop=>.xative Extension Service University of Mi11nesota 
DC - Derronstration Communities 
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February, 1980 (cont~u .. ~) 

>Complete and sub:nit all necessary forms and 
reports to the United States Forest Service 
to "free" the appropriated rroney 

.. Meet with local Extension staff to identHy 
the groups and individuals vk10 will 1Je good 
supporters of the program 

March, 1980 

.,Attend meetinq to discuss program with other 
state representatives participating in the 
federal program 

.. Develop and complete contracts with participating. 
agencies and municipalities Which receive a federal 
appropriation 

.Advertise for full-ti.Ine, seasonal tree inspectors 
and/or v..orkers 

.. Concentrate heavily on w:xxlpile inspections 

.Begin to organize utilization project--select 
equiprrent 

.Begin to develop tree inventory 

.Continue to prepare municipal tree removal 
contracts 

.Continue to trim dead 'iAOOd from elm trees 
~Begin to organize 11 advisory councils 11 (IDP....mbers 
are those individuals who are supportive of the 
program and will help to develop it within 
their cornrnuni ty) 

.. Develop TREE WA'.TCH series using current disease 
information from each participating community 

April, 1980 

.. Irrplernent Dursban spraying programs in those 
derronstr ation comrnuni ties where it is considered 
necessary 

.Begin the hiring of all full-time seasonal tree 
inspectors and/ or \~rkers 

.. Begin rronitoring beetle p::;pulations in the city 
control areas (native elm bark teetles) 

.. Determine the :tounda.ries of each municipality~s 
disease control area 

.Hold a meeting between the representatives from 
the derronstration conmun.ities and the participating 
agencies 

.. Continue to vJOrk on organizing the utilization 
project 

oContinue to develop the tree inventory 

DNR 

DNR,CES 

Participants_ 

DNR,CES 

DNR 

DNR,DC 
DNR,DA,DC 

DNR 
DNR 

DNR,DA,DC 
DNR,OC 

DNR,CES,DC 

CES 

Participants 

DNR, DA, CES, DC:'. 

DNR,DC 

DNR,DA1 CES 

DNR,DA,CES,OC 

DNR;l'DA,CES,DC 

DNR 
DNR 
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~ril, 1980 (~ontinued) 

.. Continue to prepare rrn.micipal tree rerroval 
contracts 

.. Corrplete V\OL'Clpile inspection 

.. complete the trL"UITling of dead v.DOd. from elm trees 

.. Continue to organize advisory councils 

.. Begin to prepare news releases for the Ilk..'°-Oia. 
concerning Dutch e.J.Jn disease 

.. Begin to distribute TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.. Begin to distrihlte educational materials 
concerning Dutch elm disease 

.,Begjn presentations to schools and concerned 
civic groups 

May, 1980 

.. Begin intensive disease detection surveys 
.. Advertise for additional, teniporary tree inspectors 
.. Continue rronitoring beetle :populations in the 
city control areas (native and smaller European 
elm bark beetles) 

.Continue to v..ork on organizing the utilization 
proj ec~t--receive purchased/leased equipment and 
hire personnel 

.. Continue to develop tree inventory 

.. Co:rrplete the hiring of all full-time, seasonal 
tree inspectors and/or vvorkers 

.Finalize municipal tree rerroval contracts 

.. Finish "setting-up" advisory com1cils 

.. continue to prepare news releases for the media 
~Continue to distribute TREE ~1ATCfI series to 
participating communities 

.. Continue to distrib.J.te educational materials 

.. Continue presentations to schools and concerned 
civic groups 

June, 1980 

.. Begin tree rennval W.)rk 
-Begin placing root graft barriers 
.. Begin to initiate therapeutic pn:ming of selected, 
m.in:imally diseased elm trees 

.Begin the injection of selected trees with systenuc 
fungicides 

.. Begirt operation of the utilization project 

.. Begin to nonitor elm bark J:eetle populations 
and frir.1gus survival at utilization sites 

.. Continue intensive disease detection surveys 

.. Hire additional temporary tree inspectors 

Partic_ipants 

DNR,DA,OC 
DN~,DA,DC 

DNR,DC 
DNR,CES,OC 

DNR,CES,DC 

CES 

CES 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,DC 
DNR,DC 

DNR,DA,CES 

DNR . 
DNR 

DNR,OC 
DNR,DA,DC 
DNR,CES,DC 
DNR,CES,OC 

CES 
CES 

DNR, DA, CES I DC 

Participan~ 

DC 
DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,DA,DC 
DNR,DC 
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June, 1980 (continued) 

.. Continue rronitoring beetle populations in the 
city control areas 

.Continue to develop tree .L~ventory 

.Hold supplemental training workshops for all 
tree inspectors and/or seasonal vvorkers 

.. continue to prepare news releases for the media 

.Continue to distriblte TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.Continue to distril::ute educational materials 

.Continue presentations to concerned civic groups 

July, 1980 

.. Intensify tree rerroval v.Drk 

.. continue placing root graft barriers 

.continue the therapeutic pruning of selected, 
minimally diseased elm trees 

.continue the injection of selected trees with 
systemic fungicides 

.. continue the operation of the utilization project 

.Continue to rronitor elm bark beetle populations 
and fungus survival at utilization sites 
~Continue intensive disease detection surveys 
.Continue rronitoring l:eetle populations in the 
city control areas 

.. continue to develop tree inventory 

.Continue to prepare news releases for the media. 

.Continue to distribute TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.Continue to distriblte educational materials 

.Continue presentations to concerned civic groups 

August, 1980 

.Begin to collect data necessary for the tree inventory 

.Continue intensive tree rerroval work 

.Continue placing root graft barriers 

.. Finish-up therapeutically pruning selected, minimally 
diseased e.lrn trees 

.Continue the injection of selected trees with 
systemic fungicides 

.continue the operation of the utilization project 

.continue to monitor elm bark beetle populations and 
fungus survival at utilization sites 

.continue intensive disease detection surveys 
~Continue rronitoring beetle populations in the 
city control areas 

.. Prepare Dutch elm disease exhibits for cormty fairs 

Participants 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,CES,DC 

CES 
CES 
DNR,DA,CES,DC 

P_articipants 

oc 
DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,OC 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,DA,DC 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR 
DNR,CES,DC 

CES 
CES 
DNR,DA,CES,.DC 

Participants 

DNR 
DC 
DNR,DA,CES,OC 

DNR1tDA,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,DAvDC 

DNR;,DA, CES 
DNR, DP.1. 1 CES, :OC 
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August, 1980 (continued) 

.Continue to prepare news releases for the media 

.. continue to distril:ute TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.. conti11ue to distribute educational materials 

.Continue presentations to concerned civic groups 

SeEternbe:i:-, 1980 

.. Initiate a tour of the derronstration commtmities 
~Irrplement Dursban spraying programs in those 
demonstration comrunities 'Where its is considered 
necessary 

.. Continue to collect data necessary for the tree 
inventory 

.. Continue tree rerroval 'WOrk 

.,Finish-up root graft barrier placement 

.. complete the injection of selected trees with 
systernic fu.~gicides 

.. Continue the operation of the utilization project 

.,Continue to rronitor elm bark beetle populations and 
fungus survival at the utilization sites 

.. Start to "wind-down" disease detection surveys 
because of beginning fall coloration 

.Continue rrnnitoring beetle populations jn city 
control areas 

.. Lay-off extra tree inspectors 

.. Continue to prepare ne\vs releases for the media 

.. Continue to distri.bute TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.. Continue to distribute educational materials 

.. continue preser1tations to concerned civic groups 
arid schools 

October, 1980 

.. continue to collect data necessary for the tree 
inventory 

.. Continue the operation of the utilization project-
split debarked elm into fire~ lengths 

.Complete tree rerroval 'VIDrk 
Conplete rronitoring elm bark beetle populations and 
fungus survival in city control areas and at 
utilization sites 

.. Complete disease detect.ion surveys as fall 
coloration is predominant 

.. Begin to distrihlte educational material concerning 
the sffects of keeping non-debarked el.'tl firewood 

.Continue to prepare news releases for the rnedia 

.. continue presentations to concerned civic groups 
and schools 

.. Finish the distribution of the TRJ::.,'E Wl-fl1CH series 
to participating communities 

Participants 

DNR,CES,DC 

CES 
CES 
DNR,DA,CES,OC 

_?articipants 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 

DNR, DA, C.."ES, DC 

DNR 
oc 
DNR I DA, C'ES, :oc 

DNR,DAi. CES, OC 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 

DNR,DA,DC 

DNR,DA1 CES 
DNR,DC 
DNR,CES,OC 

CES 
CES 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 

Participants 

DNR 

DNR 
DC 

· DNR,DA,CES 

DNR,DA,DC 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,CES,OC 

DNR,.DA,CESfDC 

CES 



16 

Noveml:er, 1980 

.. Inspect for tree rerroval v.;ork not conpleted 

.Begin to trim elm trees (rerroval of dead wood) 

.. Lay-off full-time, seasonal tree inspectors 
~Continue to collect data necessary for the 
tree inventory 

.. Continue the operation of the utilization project-
split debarked elm into firev.ood le~1ghts 

.. Prepare the program budget for 1981 

.. Analyze 1980's tree loss data-make tree loss and 
program cost projections for 1981 

.. Review 1980's progr9IU--the goals achieved, the 
problems incurred, the possibilities for 198l's 
program, etc .. 

.. Begin to prepare annual report 

.. continue to distrihlte educational material 
concerning the effects of keeping non-debarked 
elm f ireVJOOd 

.. continue to prepare news releases for the media 

.Continue presentations to concerned civic groups 
and schools 

Decernb2r, 1980 

.. Begin working on the program's lay-out for 1981 

.. continue to trim dead VJOOd from elm trees 

.. Continue to collect data necessary for the tree 
inventory 

.Continue the operation of the utilization project-
split debarked elm into firewood lengths 

.. Complete annual report 

.. Continue to distribute educational material concerning 
the effects of keeping non-debarked elm firewood 

.. continue to prepare news releases for the media 

.Continue presentations to concerned civic groups and 
schools 

January, 1981 

.. Detennine the program's lay-out for 1981 

.Advise the participating communities on the 
achievements of 1980 us program and y,,t1at to expect 
j_ri 1981 

.. Be:Jin to prepare for the United States Forest 
Service all forms and reports necessary to 
ilfree11 the appropriated noney 

.Begin to prepare publications detailing the 
results obtained by the demonstration program 

@Begin to corrpile a slide show on each derronstration 
city--from the first year of the program up to 
the present 

I 

Partici;eants 
I 

DNR,DA,DC I DNR,DC 
DNR,DC 

DNR I 
DNR 

I DNR,DAl!CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES 

I 
Dl\J"'R, DA, CES 
DNR I 
DNR,DA,CES 

I DNR,CES,OC 

DNR,DA,CES,OC 

I 
Partici2ants 

DNR,DA,CES,DC I 
DI\TR,OC 

DNR I 
DNR 
DNR I 
DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,CES,OC 

I DNR,DA,CES,DC 

Participants~ I 
DNR,DA.~CES ,OC I 
DNR,DA,CES 

I 
DNR 

DNR,DA,CES I 
DNR I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

17 

JanuaF_J~, 1981 (continued) 

.. continue to trim dead ltJOOd from elm trees 
,,Continue to collect data necessary for the tree 
inventory 

.. Continue the operation of the utilization project-
split debarked elm into f ire'WOfJd lengths 

.. Develop educational materials for upcoming tree 
inspector 'WOrkshops 

.. Continue to distribute educational material concerni..ng 
the effects of keeping non-debarked elm f ire'ifX)()(!_ 

.. Continue to prepare news releases for the media 

.. Continue presentations to concerned civic groups 
and schools 

Part~ipants 

DNR,D(; 

DNR 

DNR 

DNR,DA,CES 

DNR,DA,CES 
DNR,CES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES,DC 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND PROBLEMS 

Signif icarit progress has been made since funds were first provided for 

the establishment of si.x municipal "best management" Dutch elm disease 

programs .. At the end of 1978, Minnesota's project had completed the 

initial stages of establishing high performance Dutch elm disease manage

ment programs in six selected cities--Fergus Falls, Granite Falls, 

Hutchinson, Litchfield, Little Falls, and Wadena--to augment the basic 

tree rerroval program already existing in each of the corrmunities. The 

year 1978, then, was one of organization, the derronstration program being 

structured and its future years being planned. The year 1979, was one 

of implementation, disease management programs replacing existing tree 

rerroval programs. This year, 1980, was one of evaluation and further 

implementation. 

A "recap", or sumnary, of the accomplishments made in the first t'WO 

years-1978, 1979-of the program is as follows--

1. Tree losses due to Dutch elm disease dropped significantly in the 

demonstration corrmunities. 

2. With each additional year of the program, the cities participated 

more and required less technical assistance. 

3. Due in part to the project's influence" each of the six derronstration 

cities hired a permanent forester or tree inspector. 

4. Additional management practices were L'Tiplemented and/or previously 

used management practices were improved.. New in 1979 was the injection 

of selected trees with Arbotect, the pruning, therapeutically, of 

selected trees, and the incorporation of an annual elm tree trimning 

program in each of the communities~ Practices which were continued in 

1979 were the use of better and more numerous inspection surveys 
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(this included diseased tree a11d woodpile detection surveys), an 

increased promptness in diseased tree re1roval, and the rrore extensive 

use of root graft barrier installation. 

5.. TitJO reference {o:c control) cities were selected for each demonstration 

comrmm:Lty" The Dutch elm disease situation in each reference city 

resembles as closely as possible the disease situation in the derr:onstration 

cornmuni ty to which it is being compared" rrhrough the process of 

comparing these "controls" should enable the level of success 

attained in each of the derronstration cities to be confirmed. 

Program Accomplishments - 1980 

1. The utilization project to process diseased elm into firevvood was 

brought from its 1979 planning stage into full operation In the 

cities of Granite Falls, Hutchinson, Litchfield, and Little Falls 

(disease losses vvrere not great enough to justify transporting 

the utilization equipment to Fergus Falls and Wadena) all trees 

rennved in 1980 have been debarked and are now being split into 

.saleable f ireVIOOd lengths . 

2.. The tree inventory project whi.ch involves counting each tree in the 

derrcnstration and reference communities, cataloging each elm as to 

its disease history, and computerizing the aforementioned information, 

was orga.11ized and implemented this year The eight (8) person project 

crew has finished in Fergus Falls, Litchfield, and Wadena; it is now 

in Hutchinson and will rrove shortly to Granite Falls and then to 

Little Falls. 

3.. On September 2-4, 1980 1 Minnesota's demonstration program hosted a 

tour.. The goal of this tour was to show others •Nhat Minnesota has 

accomplished in incorporating known disease management practices into 

"real" urban environments. A total of forty-tvJO (42) people 

participated in one or rrore of the "tour days 11 
.. Attendants vlere from 

Mirmesota, California, Georgia, Wisconsin, Michigan, North Dakota v 

Ohio, and Canada@ 
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4.. Tree losses due to Dutch elm disease did not increase significantly 

as had teen projected. Due to the mild winter of 1979, program 

persom1el anticipated losing rrore trees than had at first been expected be

cause of an increase in beetle survival.. As it turned-out / disease losses 

were kept at much the same level as that of 1979, due, program 

personnel feel, to the excellent management pror:Jl'.'arns implemented by 

each derronstration comnunity. Indeed, :rrost of the increases in loss 

figures reflect trees taken dovm. not because of Dutch elm disease, 

but because of severe storm damage. 

Tree Losses 

1979 1980 
Projected Actual 

Fergus Falls 100 150 217 { 64 due to Dutch elm disease) 
Granite Falls 408 315 479 (246 due to Dutch elm disease) 
Hutchinson 600 600 509 (469 due to Dutch elm disease) 
Litchfield 232 230 230 (217 due to Dutch elm disease) 
Little Falls 516 500 365 (279 due to Dutch elrri disease) 
Wadena 64 75 88 ( 65 due to Dutch elm disease) 

In 1980, disease incidence was maintained. telow the 5% level in 

all the de:rronstration cities. 

5. A newsletter, "the Derronstration Six", has :been developed and is being 

circulated. It has been enthusiastically received because it 

provides information on the derronstration program in one, concise 

form, and is available to any interested person or agency. 

6. Four cities--Fergus Falls, Granite Falls, Hutchinson, and Little 

Falls-- receivej 'TREE CITY, USA recognition.. This is an award which 

is given to those cities that have a legally constituted tree body, 

a conTI1U11ity tree ordinance, an active co.mmunity forestry program 

supported by public funds, and an arbor day proclamation and planting. 

This type of recognition is important because· it shows that these 

cities have not only established a Dutch elm disease program, but have 

also VJOrked with other aspects of urban forestry as ·welL This is the 

second year that Fergus Falls has received this award. In fact, 

Fergus Falls was the first Minnesota city to ever receive TREE CITY, USA 

recognition. 
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7. Additional :management practices were implemented and/or previously 

used management practices were intensified and/or improved. In 

1980, the use of Dursban to control native elm bark beetle populations 

was increased. During the fall of 1979, a large portion of elms in 

Granite Falls was sprayed.. In the sprjng of 1980, elms in Little Falls 

were sprayed~ in the fall of 1980, elms in Hutchinson and Wadena 

were sprayed. Lower beetle counts in Little Falls seem to -indicate 

that Dursban can be an effective rnanagerrent tool 'When used with other 

sanitation practices. Further monitoring of the effects of this 

treatrrent will te done in 1981 by Dr., William Phillipsen, Extension 

Entomologist at the University of Minnesota.. Practices 'Which were 

continued in 1980 were the injection of selected elm trees with 

Arbotect; the pruning, therapeutically, of selected trees; the 

rerroval of dead 'WOOd from a portion of each city's elm population; the 

prompt rerroval of diseased trees; the increased use of root graft 

barrier installation; and, the completion of nwnerous, good inspection 

surveys (this included 'WOOdpile detection surveys, too .. ) 

8. On June 18-19, 1980, the Extension Service of the University of 

Minnesota and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

held a training session in Hutchinson for the foresters and tree 

inspectors of the demonstration cities. This was the second year 

that a 11hands-on" WJrkshop had been organized as part of the derronstration 

program.. Participants had the opportunity to properly inject a tree with 

Arbotect and sarrple a tree for Dutch elm disease. All disease 

managerrent practices were reviewed and their importance emphasized. 

Program personnel feel that this type of training session is largely 

responsible for the willingness of the cities to increase their 

use of systemic fungicides, therapeutic pruning, root graft barriers, 

and other control practices 'Which elevate a tree rerroval program to 

a disease management program. 

9 .. This year, 1980, was no different frornpreviousyears in that the cities 

played a rrore active role in the derronstration program and required 

less technical assistance than the year before. 

10. With the help of the Minnesota Department of Agriculture, the 

reference cities, whose disease situations resemble as closely as 

possible that of one of the demonstration corrmunities, were monitored .. 
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Through this process of comparing, it is. hoped that the success of 

the management practices recorrrn.ended by the derronstration program can 

be measured@ 

Demonstration City 

Fergus Falls 

Granite Falls 

Hutchinson 

Litchfield 

Little Falls 

Wadena 

St.aoles . -

Renville,. ,p li via 

Reference Cities 

Alexa.i1dr ia 
Elbow Lake 

Ortonville 
Red\MXXl :Falls 

Glencoe 
Olivia 

Hector 
Renville 

Princeton 
Cambridge 

Sauk Centre 
Staples 

~ Cai-nbr idge 

) 

" . Hector Gle.'1COe " . 
F.eJw:x:Jd Falls 

REFERENCE CITIES 
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Program Problems - 1980 

1. The tvvo regional coordinators 'iivho were very much responsible for 

helping the demonstration cities implement recommended disease 

management practices into their tree removal programs, quit at 

the end of the swnmer. The program ran smoothly in 1980 due in part 

to the work done by these individuals. The positions are still 

open, a situation that will hopefully be alleviated as soon as 

possible in 1981. 

2. Elm losses were increased in so.rrie of the demonstration cities 

because of severe storm damage. During the summer, heavy rains, 

lightning, and tornadoes toppled many trees, or so severely damaged 

them that they had to be removed. 

3. In all the demonstration cities but Little Falls, beetle populations 

have increased over the last tVJO seasons.. Because of this, disease 

losses in 1981 could also increase significantly. In the spring of 

1980, Little Falls sprayed a large portion of its elm trees with 

Dursban. Program personnel feel that it could be due to this chemical 

application that native elm bark beetle numbers have remained at a 

low level. Hopefully, the spray applications done in the fall of 

1980, and those vvhich are planned for the spring of 1981, will 

help to reduce the nwnber of beetles vvhich survive through the 

winter. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

24 

UTILIZATION PROJECT 

Project intent. To develop and maintain a system which processes 

unmarketable elm material into non-hazardous fire'iNOOd. With this goal 

attained, each city involved. in the project will complete the Dutch elm 

disease management cycle--disease detection-sanitation-utilization., In 

1980, this utilization project was brought from its 1979 planning stage into 

full operation. A debarker now renders the elm log-s pest-risk free and a 

log splitter cuts them into firewood lengths. All processed VVOOC1 is to 

be sold at a fair, marketable price (to be determined by each participating 

city and the Depart.Ttlent of Natural Resources) with the income, as directed 

by resolution, going- into each city's disease :management program. 

Project development& A mechanical methcxl of utilization (debarking and 

splitting) was put to use in the dem:::instration communities because it was 

thought to r..e a reliable way to efficiently process a large number of logs. 

A :rrorbark portable log debarker was purchased and since it is a nobile 

unit, was transported easily from utilization site to utilization site .. 

At these utilization sites, one person "fed" logs to the debarker with the 

help of a front-end loader as the other person ran the..m through the debarking 

process. Each d.envnstration comm.unity is participating in the Department of 

Agriculture's Shade Tree Prog!'."arn and must conform to a regulation 'Which 

states that non-debarked elm w::m, stockpiled for utilization purposes, 

must be pra:1essed within five ( s) days. rrherefore, in order that this 

regulation be adhered. to 1 all loqs were debarked. in each city before the 

splitting process was started" Debarking of the wood began in July and 

was finally completed in October. Splitting of the debarked logs was then 

started and will continue through March Q Although no firewood has yet been 

sold, it is hoped that the cities will soon be able to stai::'t.. Some of 
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the elm is still very green and will probably have to "weather 1' for another 

season before it is dry enough to be sold as firewood.. Any elm material 

'Which '\Alas too small, or in some other way not useable, was either burned or 

hrried. 

Calendar of events. 

June, 1980 

.. All equipment was leased or purchased 

.Employees (2) were hired and their training on the equipment completed 

.Debarking operation was begun in Granite Falls 

July, 1980 

.. Debarking operation still going in Granite Falls 
(processing took the long·est here because the crew was still getting 
used to operating the equipment, and there was a large volume of 
trees due to several wild areas having been clear-cut of elm the 
previous wll1ter season and the trees stockpiled for utilization) 

August, 1980 

.Debarking operation finished in Granite Falls and moved to Hutchinson 

Septe.illber , 19 8 0 

.. Debarking operation rroved from Hutchinson to Little Falls 
(the utilization project was set~up in Little Falls so that the 
people attending the dem:::mstration program's tour could see it in operati.on) 

.. Debarking completed in Little Falls-the equiprn.ent rroved back to Hutchinson 

.. Debarking completed in Hutchinson-the equipw.ent rroved to Litchfield 

October, 1980 

.Debarking completed in Litchfield 

.. Splitting of debarked logs begun 

Novemb2r, 1980 

.,Splitting process continues.in Litchfield 

.. Splitting process is taking long·er than expected--employee positions (2) 
extended through Marchr 1981 

.One crew member quits 

December, 1980 

.. Vacancy filled-there are again tVJO (2) v.Drkers on the project 

.Splitting process rrostly completed in Litchfield--equiµnent is moved 
to Granite Falls 

.Debarker stored_ for the winter at a forestry off ice 
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Wnat' s next? The splitting of the logs into fire\NOOd lengths should be 

co1rpleted. by March, 1981. By this time, much of the fire\tv'OOd will have 

teen sold~ That which is still too vvet to sell will be kept through the 

season and sold in the fall. The timetable now calls for the project to 

shut-do'ii'll1 during the months of April and May.. The debarking process will 

:te started-up once again .L.'1 June 'When the cities are beginning their 

tree removal VJOrk . With this being the second season of the utilization 

project, it is hoped that many of the "kinks" have been worked-out and the process 

can be rrore efficiently handled ~-;o that the debarking and splitting operation 

this year is completed by December,, 198L Because funding may not be 

available for the fifth and final year of the program, plans will be made 

for the dispersement of the equipment.. Some of the participating cities 

have expressed interest in purchasing the equipment and maintaining 

the utilization project "When federal assistance is no longer available .. 

This next season, too, will show project personnel pulling together the 

"figures" for this utilization process--how IIDch v.B.s invested; how many 

logs ·were brought to each city's utilization site; how many logs were 

processed at each utilization site; how many cords of fire'WOOd_ were 

processed ; VJ'hat was the selling price of a cord of f irewcxxl in each city; 

and, how much was made on the fire'\N()()(j sale compared to how much was 

jnvested .ill the project. Al though eLrn VJOOd utilization is still often 

criticized because it is too expensive and/or too irnpracticalr it 

can bring about much public support for Dutch elm disease management 

programs. In tbe de.monstra:tion cities where the utilization process has 

taken place, public support has been increased in all areas of Dutch elm 

disease manag-ernent. People have been somevvrhat appeased and encouraged 

that this available v-JOOd resource is not :tejng destroyed., but is finally 

being·utilized~ 
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Initial Purchases 

--Debarker 
--Truck 
--Log Splitter 
--chain saws and accessories 
--~liscellaneous small equipment and supplies 

Rentals (through March, 1981) 

--Skid steer loader ($2,000/month) 
---Trailer ($355/rronth) 
---Transporting of debarker 

Positions (two people through March, 1981) 

JYiiscellaneous (fuel, repairs, travelling e.."{f)erlses 
of cre'W'"'"through March, 1981) 

TOTAL 

$ 67,500.00 
11,000 .. 00 
4,870.00 
2,564.00 
1,780 .. 00 

$ 87,714.00 

$ 12,000 .. 00 
2,995.00 
2,000 .. 00 

$ 16,995 .. 00 

$ 18,773.82 

$ 16,144.80 

$139,627.62 
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RESOLUTION 

1980-43 

RESOLUTION REGARDING THE UTILIZATION 
AND SALE OF DEBARKED ELM WOOD FOR THE 

Durrett ELM PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the City of Little Falls and the Minne-

sota Department of Natural Resources are cooperating in a 

Dutch Elm Disease Shade Tree program, and 

WHEREAS,as part of the program, the City is debarking 

cut elm logs at the old City landfill site, and 

WHEREAS, the City and Department of Natural Resources 

intend to sell the debarked elm wood at a fair market value 

with receipts from such wood sales to be dedicated for the 

City's Shade Tree Program, 

THEREFORE, be it resolved that the City of Little 

Falls and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources have 

agreed to cooperate in the Shade Tree wood utilization program 

and sale with funds to be placed in the city's Shade Tree 

Program fund. 

Passed this 8th day of September, 1980. 

ATTEST: 

.,.-~ 

ity Admin/strator 

Approved this 8th day of September, 1980. 

,ti\ 

\ 
' I 

... 
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by Anne Tyler 

Along with control 
efforts of Dutch elm 
disease, the Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) 
has decided that there 
should be a utilization 
program for the wood from 
infected elm trees, a.ccord
in to Steve Cook, regional 
coordinator. 

That's what brings the 
$67,500 Morback debarking 
machine to Granite Falls 
for the next few weeks. 

A traveling crew of 
woodsmen from the Minne
sota DNR began stripping 
the bark off approximately 
a thousand elm trees at the 
city wood pile north of 
Granite Falls Wednesday. ' 

The debarking of the 
diseased elms is part of the 
f~derally funded Dutch elm 
disease demonstration 
project that Granite Falls is 
a part of. 

The beetle that carries 
Dutch elm disease its 
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eggs between the wood and· 
the bark of the elm tree. It's 
essential for the eggs to 
ha. ve the protection of the 
bark, so once the bark is 
removed, the trees no 
longer carry a threat of 
infecting other elms, 
explained Cook. 

The debarked wood will 
be left at the wood pile and 
will later be cut, split and 
stacked as firewood by the 
DNR. The city will then be 
responsible for distribu
ting the wood as they want. 
The only stipulation, 
according to Cook, is that 

wood must be sold, 
since federally funded 
projects cannot be in com
petition with private 
enterprise. 

The men running the 
debarking machine are 
DNR employees and 
Granite Falls has con
tra.cted with Snyder Tree 
Service, Carroll, IA for the 
removal of diseased elms. 

Elms 
Cooperation between the 

two is imperative, said 
Cook. Trees debarked by 
the machine must not be 
under three feet in length, 
and must be between a six 
and 40-inch diameter. The 
trees must also be fairly 
straight and free from forks 
and flare ends. 

Most of the elms being 
debarked ca.me from a clean 
cutting operation on an 
area of infected elms in 
Campsite Park. 

'the DNR intends for the 
debarking unit to travel 
between Granite Falls an., 
three other Minnesoh. 
cities in the demonstration 
project: Litchfield, Hutch
inson and Little Falls. 
Fergus Falls and Wadena 
a.re also part of the demon.:. 
stration project but will not 
make use of the debarker 
because they do not have 
the volume of trees in the 
other communities, added 
Cook. 

Granite Falls Tribune - Thursday, July 10, 1980 
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DEBARKER AT WORK---The Department of Natural 
Resources tree-debarking machine, a unit worth $67,000, 
was at work in Litchfield last week debarking diseased elm 

·trees which had been cut down this summer in Litchfield. 
When the elm wood has been debarked it'll be sawed up in 
fireplace lengths, and be available for sale to the public. 

30 

Wood being debarked this fall may not be available until 
next fall, according to City Forester Steve Cook, since it 
probably won't be properly dried till then. About 230 trees 
have been lost to Dutch Elm Disease in Litchfield this 
summer. 

Litchfield Independent Review - Thursday, September 25, 1980 

The Dutch elm beetle 
from over. Al of mcmnrungtcm ooe1·at«~s 
operated by 
deposit 
pencil 
wood 
Natural Kesmucies, FrnrP."trv 

, fonding. Uses for wood inc·Iucles lan1ds1caii1msi, 
project is for firewood. The shredded 
used for trail mulch and becldtrlg i111sU1lattion. 

[Record by Patty Buck] 
------ --·-------

Morrison County Recore 

Ivlonday, 
September 8, 1980 
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INVENTORY PROJECT 

The inventory project originated from the idea that it would be r ... eneficia1 

for the de.rronstration program to corriputerize its disease statistics. Not 

only -would 11cornputerization11 provide permanent, documented. data., but the 

information v..ould be more accessible and easier to retrieve than that held 

in hand-written records.. Personr1el also felt that before the dem:::mstration 

program vvas completed, an updated tree inventory wuuld be necessary. 

Since some of the cities had expressed an interest in developing an urban 

tree management plan, it seerred to follow that as long as trees were 

being individually counted, other information could be gathered at the 

same time~ Each city, then, VJOuld have the information necessary to 

corrrplete the first step of a management plan. The information now being 

collected on each tree is its location (this includes private trees as well 

as public), its species, its dbhv its condition, and its site condition .. 

The syste.i-n used. to conputerize this data will allow each city to add or delete 

information vvhen desired. The disease history of each elm vJill also be 

computerized so that information on a certain tree can be retrievs<l--for 

example, the date it was injected, its condition when it was injected, the 

date it had all dead 1NOOd rerroved, the date it was found to have Dutch 

elm disease, the type of infection it was carrying (beetle or root graft) , 

the date it vvas rerroved, etc. 

Because this is an arnbi tious project, an eight ( 8) person crew was hired 

for an eight ( 8) m::mth term to collect all the necessary information.. So 

far, progress has been good-~Jnventorying in the fifth demonstration community 

is now being completed., When the demonstration cities are done, a 11 sarnple11 
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population of trees in the reference cities will be inventoried. This is 

necessary so that the prograrn has a documented record of the number of 

trees in each reference city and will not have to rely on outdated rnlrr1icipal 

tree counts.. The eight (8) members of the inventory crew have iNOrked very 

vvell together and only one person has quit. This vacant posit.ion was filled 

as soon as possible, so the crew is again numbering eight (8).. Before 

the crew moves into a new city, an article is placed in the municipal 

newspaper describing the project. This "publicity" has a two-fold 

purpose. First, residents are very interested m the project and often stop 

the crew members to ask them questions. Newspaper articles explain the 

nature of the crew's iNOrk and request that people do not hold them up by 

asking numerous questions~ Therefore, this publicity can save time for 

the inventory crew. Second, al though each crew member vvears a cruiser 

vest identifying him/her as part of the project, the nevvspaper articles 

explain that these inventory people are entering private yards on 

legitimate business.. Most people are not alarme<l or angered, then, 

when they see someone looking at trees in their yards.. Even though the 

inventorying is progressing vvell, problems have occurred.. Some of the 

cities did not have clearly defined corporate limits and/or did not have 

up-to-date maps vvhich accurately outlined. the blocks and streets.. Tree 

identification at times can also be a problem, but the short course held 

at the University of Minnesota for the purpose of fa1niliarizing the crew 

with the types of trees it wuld encounter, helped alleviate trouble in 

this area.. Books with good winter keys have also helped. the crew during 

the winter rronths when tree identification is most difficult in Minnesota. 

The thing most responsible for the inventory crew having been able to rrove 

so quickly, however, is the mild winter Minnesota has experienced thus far., 
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The w-eather has been exceptionally warm, allowing people to VJOrk 

out-of-doors for rrost of the day.. The end of 1981 should see the completion 

of this corrputerized system, with all information available and easily 

retrievable,, 

Arrount budgeted to carry the project through eight ( 8) nonths .... 

Salary for eight ( 8) people 
Miscellaneous expenses 

(printing of inventory sheets; purchase of tree 
identification books, diameter tapes cruiser vests, 
other miscellaneous small equipment; crew lodging 
and living expenses) 

Computer work and time 

'IOTAL 

$ 63,805 .. 44 
58,601.12 

30,000 .. 00 

$152,406.56 



r ----·-----, 
i 

Sheet _______ of______ I 
___________________ J 

I 

34 

Fede rn I D E D P rn g ra rn ·- F i e I d ~ n vent or y Sh e et 

5 1,$ 

City l [] 
---~----------~ 

9 10 r·--,---1 
Survey Unit l_J_J 

• 

11 12 

I 

su'\":·1 c1 ,,,;,, I ' 
: I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I_ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

~ 

01 Fergus Falls 
02 Granite Falls 
OJ Hut.c:h inson 
04 Litc:hfidd 
05 Little Falls 
06 Wadena 
07 Alexandria 
08 El~ I.ilk~ 
09 Ortonvilla 
10 Red~ Falls 
11 G le .nc:C>I! 
12 Olivia 
ll Hector 
14 Renvill• 
15 Princeton 
16 ca:nbric;e 
17 Sauk Cent:re 
lS Staples 

Site Class 

01 reside~~ial - house 
02 resid~~~ial - a?a~trn~~~ 
03 private c~veloped 

(non residential) 
04 private institutional 
05 priva~e cemetery 
o; private undevelop~d 
07 
08 
09 
10 boule-vaird 
11 public develp@d 

open spac~ (parks, ete.) 
12 public institutional 
13 public cemetery 
14 public undeveloped 

~ 
00 manag~ tr~e 

04 
08 
12 
16 
20 
24 
28 
32 
36 

2" to 4"' (at 
least one ft.high) 
4" to 8" 
8 .. to 12" 
12"' to 16 .. 
16 .. to 20 .. 
20" to .24 .. 
24" to 20" 
28 .. to J2 .. 
32" to 36" 
36" and over 
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INVENTORY CODE SHEET 

££!]~ 

Code l - R~ally vigorous tr@~. No 
(good; apparent signs of insect 0 

disease, or mechanical. 
injury. Little or no 
con·ective ~ork required. 
Form representative of sp@Cies. 

Code 2 
(fai~) 

- Average condition and 
vigor for area. May n@>@d 
corrective pruni119 or repair~ 
May lack des~.ra.ble .form 
characte~istic of species. 
May show minor inse-ct injury., 
disease, or physiological 
problem., 

Code 3 
(poor) 

General state of d•cline8 
May show severe mi!>Chanic~l, 
insect, or disease damage, 
but d~ath not imminent. May 
require major repair or 
renovation. 

Code 4 - Dead or death imminent from 
(dead Dutch el~ dis@ase or other 

or 
dying) 

causes .. 

Survev Crew 

01 Brett Bahr 
02 Joni Book 
03 Ricardo Dirk 

Site Condition 
04 David Flink 

1 

2 
J 
4 
5 

1 
8 
9 

0 

st.r.eambank /1 riverbaink'" 
or lak:eshore 09 .Joni, Brett 
...,et 04 swar.ipy 10 Ricardo, Brett 
pavement 11 Davidv Brett 
foundation (buildi119} 12 Gerald, Brett 
bare- ground 13 Ken, Brett 

'Wooded 14 Steve·, Brett 

lawn 15 Jim, Brett 

9rass (non-lawn) 
other ground cover 16 Ricardo, Joni 

(garden plants,shrubs, 17 David. ,Joni 

lot.1 ~'t'!'9etat:.ion etc.} 18 Gerald, Joni 

other-s?ecify i.1 remarks 19 Ken, Joni 
20 Steve, Joni 
21 Jim, .Joni 

Dead Wood 

0 all conif~rs 
l less than 10~ dead wood 
2 10% to 25~ dead ~ 
3 25% to 50~ dead wC>cd 
4 over 50~ dead~ 

0 non elm 
1 ~o evidence of w~~~iooa 
2 wetwood evident but 

mot active 
3 acti. ve '"'1etwood evide-nt 

... 

05 Gerald Kluthe 
06 Ken Simonsen 
07 Steven Stegmeier 
08 James Traun 

22 David, Ricardo 
23 Gerald, Ricardo 
24 Kenf Ricardo 
25 Steve, Ricardo 
.26 Jim, Ricardo 

27 Gerald, David 
28 Ken, David 
29 Steve, David 
30 Jim, David 

31 KenQ Gerald 
32 Steve, Gerald 
33 .J iro, Gerald 

34 Steve, Ken 
35 Jim, Ken 
36 Jirn, Steve 
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INVENTORY CODE SHEET 

Tree Species 

00 No tree present 

01 American elm 
02 Siberian (and 

Chinese elm) 
03 red elm 
04 rock elm 

05 hackberry 

06 white oak 
07 bur oak 
08 northern red oak 
09 northern pin oak 
10 other oak 
11 beech 

12 sugar maple 
13 norway maple 
14 silver maple 
15 red maple 
16 boxelder 
17 other maple 

18 green ash 
19 black ash 
20 white ash 
21 blue ash 
22 other ash 

23 American basswood 
24 littleleaf linden 
25 other linden 

26 honeylocust 
27 Kentucky coffeetree 
28 black locust 
29 eastern redbud 

30 walnut 
31 butternut 
32 hickory 

33 paper birch 
34 ironwood 
35 river birch 
36 yellow birch 
37 other birch 
38 alder 
39 American hornbeam 

(bluebeech) 

40 Ohio buckeye 
41 horse chestnut 

42 buckthorne 
43 northern catalpa 
44 sumac 
45 sycamore 
46 dogwood 

47 Russian olive 
48 winged spindle tree 
49 Japanese treE lilac 
50 other ornamentals 

(Angiosperms) 

51 cottonwood 
52 willow 
53 balsam poplar 
54 trembling aspen 
55 bigtooth aspen 
56 European poplar 
57 Bolleana poplar 
58 other poplar 

59 mountain ash 
60 Prunus (cherry, plum) 
61 Malus (apple, crabapple) 

Pyrus (Pear) 
62 hawthorne 
63 Amelanchier 

(Juneberry) 

64 mulberry 
65 cucumbertree 
66 yellow poplar 

67 ginko 

68 red pine 
69 Austrian pine 
70 Scots pine 
71 eastern white pine 
72 jack pine 
73 Ponderosa pine 
74 other hard pines 
75 other soft pines 

76 white spruce 
77 Colorado blue spruce 
78 Norway spruce 
79 black spruce 
80 other spruce 

81 balsam fir 
82 Douglas fir 
83 hemlock 
84 other fir 

85 northern white cedar 
86 eastern red cedar 
87 larch 
88 other Gymnosperms 

89 Common hoptree 

90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 forked tree-species 

same as previous tree 
99 pavement 
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NEWSPAPER COVERAGE OF THE 

If you are a Hutchinson resi
dent and you notice someone 
walking around your yard ad
miring your trees and taking 
notes, he's not some nut: he's 
one of seven state Department 
of Natural Resources (DNR) 
employees conducting a city 
tree inventory. 

The inventory was ·~tarted 
Dec. 8 and is expected to con
tinue through the next two or 
three weeks. The goal of the in
ventory, the first of its kind to 
be done in Hutchinson, is to 
make a comprehensive study of 
all city trees. 

Not only the nwnbers of trees 
will be included in the inven
torv. Other characteristics 
not~d will be site conditions and 
class (residential, public pro
perty), tree sizes and· types, 
dead wood and the presence of 
any disease. 

The DNR is ad.ministering the 
inventory in five other Federal 
Dutch Elm Disease 
demonstration program com
munities beside as 
well as 12 other communities 
which do not have a o.nrnn1•oh,ion_ 

sive Dutch elm disease preven
tion program. No city funds are 
involved in the count, which will 
include all trees with a two-inch 
diam~ter standing at least one 
foot off the ground. 

The inf om 1ation collected will 
be fed into a DNR. computer 

INVENTORY PROJECT 

• 
Cl 

• 
I 

program, according to Dave 
Flink of the DNR. Preliminary 
reports from the study will be 
available in about two months 
and the final report will be com
pleted by next swnmer or fall. 

The DNR members conduc
ting the study are working out 
of the office of city forester 
Mark Schnobrich. 

"This survey is unique in 
several ways," Flink said, ex
plairung that private trees will 

• 
I e 

ntory 

be surveyed (all other studies 
have included only trees on 
public property) and the exact 
location of each tree in each 
block quadrant will also be 
noted. 

The results of the inventory 
will be used for budgeting and 
tree planting plans, Flink add
ed, and will provide "more in-

formation for the city foresters 
than they have ever had before. 

"Hutchinson has a very 
diverse tree population as com
pared to other project cities," 
Flink said. More detailed infor
mation on Hutchinson's tree 
population will be available 
once the inventory results are 
finalized. 

Hutchinson Leader - Wednesday, December 17, 1980 
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IF YOU SEE someone like this in your backyard during the next couple weeks, don't 
worry: he's one of seven state Department of Natural Resources (DNR) employees conduc
ting a complete tree of Hutchinson. Here, Kluthe inspects the condition and 
characteristics of a sycamore tree at the Milo Wegner residence, 105 Tenth Ave. NE. The 
crews started the Dec. 8 and will continue through th~ next two or three weeks. 

Hutchinson Leader - Wednesday December 17, 1980 
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SUIVT.1.M.AR.Y OF THE DEMONS 1I1RATION TOUP 

SEPTEMBER 2-4r 1980 

The MiP.nesota Federal Dutch Elm Dise2se Dernonstration Pre<:Tram hosted a 

tour on September 2-4v 1980. Tne goal of this tour was to show others 

what ML'1Desota has accomplish~"{} in incorp~rating known disease managerrent 

practices in.to "real" urban environments. A total of forty~tw (42) 

people participated in one or more of the "tour days"., Attendants 

vvere frorn Minnesota, California, Georgia, Wisconsin, Michig-a.11., North Dakota, 

Ohio, and Canada. The t01 rr was successful in that the entire group 

was very congenial and information prorroting new techniques in Dutch 

elm disease mariagement or information reaffirming the "soundness" 

of ki."'1own, basic management concepts ·was passed freely from one person 

to another. 

The following is a brief sumnary of what took place. 

Septe..rnber 2, 19800 

At an evening reception, everyone was introduced to Dutch elm disease in 

Minnesota., At this time, Dr David French/! Richard Haskett, and Meg Hanisch.1/ 

discussed "The History of Dutch Elm Disease in Minnesota" and "Minnesota's 

Corrmitment to Dutch Elro. Disease Management".. Program personnel felt that 

an evening session VJOuld be a good opportunity to discuss all aspects of 

the disease in Minnesota, not just the demonstration pr0-.1rarn. Each visitor, 

it seemed, learned mJre from hearing how the demonstration program nfits 11 

into the 'whole Minnesota disease picture--how its works cooperatively 

with the UnitErl States Forest Service, the Minnesota Department of 

.J.I Department Head of Plant Pathology! University of Mim1esota; Shade Tree 
Pras--rraTTl Director, Minnesota Department of Agriculture; and, Supervisor, 
Federal Dutch EJJ:n Disease Program,, Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources; res}:>eetivelyo 
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P. .. gric1_1ltu ... re 1 s Shade Tree Program, and the University of Minnesota's 

Exb~nsion Service.. Several people remarked that this tvvo-hour evening 

session was long enough to generate interest in the next two days, but 

short enough to prevent restlessness and boredom~ 

September 3, 1980. 

This day was spent in the City of Litchfield observing systemic 

fungicide injE:.-'Ction, root graft barrier placement, and therapeutic 

pruning derronstrations. Steve Cook a fonner regional coordinator of the 

program and at that time Litchfield City Forester, spent a great deal of time 

and effort in preparing these dei.-ronstration sites. The nice vveather was 

a major contributor to the success of the tour this day, and being able 

to stay outside for long periods of time enabled everyone to observe that 

Litchfield is a very attractive city. Indeed, many :me.Libers of the tour 

group remarked that Litchfield is one of the better~looking cities they have 

visited and complimented the citizenry for taking such an active interest 

in preserving its large urban tree population. People were .impressed 

with seeing a root graft barrier installed 1t1ith a vibratory plow since 

many of them were familiar with this technique only through literature .. 

Having the time to therapeutically prune-out infected portions of diseased 

elm trees impressed people, too, for many of them \\70rk with programs that 

sti.11 advocate only removal not treatment. The City Clerk and the 

M2yor of Litchfield discussed with the tour group their thoughts on 

the disease management program. This was an i..111portant contribution 

since proje:ts such as this de:rronstration program are useful only vklen 

they are understood, implemented, and supported by the cities in 'Which 

they are being carried-out. The tour group spent the night in St. Cloud 

amidst thunderstoi!Tis and tornadoes The weather had been 11picture-perfect11 

during the day r bL1t change] during the night~. 
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September 4, 1980 

This last day of the tour was spE~nt in Little Falls observing the elm 

fire\~od utilization project and how Dursban is applied in an atte1npt 

to reduce native elm bark beetle populations. The utilization 

equipment was set-up and operating.. This project consists of some 

impressive machinery (debarker and wood splitter) and Harlan Petersen, 

University of Minnesota Extension Specialist, was on hand to help explain 

its operation as well as to discuss the other attempts being made in 

VJ.innesota to somehow"' find a use for these diseased trees e Dr.. William 

Phillipsen, who has done rrnJ.ch of the research 1/\,-ork with Dursban, 

demonstrated the application methods used by the program~ This topic 

generated a good. discussion since the chemical has teen labelled for use 

in Canada much longer than it has been here., and the Canadians had much 

to tell us al:out the ways in which it is used in their country~ Again, 

the weather cooperated, the schedule was adhered to, ru'l.d everyone was 

returned to SL Paul in time to catch their flight home. 

In conclusion, the Minnesota Federal Dutch Elm Disease Derronstration 

Program achieved one of its more important goals--getting :people tOjether 

from other states and Canada to observe the manage.ment practices 

advocated in Minnesota and the utilization project which produces 

non-hazardous elm firewood. 
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A Tour- -4, 1980 

In .i978, Mnnesota was selected to participate in a Dutch elm disease management and 
utiliz:ation program funded by the United States Forest Service. Basic tree removal 
programs were replaced by big h perf onnance Dutch elm disease management programs in 
six selected Mnnesota communities. You are invited to accompany program personnel on 
a tour .of some of these communities to observe the management practices being implemented 
and the utiliz:ation project which produces non-haz:ardous elm firewood. 

September '.2, 7:00 pm 

A reception will be held at the Capitol Holiday Inn in St. Paul. 
~sitors will be acquainted with program personnel who will 
familiarize them with events of the next two days. 

September 3 

The tour will begin with a look at the City of Iitchfields Dutch elm 
disease management program. Representatives from the City, the 
University of Mmiesota, and the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources will be present to demonstrate control practices and explain 
why they have been implemented. 

September 4 

On this last day, the tour will proceed to the City of Little Falls. 
Control techniques not demonstrated the previous day will be reviewed. 
Program personnel will again be available to discuss why these 
management practices have been implemented. Everyone will be returned 
to the Twin Cities area by early afternoon. 

PLEASE, your attendance is very important! Wi'th Mnnesotas Dutch Elm Disease 
Demonstration Program now into its third year, it is time to show others what has been 
accomplished in implementitig known disease management practices into "real" urban 
environments. 

For further information, please read the accompanying letter, and on the form provided, 
fill in the names of those who wish to attend. A stamped, addressed envelope is enclosed 
for your convenience. All replies must be no than August 19, 19 BO. A finalized 
agenda will be sent a later date to those who wish to participate. 

HOPE TO SEE THERE1 
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F I N A L I Z E D AGENDA 

6:30 - 7:00 

7: - 7:10 

7: .. 7: 

7:35 -.8: 

8:00 - 8:30 

8:30 - 9: 

September 3 - Wednesd~ 

a~oo - io:oo 

10:00 ...... 10:30 

10~30 - :00 

available during this 
is gathering in the 

Capitol Holiday 

and Intr6duction 
, Minnesota Department of 

Resources 

of Dutch Disease in Minnesota 
French, University of Minnesota 

Minnesota's Commitment to Dutch 
Elm Disease Management 

Haskett, Minnesota Department 
of Agriculture-Shade Tree Program 

REFRESHMENTS 
The cash bar will again be open and 
appetizers served during this time when 

·people can nmingleu and get to know 
one another .. 

iar the Demonstration 
Litchfield and Little Falls 

, Minnesota Department of 
Resources 

avelling to Litchfield 
A bus will be waiting for everyone 

the Capitol iday Inn 

A of the City {by bus} 

BREAK 



, .... -.... ~ .. ~ .......... -. 

Finalized Agenda 
Page Two 
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September 3 - Wedne~y continued 

11:00 - 12:30 

12:30 - 1:30 

1:30 - 2:45 

2:45 - 3:00 

3:00 - 4:00 

4:00 - 4:30 

4:30 - 5:00 

5:00 - 6:00 

Seetember 4 - Thursday 

8:00 - 8:45 

8:45 - 10:15 

Demonstration and Discussion 
Systemic Fungicide Injection 

LUNCH at the Farmer's Daughter 

Demonstration and Discussion 
Root Graft Barrier Placement, 
Mechanical and Chemical Methods 

BREAK 

Demonstration and Discussion 
Therapeutic Pruning 

Demonstration and Discussion 
Tree Inventory and Disease Data Collecting 

The City of Litchfield's View of 
Its Dutch Elm Disease Management Program 
Goals, Accomplishments, and Problems 

Travelling to St. Cloud 
Reservations have been made at the 
St .. Cloud Holiday Inn... The evening ·is 
free to enable people to get to know 
one another better or to fit that 
discussion in that there wasntt time 
for during the dayg 

Travelling to Little Falls 

Demonstration and Discussion 
Federal Dutch Elm Disease 
Utilization Project 
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:: 15 ...,, :30 

:30 

:30 - 1:30 

1:30 - 2: 

2:00 - 4:30 

45 

at 

Discussion 
Dursban 

- . ~ .. -.-·---.······· ·~---~ ..... · ---·--~·---

Edge Motor Inn 

Discus.sion 

Cities (Capitol 
A shuttle bus will 

take those leaving 
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ATTENDA.NCE LIST 

Minnesota rs Federal Dutch 
Elm Disease Demonstration Program 

Tour 

September 2-4, 1980 

Kenneth Bailey 
Georgia Forestry Commission 
6835 Memorial Avenue 
Stone Mountain, Georgia 30083 

Bruce Berggren 
PFN Forester 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
6163 Rice Lake Road 
Duluthe Mir.nesota 55803 

Edward A .. Brown 
Extension Plant Pathologist 
University of Georgia 
Athens, Georgia 30602 

Vincent Brmm 
Planning Director 
Box 30 
Wadena, Minnesota 56482 

Steve Cook 
City· Forester 
210 North Swift 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

FEHGUS FALLS 

.. Total nurnber of elm trees--16, 500 

.Elms lost in 1977--40 trees 

.1978 Projected elm loss--initially~ 90 trees-revised., 100 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss--117 trees 

.1979 Projected elm loss--215 trees 

1979 Actual elm loss-··100 trees 

.. 1980 Projected elm loss--150 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--217 trees 

T'.cees rerroved due to Dutch el.lll disease--64 

public property--19 trees rerroved; all American elm 
14 beetle infections-

5 root graft infections 

private prope,rty--45 trees renoved; 44 American elltl., 1 red elm 
38 beetle infections 

7 root q.raft infections 

Trees rerroved due to other causes--72 
(This category includes those dead or weakened elm trees 
still standmg, as well as those trees heavily dam.aged due 
to "Weather.. Fergus Falls had a severe stonn on July 10, 1980, 
and many trees were so badly damaged that they WP.Xe rerroved .. ) 

public property--43 trees rerroved; 38 Arnerican elm, 5 Siberian elm 

private property--29 trees rerroved; 24 American elm, 5 Siberian elm 

Although they were not diseased, 81 additional American eJin trees 
-were rerroved from private property because they were harroring 
bark beetles .. 

Total cost of tree rennval "VvDrk--$11, 696. 00 

Average cost per tree--$86 .. 00 

.. 1981 Projected elm loss--115 trees 



Disease Statistics - 1980 
Fergus Falls (continued) 
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.. All trees are to be rerroved within the twenty (20) day time limit required 
by the Minnesota Departrnent of Agriculture's Shade Tree Program. The 
remaining stumps must l:e rerroved or debarked .. 

.All trees rerroved due to Dutch elm disease were labxatory tested. A 
total of 81 samples were cultured; 68 were positive (this includes the 
sixty-four trees reiroved due to Dutch elm disease and the four trees 
therapeutically pruned) • 

.. The native elm bark l:eetle is the insect vector present in Fergus Falls. 

.. Other disease rnana9e.rrli2nt practices .linplemented-

Root graft barriers installed--1,161 feet 
mechanical barriers (trencher) - 40 feet 
chemical barriers (vapam) - lvl21 feet 

Systemic fungicide injections (Artotect)-- 9 elm trees preventively treated 
Trees therapeutically pruned--5 (four eLms have remained healthy) 
Prunii.1g of dead wood--1,448 elm trees 
Woodpiles detected--433 (seven contained elm, all of which was del:Brked) 

.1978 Federal grant------------------ $18,870.75 
Supplemental fed.eral grant ----~ 8,500.00 

$27,370 .. 75 in total 

1978 Municipal budget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contribution --------------------------- $18,340 .. 00 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contribution----- 14,410 .. 00 

$32,750 .. 00 in total 

.1979 Fed.eral grant ----- $55,260.40 

1979 M1Jnicipal budget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrih.ltion --------------------------- $20,990.28 
Minnesota Shade 'Tree Program vs contribution----- 19, 318. 38 

$40,308366 in total 

• 1980 Federal grant----- $33,907.,50 

1980 Mu.11icipal shade tree program ludget ~---- $47,556 .. 50 

.1981 Requested federal grant----- $32,822.88 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

GRANITE FALLS 

~Total number of elm trees--6,920 

.. Elms lost in 1977~-77 trees 

.,,1978 _!?roi~ted. elm loss--:Lnitially, 300 trees-revised, 500-600 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss--532 trees 

.. 1979 Projected elrn loss--525 trees 

1979 1-\ctual elm loss--408 trees 

.. 1980 ~ojected elm loss~·-375 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--479 trees 

public property-321 trees rerroved 
private property-158 trees renoved 

Trees rerroved due to Dutch elm disease--246 

149 beetle infections 
97 root grqft infections 

Weakened/dead/stonn damaged elms rerroved--197 trees 
Elms rerroved due tooth.er causes--36 trees 

Arnerican elms rerroved--404 trees 
Siberian elms rerroved--23 trees 
Red elms rerroved--50 trees 
Rock eln's rerroved.--2 trees 

Total cost of tree rerroval v;ork--$27, 237 10 
Average cost per tree--$56 .. 86 

.1981 Projected elm loss--450 trees 

.. All trees are to b9 rencved within the twenty (20) day time limit 
required by the Minnesota Department of Agriculturees Shade Tree Program .. 
Of the rernai.ning stumps, 117 were ground-out and 362 were debarked .. 

.. Questionable trees ·were laroratory tested for Dutch eLLl disease.. A 
total of 15 sarrples were cultured; 6 were positive (culturing v.ras made 
difficult due to contamination problems) .. 
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• Both the native elm bark beetle and the smaller European bark beetle 
are present in Granite Falls .. 

uOther disease management practices irrplemented--

Root Graft barriers installed--461 feet (vapam) 
Systemic fungicide injections (Arl::otect)~-45 trees 
Trees therapeutically pruned--4 (all are still healthy) 
Pruning of dead -wooa--394 elm trses 
Woodpiles detected--18 (hazardous -wood was renoved by the City, or debarked) 

.1978 Federal grant ---------~--------- $30, 680. 00 
Supplemental federal grant ----- 12,500~00 

$43,180.00 in total 

1978 Municipal h.ldget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrib.ltion ----------------------------- $15,573.60 
Min.."1esota Shade 'I'ree Program's contrib.ltion ----- 12, 236 .. 40 

$27,810.00 in total 

• 1979 Federal grant -----$74,747000 

1979 ¥.ru.nicipal h.ldget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrih.ltion ----------------------------- $13,989.60 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contrib.ltion ----- 16,010.40 

$30,000.00 in total 

.. 1980 Federal graDt ----- $44,990.00 

1980 lYtu.nicipal shade tree program budget ----- $30,000.00 

• 1981 Requested federal grant ----- $32,565.00 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

.. Total number of elm trees--16,000 

.. Elms lost in 1977--141 trees 

.. 1978 ~ted elm loss--initially, 600 trees-revised .. 850-900 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss·--875 trees 

.. 1979 Projected ellu loss--1,750 trees 

1979 Actual elm loss--·600 trees 

.. 1980 gojected elm loss--600 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--509 trees 

public property-142 trees rennved 
private property-367 trees rerroved 

Trees renoved due to Dutch eLm disease--·469 

262 beetle infections 
207 root graft infections 

Weakened/dead/storm damaged elms rerroved--·17 trees 
Elms reuoveddue to other causes--23 trees 

.Arne.r.ican elrn..s rerroved--427 trees 
Siberian elms renoved--13 trees 
Red elms rerroved--65 trees 
Rock elms rerroved--4 trees 

Total cost of tree renoval iNOrk=--$50,362 .. 80 
Average cost per tree--$98.94 

~1981 Projected elm loss--400 trees 

.. By city ordir1an.ce, all diseased trees are to be removed within fourteen (14) 
days and even problem trees do not stand longer than the twenty (20) day 
rerroval t.irre limit required by the Minnesota Department of Ac.r..ciculture' s 
Shade 1ree Programa Of the remaining stumps, 413 were gr01.md-out and 
96 were debarked. 
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®Questionable trees vvere laboratory tested for Dutch elm disease. A 
total of 5 samples -were cultured; 2 were pJsitive. 

®Both the native elm bark beetle and the smaller European bark beetle 
are present in Hutchinson 

• Other disease management practices implemented-

Root graft barriers installed--3,017 feet 
mechanical barriers (vibratory plow) - 2,736 feet 
chemical barriers (vapam) - 281 feet 

Systemic fungicide injections (Arrotect)-- 79 trees 
preventively - 78 trees 
therapeutically - 1 tree 

Trees therapeutically pruned--29 (twenty-eight elms have remained healthy) 
Pruning of dead vvood--839 elm trees 
Woodpiles detected--25 (all hazardous wood was debarked or rerroved) 
Elms treated with Dursban (Fall of 1980)--entire urban elm p::>pulation--

private and public 

• 1978 Federal grant ------------------ $11,388.00 
Supple."11e!1tal federal grant ----- 10,000.00 

$21,388.00 in total 

1978 Municipal hldget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrihltion ------~---------------------- $41,126.96 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contribJ.tion ----- 32,314.04 

$73,441.00 in total 

01979 Federal grant ----- $174,159.00 

1979 Municipal bJ.dget for Dutch elm disease 
Cityu s contribJ.tion ------------------·----------- $26 ,129. 76 
Minnesota Shade ~ree Program's contri:bution ----- 26,129076 

$52,259 .. 52 in total 

• 1980 Federal grant ~---- $63,946.00 

1980 Municipal shade tree program bJ.dget ----- $88,254.00 

• 1981 Requested federal grant ----- $38,540e00 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

L:CJICHFIELD 

.. 
1rotal number of elm t.rees-·-7, 79 8 

.. Elms lost in 1977--91 trees 

.1978 P-rojected elra loss--250 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss--267 trees 

.. 1979 Projec:tec! elm loss-•385 trees 

1979 Actual elm loss--232 trees 

~1980 Projected elm loss--230 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--230 trees 

public property-82 trees re.rroved 
private property-148 trees rerroved 

Trees rerroved due to Dutch eL111 disease--217 

173 beetle infections 
44 root graft infections 

Weakened/ dead/ storm damaged elms rernoved.--13 trees 
Elms removed due to other causes--0 trees 

American elms removed--219 trees 
Siberian elms rerrove:l--9 trees 
Red elms rernoved~-2 trees 
Rock elms rerroved--0 trees 

Total cost of tree rerroval--$11,B32 .. 82 (this arrount was spEmt on a 
private contractor renoving 

Average cost per tree--$82 .. 17 

.. 1981 ?rojected eJm loss---230 trees 

144 trees-the remaining 86 trees 
were rerroved by city crews) 

.. All trees are to 1:e rerroved within the twenty (20) day ti.me limit required 
by the Minnesota Department of l\griculture w s Shade Tree Program.. Of the 
remaining stumps, 193 \llrere ground-out and 37 were debarked .. 
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.. Questionable trees were la.tor atory tested for Dutch elm disease. A 
total of 9 sarrples were cul tl.lred; 6 1:11Tere positive • 

• Both the native elm bark l:eetle and the smaller European bark reetle 
are present in Litchfield. 

.Other disease managerrent pr_actices implemented-

Root graft barriers installed--611 feet 
mechanical barriers (trencher) - 561 feet 
chemical barriers (vapam) - 50 feet 

note: Root graft barriers were placed at ten (10) locations.., A 
mechanical trencher was used at eight (8) of these locations, 
and a combination of mechanical trencher and vapam was 
used at two (2) .. 

Systemic fungicide injections (Arrotect)-- 59 trees 
preventively - 58 trees · 
therapeutically - 1 tree 

Trees therapeutically pruned--31 
note: Dutch elm disease had bea11. confirmed in twenty-six {26) of 

these trees.. Five (5) trees were "possibly" diseased.. · 
Success rate--12 - trees remaining :tiealthy 

14 - the stain was found to have progressed too 
far when the therapeutic pruning was attempted 

5 - trees found not to l:e infected with Dutch 
elm disease 

Pruning of dead v..ooa.--684 trees; 501 pruned by private contractor 
183 pruned by city crews 

Wcx:Xlpiles detected--55 (all hazardous ~vooa. was debarked or rerroved) 
Girdling--12 diseased trees were treated in this manner at locations· 

v.here root graft barriers could not be placed in tim.e .. 
These trees were then renoved as soon as possible--not one 
remained longer than two (2) weeks .. 

.1978 Federal grant----- $28,756.60 

1978 Municipal budget for Dutch elm disease 
City• s contrirution -------------------------·---- $ 6, 944 .. 00 
Minnesota Shade Tree Prograrn's contribution ----- 5,456.00 

$12f400.00 in total 

01979 Federal grant ----- $64,188000 

1979 Municipal b.:Ldget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrihltion ---·-------~------------------ $13 891~13 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program~s contribution----- 10,834 .. 63 

$24,725~76 in total 

I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 

• • • • 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Disease Statistics - 1980 
Litchfield (continued) 

60 

.. 1980 Federal grant ----- $45,150 .. 00 

1980 Municipal shade tree program budget ----- $18,000 .. 00 

.. 1981 Requested federal grant ----- $30,980 .. 00 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

LITTLE FALLS 

.Total number of elm treef:>--7 rl74 

.. Elms lost in 1977--·350 trees 

.1978 Projected elm loss--initially, 500 trees-revised, 640-690 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss--677 trees 

.1979 ~ojected elm loss--715 trees 

1979 Actual elm loss--516 trees 

.1980 Projecte<2 elm loss--500 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--365 trees 

public property-107 trees rerrr.Ned 
private property-258 trees rerroved 

Trees rennve::1 due to Dutch elm disease--279 
Weakened/dead/storm damaged elms rerroved--84 
Elms rerroved due to other causes--2 

American elrns rerroved--342 trees 
Siberian elms rerroved--22 trees 
Red elms rerroved--1 tree 
Rock eli1lS removed--0 trees 

'I1otal cost of tree removal -work--$21,109 .. 45 
Average cost per tree--$57 83 

.1981 Project~ eL'tl loss-~350 trees 

oAll trees are to :be rerroved within the t.~nty ( 20) day t:Llle limit required 
1:1.1 the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's Shade Tree Program.. Of the 
re"Tiaining stumps, 297 were ground-out and 68 w"'ere debarked. 

.. The native e1n1 bark beetle is the insect vector most prevalent in 
Little Falls.. 'The smaller European bark beetle has not been found in 
significant nu1nbers~ 
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oOther disease management practices implemented--

Root graft barriers installed--42 locations 
mechanical barriers (trencher) - 23 locations 
chemical barriers (vapam) - 19 locations 

Systemic fungicide injections (~..rtotect)-- 17 trees 
preventively - 16 trees 
therapeutically - 1 tree 

Trees therapeutically pruned--9 
Pruning of dead W'.JOd--1000 elm trees 
Woodpiles detected--61 (all hazardous 'WOOd was debarked or rerroved) 
Elms treated with Dursban (Spring of 1980)--5000 

• 1978 Federal grant------------------ $60,817.00 
Supplemental federal grant ----- 2,500.00 

$63,317.00 in total 

1978 Municipal rudget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrirution ----------------------------- $1,176.00 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contrirution ----- 924.00 

$2,100.00 in total 

.1979 Federal grant ----- $91,498.85 

1979 Municipal rudget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contrirution ---------------------------- $ 6,879.28 
Minnesota Shade Tree Programws contrirution ---- 6,879.28 

$13,758.56 

.1980 Federal grant----- $53,647.50 

1980 Municipal shade tree program budget ----- $51,022.50 

• 1981 Requested federal grant ----- $32,326.40 
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DISEASE STATISTICS - 1980 

WAD ENI-\ 

.Total nurnber of elm trees--4,800 

.Elms lost in 1977--4 trees 

.1978 Projected elm loss--100 trees 

1978 Actual elm loss--81 trees 

.1979 Projected elm loss--140 trees 

1979 Actual elm loss--64 trees 

.1980 Projected elm loss--75 trees 

1980 Actual elm loss--8.8 trees 

public property-51 trees rerroved 
private property-37 trees rerroved 

Trees rerroved due to Dutch elm disease--65 

51 beetle infections 
14 root graft jnf ections 

Weakened/dead elms rerroved--8 trees 
Elms renoved due to other causes including storm damage--15 trees 

American elms rennved--79 trees 
Siberian elms rerroved--7 trees , 
Red eJJns rerroved--2 trees 
Rock elms rerroved-- 0 trees 

Total cost of tree renoval work--$16,991 .. 68 
Average cost per tree--$193~09 (includes stump rerroval} 

.1981 Projected elm loss--75 trees 

.All trees are to be rerroved within U1e hventy (20) day tinie limit required 
by the Minnesota Department of Agriculture's Shade Tree Program.. The 
remaining stumps of all trees must be removed or debarked .. 

.Sarrples from all trees thought to be diseased were laboratory tested. A 
total of 127 samples were cultured; 70 we.re positive 
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• The native elm bark beetle is the insect vector present in Wadena. 

.. other disease rnanagerrent practices implemented--

Root graft barriers installed--2, 136 .. 5 feet ( 27 locations) 
n:echanical barriers (vibratory plow) - 1,328.5 feet 
chernical barriers (vapam) - 808 feet · 

Systemic fungicide injections (krotect)-- 4 trees 
preventively - 2 trees 
therapeutically - 2 trees 

Trees therapeutically pruned--11 
Pruning of dead WJOd--trees were trimmed by the City's Electrical 

Department, tut a record of the number of trees 
done was not kept 

Woodpiles detected--250 (seventy contained elill, all of vvhich was 
deb:rrked or removed) 

Elms treated with Dursban (Fall of 1980)--1,100 
Gi.rdling--5 diseased trees ~re treated iri this manner at locations 

where root graft barriers could not be placed in time. These 
trees were then rerroved as soon as possible. 

.1978 Federal grant ----- $11,592.00 

1978 Municipal b.ldget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contril:ution ----------------------------- $11,200.00 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contril:ution ~--- 8,800.00 

$20,000.00 in total 

.1979 Federal grant----- $27,466.75 

1979 Municipal budget for Dutch elm disease 
City's contribution ----------------------------- $2,436.84 
Minnesota Shade Tree Program's contribution ----- 2,436.84 

$4,873d68 in total 

• 1980 Federal grant ----- $26,150.00 

1980 Municipal shade tree progran1 budget ----- $20,500.00 

.1981 Requested federal grant ----- $23,350.00 
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1980 MUNICIPAL TREE LOSSES 

FERGUS FALLS 

Tree Losses Due to Other Causes 
(weakened/dead trees, storm damaged trees, etc.) 

Losses Due to Dutch Elm Disease 

25 50 75 25 
100 200 

1980 Tree Loss - Total 
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50 75 

300 

TREE LOSSES 

GRANITE FALLS 

I I 
25 50 75 I 25 

400 

Tree Losses Due to Other Causes 

r 
50 75 25 

500 

(weakened/dead trees, storm damaged ~rees, etc.) 

100 200 

Losses Due to Dutch Elm Disease 

300 

TREE LOSSES 

400 

1980 Tree Loss - Total 

25 
500 
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I 1980 MUNICIPAL TREE LOSSES 

I 
I 

HUTCHINSON 

I 
I Tree Losses Due to Other Causes 

(weakened/ dead tref!S, s torrn da.maged trees, etc.) 

I 
1980 Tree Loss-Total 
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LITCHFIELD 

I 
I Tree Losses Due to Other Causes 

(weakened/dead trees, storm damaged trees, etc.) 

I Losses Du2 to Dutch Elm Disease 

1980 Tree Loss - Total 
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1980 MUNICIPAL TREE LOSSES 

Ll TTLE FALLS 

. 
100 200 300 

TREE LOSSES 

HADE NA 

Tree Losses Due to Other Causes 
(weakened/dead trees, storm damaged trees, etc.) 

~~ ..... 
Losses Due to Dutch Elm Disease 

1980 Tree Loss-Total 
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Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

16,500 
16,460 
16,343 
16,243 

68 

FERGUS FALLS 

Dutch ELm Disease 
Losses 

40 
117 
100 

64 

321 TOrJ.\L 'TREES 

Disease Incidence 

0 .. 24% 
0 .. 71% 
0 .. 61% 
0 .. 39% 

There has been a 1.95% tree loss due to Dutch elm disease from 1977-1980. 

«Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

6,920 
6,843 
6,311 
5,903 

GRANITE FALLS 

Dutch Elm Disease 
Losses Disease Incidence 

77 1.11% 
532 7.77% 
408 6.46% 
246 4~17% 

1,263 TOTAL TREES 

There has been a 18.25% tree loss due to Dutch elm disease from 1977-1980. 

Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

16,000 
15,859 
14,984 
14 ,384 

HUTCHINSON 

Dutch Elrn Disease 
Losses 

141 
875 
600 
469 

2,085 TCYrAL TREES 

Disease Incidence 

0.88% 
5 .. 52% 
4 .. 00% 
3.26% 

There has been a 13 .. 03% tree loss due to Dutch ebn disease from 1977-1980. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

7,798 
7,707 
7,,440 
7,208 

69 

LITCHFIELD 

Dutch Elm Disease 
Losses 

91 
267 
232 
217 

807 TOTAL TREES 

Disease Incidence 

1.17% 
3.46% 
3.12% 
3.01% 

There has been a 10.35% tree loss due to Dutch ebu disease from 1977-1980. 

Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

7,174 
6,824 
6,147 
5,631 

LITTLE FALLS 

Dutch Elm Disease 
Losses Disease Incidence 

350 4.88% 
677 9.92% 
516 8.39% 
279 4.95% 

1,822 TOTAL TREES 

There has been a 25.40% tree loss due to Dutch elm disease from 1977-1980 .. 

Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

Elm Population 

4,800 
4,796 
4,715 
4,651 

WADENA 

Dutch Elm Disease 
Losses 

4 
81 
64 
65 

214 TOTAL rrREES 

Disease Incidence 

0.08% 
1..69% 
1..36% 
1.40% 

There has been a 4.46% tree loss due to Dutch elm disease from 1977-1980,. 
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TREE LOSSES IN THE DEIVDNSTRATION CITIES 
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All 1981 figures are projected tree losses 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

FERGUS FALLS 

Personal Services $13,636.00 

--one full-time forester= $7,500.00 
(one-half of requested salary - city must contribute 
rerraining one-half) 

--one seasonal, full-time tree inspector 
$5.60/hour, 40 hours/week for fourteen weeks= $3,136 .. 00 

--fringe benefits for atove fX)sitions = $3,000.00 

Equipment Rental $ 4,161.88 

--one, half-ton pick-up for city forester 
$201. 25/rronth for six rronths = $1, 207 .. 50 
(city is responsible for funding the vehicle for the 
other six rronths) 

--one, half-ton pick-up for seasonal tree inspector 
$201.25/rronth for three and one-half rronths = $704.38 

--one aerial bJcket truck for tree sanpling 
50 hours at $45/hour = $2,250000 

Disease Mana~ernent Practices $14,725.00 

--to assist in the rerroval of trees and stumps, $5,000.00 
--trirrming of dead \.\OOd from elm trees = $6,000 .. 00 
--installation of root graft barriers 

35 barriers at $15 .. 00 each = $525 00 
--use of systemic fungicides 

15 trees at $80s00 each = $1,200 00 
--use of Dursban to control native elm bark beetle 

populations = $2,000.00 

Miscellaneous Small Egui:J?!!1811t and Supplies 

Off ice Expenses 

1rotal Federal Contribution Requested 

1978 Federal Grant -- $27,370.75 
1979 Federal Grant -- $55,260.40 
1980 Federal Grant -- $33,907.50 

§ 200 .. 00 

$ 100 .. 00 

$32,822.88 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

GRANITE FALLS 

Personal Services $ 6,640.00 

--one seasonal, full-time assistant tree inspector 
$5 .. 00/hour,, 40 hours/week for sixteen v.reeks = $3,200 .. 00 

--fringe benefits for arove position = $640 .. 00 
--two seasonal laborers (to assist with root graft barrier 

placement, tree injection, etc .. ) 
$4.00/hour, 350 hours/season x 2 = $2,800.00 

Disease ~Janagement Practices $25,625.00 

--to assist in the renoval of trees and stumps, $12,500.00 
--trinming of dead '\NC)()d_ from elm trees = $4,500.00 
--therapeutic pruning of an estimated 20 trees = $1,400.00 
--installation of root graft barriers = $1,000.00 
--use of systemic fW1gicides 

45 trees at $125.00 each = $5,625e00 
--rerrbval of fire'\J\D()(j piles = $600.00 

Miscellaneous Small Equipment and SuPJ2li.e_s 

Off ice Expenses 

Total Federal Contribution Requested 

1978 Federal Grant -- $43,180.00 
1979 Federal Grant -- $74,747.00 
1980 Federal Grant -- $44,990.00 

$ 200.00 

$ 100.00 

$32,565.00 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

HUTCHINSON 

Personal Services $10,260.00 

--three seasonal, full-time tree inspectors 
$4. 75/hour, 40 hours/week for thirteen weeks x 3 = $7.,410 .. 00 

-~two seasonal laborers (to assist with root graft barrier 
placerrent, tree injection, etc .. ) 
$4.75/hour, 300 hours/season x 2 = $2,850.00 

Disease Management Practices 

--to assist in the rerroval of trees a~d stumps, $13,000~00 
--trinming of dead\\}.)()(! from elm trees = $6,000.00 
--therapeutic pruning of an estimated 30 trees = $1,500000 
--installation of root g-Laft barriers = $4,000.00 
--use of systeinic fungicides 

30 trees at $100.00 each = $3,000.00 
--rerroval of fireiAOOd piles = $480.00 

Miscellaneous Small ES{U;i~nt and sur::plies 

Total Federal Contribut~on Requested 

1978 Federal Grant -- $ 21,388000 
1979 Federal Grant -- $174~159.00 
1980 Federal Grant -- $ 63,946 .. 00 

$27,980 .. 00 

$ 100 .. 00 

$38,540 .. QQ 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

LITCHFIELD 

Personal Services 

--one assistant tree inspector 
$7.50/hour, 40 hours/week for sixteeen weeks = $4,800*00 

--·tvvo seasonal la.l:orers (to assist with root graft barrier 
placement, tree injection, etc.) 
$4.00/hour, 250 hours/season x 2 = $2,000.00 

~quipment Rental 

--mileage for assistant tree i...nspector 0 s vehicle 
$.20/mile - 150 miles/week for sixteen weeks = $480.00 

Disease Management Practice~ 

--to assist in the rerroval of trees and stumps, $4,900.00 
--trirrming of dead vvood from elm trees = $6,000.00 
--therapeutic pruning of ar1 estimated 30 trees = $2,100.00 
~-installation of root graft barriers = $2,500~00 
--use of systemic fungicides = $5,300e00 
--use of Dursban to control native elm bark beetle 

populations = $2,000.00 
--rerroval of firev.;QOd piles = $600.00 

Miscellaneous Small EquiEment and Sup;elies~ 

9ff ice Expenses 

'rotal Fegeral Contribution Requested 

1978 Federal Grant 
1979 Federal Grant 
1980 Federal Grant 

$28,756.60 
$64,188.00 
$45,150.00 

$ 6,800.00 

$ 480 .. 00 

$23,400.00 

_$_200 .. 00 

$ 100.00 

$30,980.00 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

LITTLE FALLS 

Personal Services 

--one full-time tree inspector 
$6.43/hour, 40 hours/week for seventeen weeks = $4,372.40 
(one-half of requested salary - city ITU.1st contrirute 
remaining one-half) 

--one seasonal, full-time tree inspector 
$5.90/hour, 40 hours/week for fourteen iA7eeks = $3 ,304 .00 

--fringe benefits for al:ove positions = $2,675.00 
--one seasonal laborer (to assist with root graft barrier 

placement, tree injection, etc .. ) 
$4.50/hour, 240 hours/season= $1,080.00 

Equipment Rental 

--mileage for seasonal tree inspector's vehicle 
$.20/mile - 150 miles/week for fourteen weeks = $420.00 

--one aerial bucket truck for tree sanpling 
10 hours at $45/hour = $450.00 

$11,431..40 

$ 870 .. 00 

Disease Manageinent Practice? $19,725.00 

--to assist in the rerroval of trees and stumps; to 
therapeutically prune those elm trees specifically 
designated by program personnel; $11,000.00 
(the city will be responsible for assunring one-half of the 
total of all tree rerroval costs incurred with the city's 
Dutch elm disease management program) 

--trimming of dead v.DOd. from elm trees= $6,000.00 
--installation of root graft barriers 

50 barriers at $16 50 each = $825.00 
--use of system.ic fungicides 

20 trees at $95.00 each = $1,900.00 

Miscellaneous Small Equi12ment and Supplies £~_200.00 

Office Expenses $ 100.00 

Total Federal Contrib.1tion Requested $32,326.40 
=--~~~~~-:..~::...-~~ 

1978 Federal Grant -- $63,317.00 
1979 Federal Grant -·- $91,498 .. 85 
1980 Federal Grant -- $53,647.50 
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PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

WADENA 

Personal Services 

--one full-tirne tree inspector 
$5.50/hour, 40 hours/week for tvventy weeks = $4,400.00 

--one tenporary, full-time assistant tree .inspector 
$4.00/hour, 40 hours/week for five weeks = $800 .. 00 

--fringe benefits for above positions = $975 .. 00 

~nt Rental 

--one half-ton pick-up for tree inspector 
$78/week for tvvent.y weeks = $1,560 .. 00 

--one aerial rocket truck for tree sampling 
25 hours at $35/hour = $875 ,, 00 

Disease Management Practices 

--to assist in the rerroval of trees and stumps; to 
therapeutically prune those elm trees specifically 
designated by program personnel; $7,200 .. 00 
(the city will be responsible for assuming one-half of 
the total of all tree renoval costs incurred with the 
city's Dutch elm disease management program) 

--trimming of dead wood. from elm trees = $5,000 .. 00 
--installation of root graft barriers 

30 barriers at $20 .. 00 each = $600 .. 00 
--use of systemic fungicides 

8 trees at $80.00 each = $640.00 
--use of Dursban to control native elm bark beetle 

J?Opulations = $1,000 .. 00 

Miscellaneous Small Equipment and Supplies 

Off ice Expenses 

Total Federal Contribution Requested 

1978 Federal Grant -- $11,592,,00 
1979 Federal Grant $27,466.75 
1980 Federal Grant -- $26,150.00 

$ 6,175.00 

$ 2 1 435.00 

$14,440.00 

$ 200.00 

$ 100 .. 00 

$23,350.00 
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THE PROGRAM - 1981 

The year 1978 -was one of organization, the denonstration program being 

structured and .its future years being pl&..ned.. The year 1979 was one of 

.irrplerrentation, disease management programs beginning to replace existing 

tree rerroval programs.. The year 1980 has been one of evaluation and 

further implementation.. Hopefully, the year 1981 will be one in "Which 

the following pro:Jram goals are attained: 

1.. Complete the tree loss data system.. This involves inventorying the 

tree p.::>pulation in each den:onstration and reference city, cataloging 

each elm as to its disease history, and finally, computerizing the 

aforenentioned information.. This system will be one of the highlights 

of the demonstration program since the computerized data will 

provide the docurrentation needed to prove that certain disease 

management concepts are vvorkable .. 

2.. Maintain the system which vvas developed to process unmarketable elm 

material into non-hazardous firewood.. With this goal attained, 

each city will complete the Dutch elm disease management cycle---disease 

detection-sanitation-utilization.. This processing system involved 

the purchase of a debarker to render the eJJn logs pest-risk free and 

a log splitter to produce the f ireiADOd lengths. All processed ViOOd. 

is to be sold at a fair, marketable price (to be determined by each 

participating city and the Department of Natural Resow:-ces) :v.;ith the 

income, as directed by resolution, going into each city's disease 

management program .. 

39 Organize training workshops and tours of the derronstrati.on cities .. 

'Tue wrkshops will be developed in cooperation with the University 

of Minnesota and will be designed to train municipal foresters and 

tree inspectors in the application of Dutch eliu disease management 

practices "endorsed" by the demonstration program.. The tours to be 

developed can be broken-down into three categories: 1) _inviting 
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people from other states and countries (Canada) , interested in Dutch 

elm disease management, to tour the deJJDnstration cities; 2) inviting 

municipal officials from other Mi.11.nesota cornm.u11ities to visit 

the denonstration sites to show them that their cities can do similar 

things in disease management; and, 3) inviting state and federal 

legislators to visit the derronstratian cities to see how the program 

has developed and to illustrate the inlJ?Ortance of maintaining the 

program through its fifth and final year,, These tours and IDrkshops 

will be especially important to the program this year because it is 

now time to show others "What has l:een acco:rrplished in implementing 

knoitJI1 disease management practices into "rear urban environments .. 

4. Continue to emphasize the importance of using disease management 

practices such as root graft barrier installation, systemic fungicide 

injection, and therapeutic pruning of minimally diseased trees .. 

Continue spraying Dursban to help control native elm bark beetle 

populations in those dem::mstration communities where it is considered 

necessary.. Atterrpt to maintain a 5% (or lo\i\Ter) disease incidence rate 

in each of the participating cities. 

5.. Continue to rronitor reference cities. More time will be spent on com

paring the Dutch elm disease programs of these 1'controls 11 with those 

of the derronstration communities.. The differences bet\.veen the program 

of each reference city and its comparable demonstration corrminity 

will help to evaluate the level of success achieved in disease 

management in each of the denonstration cities. 

6. Write and publish articles on the Federal Dutch Elm Disease Derronstration 

Program.. This will involve attempts at getting something al:out the 

program published in magazines such as the liJournal of Arlx>riculture" 

and the Department of Natural Resources' "Volunteer".. Under this 

category, it is anticipated that the rrost important end product will be a 

"Dutch Elm Disease Management Guide" .. Something must be 'W.l:."itten that 

describes the how and vvhy of each aspect of tb.e disease :management 

program.. This "guide" 'iivill hqpefully be something that a city 

official can pick-up, turn to a particular page 1, and find-out W.nat a 
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cOrtml.h!ity,, with a certain disease incidence and bJ.dget, can do 

to bring Dutch elm disease to a manageable level. Also, develop a 

"slide show11 on each derronstration city--the history of each comrrn.mity 

from the first year of the program to the present.. 

7. Evaluate the entire derronstration program@ A corrprehensive review 

by participants of the United States Forest Service, the Department 

of Natural Resources, the Departme...nt of Agriculture, and the 

University of Minnesota is needed.. It must be deternLi.ned if the 

progress made by the program is satisfactory and vJhether or not it 

has deviated. from its original goals. There is still time to change 

policies and/or implement new practices to ensure the continued 

success of the program and to get it the recognition that it deserves. 

8. Maintain a high perfonnance disease management program in each 

derronstration city when financial and technical aid is no longer 

available. In these last years of the program, the rronetary appropriations 

to each city will be smaller and smaller. With the remaining time, 

it will be .inportant to continue minimizing the disease losses in each 

co1Tlffil.ll1ity, and to convince the cities that they can and should maintain 

a high level of disease management on their o·wn with their own finances. 

9. Maintain strong state and federal support.. Since the derronstration 

program Tm.1st rely on yearly appropriations made by Congress, it is 

essential to keep legislators up-to-date on any prog-ress made. 

Continuation into a fourth year looks promising, but the projections for 

a fifth are rather dim. With the accomplishment of the previously 

mentioned. goals, interest can hopefully be kept alive long enough for 

Congress to grant funds to ensure a fifth and final program year. 
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FEDERAL DUTCH ELM DISEASE DEMONSTHATION PROJEC 1r 

TOTAL PROPOSED BUDGET - 1981 

DeE,artment of Natural Resources $ 85,100000 

--Conmunications = $4,000.00 
--Travel expenses = $11,500 .. 00 
--Local purchases = $2,000.00 
--Salaries (including fringe benefits) = $59,800 .. 00 
--Contingenqy fund = $ 7, 800 .. 00 

Cormumity Derronstration Progra111S $190,583 .. 78. 

*see itemized budgets on pages 74 -· 79* 

Tours and Workshops $ 4,000 .. 00 

Total 1981 Federal Contribution Requested. $279,683 .. 78 

The 1978, 1979, and 1980 appropriations for Mirmesota's Federal Dutch 
EJm Disease Derronstration Project total $1,517.657.00. 

1978 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Minnesota Departrrent of Agriculture 
Derronstration Communities 

1979 

r-tinnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
Derronstration Commu.~ities 
Utilization Program 

1980 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
Derronstration Communities 
Utilization Program 
Tree Loss Data System 

$ 92,500.00 
12,000.00 

206,000 .. 00 

$310,500.00 Total 

$132,900,.00 
18,000.00 

489,920.,00 
126,837,.00 

$767,657.00 Total 

$ 99,000 .. 00 
19,500.00 

267, 791..00 
18,384 .. 00 
34,825 .. 0Q. 

$439,500 .. 00 Total 
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THE "WHYS" OF DUTCH ELM DISEASE MANAGEMENT 

In Minnesota, the American elm has been the rrost highly valued and nost 

widely plante::1. shade tree. It is also the rrost susceptible to Dutch elm 

disease.. The elm's popularity, therefore, has provided a :rronocul ture 

which in turn has provided a perfect habitat for an epidemic of Dutch 

elm disease.. Although a strict management program will not bring this 

disease to a complete halt, it can greatly decrease the rate of death, 

allowing for long-term budgeting and a headstart on tree replacement. 

The intent of Minnesota's federally funded Dutch elm disease project is 

to de:rronstrate the effectiveness of known disease management practices. 

It is hoped that with additional federal assistance--roth financial and 

technical--the increase in elm losses due to Dutch elm disease can be 

stopped and eventually reduced to a level which can be handled economically 

by each city with its own finances~ Suppressing Dutch elm disease over 

a pericx:1 of t:Une will enable each city to develop an economical and orderly 

transition from its predominant urban elm forest to one of mixed stands 

of shade trees .. 

A discussion as to 'What each disease management practice involves and to 

how :important each one is to the overall dem:mstration program was included 

in the 1979 Accomplishment Report. Since Minnesota's derronstration program 

is based upon these management concepts, it is important to re-emphasize 

the "why" of each one. The following are these disease management practices 

whose effectiveness has been, or will be, demonstrated by the federal 

Dutch elm disease project. 
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I 
1.. W(X)DPILE AND DISEASED TREE INSPECTION/ I 

What it involves. The surveying of each derronstration city to find and 

mark for rerroval all hazardous elm wocx3. and all trees with Dutch elm I 
disease. When one survey of each city is completed, another will 

follow so that inspections are continuous. 

Its importance to the program. Since bark beetles breed in non-debarked 

elm VJOCXJ.., the removal and subsequent destruction of this "brood" 

material can help to reduce beetle populations. The beginning of any 

good Dutch elm disease program is the ins}?eCting for, and the marking 

of, all diseased elm trees. 

2. THERAPEUTIC PRUNING 

What it involves. Pruning the diseased branches from those trees 

showing early Dutch elm disease symptoms. For most effective results, 

no more than 5% of the tree's crown should show early disease symptoms, 

and pruning must be completed im:nediately after detection. Infected 

branches should be pruned back to the main trunk. 

Its :in"portance to the prcg:;am. Therapeutic pruning is a management 

practice that is often ignored and discredited. It can become an 

important approach to managing Dutch elm disease, however, if rerroving 

infected branches can prevent the sacrifice of the entire tree. 

3 o DISEASED TREE REMJVAL 

What -it involves. The rerroving and disposing of those trees infected 

with Dutch elm disease. In conjunction with this, the rerroving or 

debarking of the remaining tree stumps. 

Its irnfx?rtance to the pr09Tam. Prompt tree rerroval is the basis of any 

good. Dutch elm disease management program. Removing diseased trees 

quickly prevents other healthy elms from getting root graft infections. 

Since bark beetles tend to breed in dead and dying elms, prompt 

rerroval also eliminates possible beetle "brood" material. Debarking or 

rerroving tree stumps will eliminate, too, this additional source of 

"brood'' material. 

• 
I 

• • • • • • • 
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4. RCC>T GRAFT BAP~JER PLACEMENT 

"What it involves. The severing of roots ·which are shared between two 

or more elm trees.. Root graft barriers should be placed in those areas 

'Where an elm tree with a greater than 5% disease infection is within 

forty (40) feet of other healthy elm trees. Mechanical methods (vibratory 

plowi:- trencher) and chemical methods (vapam) are available for disrupting 

these co:rnrron root grafts .. 

Its imp?rtance to the pr~. Until this management practice is 

extensively used, the disease fungus is snnply going to walk up and 

down the streets of ea.ch demonstration city, reducing the effective

ness of all other managernent efforts. 

5. RE-DEFINING CDNTROL AREAS 

"What it involves9 Reducing the boundaries of a city's disease control 

area to include only those residential sections containing a heavy 

population of eJm. 

Its irrp::irtance to the program. Since managing a disease program is 

costly in l::oth time and dollars, it is necessary to apply managernent 

practices only in those areas mere they will be most effective. 

Places mere management of the disease will be, at best, minimal, should 

be designated as a lovver priority or excluded entirely from the municipal 

control area. 

6., INJECTION 

What it involves. The injecting of high value elm trees with a system.i..c 

fungicide (Arbotect), protectively or therapeutically., Therapeutic 

injections should not be a.pplied to any elm tree if more than 5% of 

the upper crown is wilting. Since injection does not fully guarantee 

that eJsa trees will be irrmune to, or cured of Dutch elm disease, it 

is not to be used in place of other disease management practices 

(tree removal, for instance) but rather, is to be used as an additional 

management effort (for instance, injection combined with therapeutic 

prunj_ng). 
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Its importance to tr~e program.. It is hoped that injecting high value 

elm trees with a systemic fungicide will provide them with some protection 

against the disease fungus. This niethod of treatment could also have 

some beneficial effect as far as preventing the rroveitlent of the fungus 

into adjacent healthy elm trees" 

7.. TRIMMING/REi'1JVAL OF WEA.KENED OP. DEAD ELMS 

What it involves. The removing of dead VJOod from healthy elm trees., 

Also, the taking down of those elms v.,thich are dead or in a weakened 

condition. 

Its irnfx?rtance to the program. Any dead branch in an otherwise healthy 

elm tree is a potential breeding site for bark beetles. Trees can still 

be sending nutrients and water (at a reduced rate, however) to nearly 

dead branches. Rerroving these dead or dying branches, therefore, 

enables the nutrients and water to be redirected to healthy parts of 

the tree. Weakened elms are rrore susceptible to disease infections, 

the primary one being, of course, Dutch elm disease. Dead elms 'Which 

remain standing are yet another source of beetle "brocxl" material. 

8. APPLICATION OF DUR.SEAN 

wnat it involves. The spraying with Dursban of a designated portion 

of the urban elm population in an attempt to reduce native elm bark 

beetle pJpulations. 

Its irrportance to th,e program. In those areas where the native elm bark 

beetle is a predominant vector, reducing its population levels could 

also reduce the rate of disease infection. Following the mild winters 

Minnesota has experienced in the last two years, Dursban could help 

to prevent a substantial build-up of this beetle vector. 

9. ELIMINATION OF WILD EI.MS 

What it involves.. Rerroving or in some way killing those elms which 

are growing wilda Often these wild areas are not easily accessible to 

rren and equipment! so tree renDval is not practical. Killing the trees 

quickly., perhaps by using cheird.cals, rnay be the only possible way in 

1Ni1ich to ellininate these trees. · 
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Its importance to !-he progr:am. Wild areas containing a good number of 

elms rorder some of the de.Ironstration cities. Disease management is 

~ractical in these areas due to poor cost effectiveness and men and 

equipment not being able to find easy access to the trees. Dutch elm 

disease is usually running rarrq::>ant in these areas and has threatened 

to spread to the urban eL'TI populations. These trees must be renoved 

or in some way rendered hannl.ess in order that the urban elms are 

protected~ 

10. ESTABLISHMENT OF REFERENCE CITIES 

What it involves. The selection and rronitoring of cities 'Whose disease 

management programs can be compared to those of the denonstration 
. +- . c1 ..... 1es. 

Its importance to the proq.c~. TIM) reference cities were selected 

for each demonstration community. Through rronitoring the disease 

programs of these cities, the success of those management practices 

implemented by the federal derronstration program in each of its 

participating cities can be effectively evaluated. 

lL COMPO'TERIZATION OF 1rREE LOSS DATA 

"What it involves. Getting an inventory of the elm pJpulation in each 

derronstration city, cataloging each elm tree as to its disease history, 

and finally, conputerizing the aforementioned .information. 

_!.ts irrportance to the program.. The three years of each derronstration 

city 9s disease history (1978, 1979, 1980) are contained. in hand-written 

records. There is always the possibility of these records being lost 

or damaged in some way as -well as the information recorded in this 

manner being very difficult and tirne-conswning to retrie·ve. New elm 

inventories are necessary since some of the existing ones are now 

out-of-date or were quickly done and not as thorough as they should 

have been. Computerizing the tree inventories as well as the disease 

history of each tree will enable program personnel to locate any elm 

and know instantly "What ha.s been done to it in the way of disease 

treatment (has the tree been rerroved, has it been injected, has a root 

graft barrier been placed, etc.) • Also, corrections and additions to 

the tree loss data can be made quickly and easily< 
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12 • I.Ml?LEMENTATION OF lJrILI ZATION PROJ'ECT 

What it involves.. The processing of unmarketable elm material into non

hazardous fireVVCX'd .. 

Its .importance to the program. The majority of diseased trees rerroved 

in the derronstration cities are dispJsed of by burning. Everyone 

concedes that it is a great waste not to utilize this resource in some 

wayf especially now with firev.ood in demand because of the energy 

ncrunch11
& Each city's disease management program will be made corrplete 

if the unmarketable eln1 m~terial can be processed into non-hazardous 

f ire'IMJOCl. • 

FOOD FOR THOUGii-ir1 : 

"A number of studies have been undertaken to evaluate the 
impact of sanitation on OED' s spread. After thirteen years 
of good sanitation in Syracuse, I>i'Y, elm losses amounted to 
thirteen percent of the initial population. In a study of 
a number of localities i.n Illinois, corrmunities practicing 
only sanitation showed. mean rrortality of four percent 
annually over rrore than a decade; canparable comrru.mities 
without such cleanup lost 80 percent to 95 percent of their 
original elm population in little rore thai1 ten years. In 
Fredericton, New Brunswick, fifteen years of careful sanitation 
have resulted in only five percent loss (less than one-half 
of one percent per year); in neighboring, uncontrolled areas, 
an average of sixty percent of the initial elm p::::ipulations 
has died (up to fifteen percent per year) Q In short, strict 
sanitation often reduces elm nortality to less than 
tvvo percent per year; without sanitation, the disease may 
claim 10 to 20 percent per year .. 11 1 

1. John L. Hart, "Tragedy of Dutch Elm Disease Bears Ho:pe for Mod.ern 
Control, 11 Weeds, Trees & Turf, Vol. 19, No. 11 (November, 1980), pp.. 19-24., 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Forestry 

JUNE 

It has become evident that there are 
those receiving this newsletter who 
are not familiar with many aspects of 
the Federal Dutch Elm Disease Demon
stration Program. Therefore, this 
second issue of the "Demonstration 
Six" will begin with a brief descrip
tion of how the program originated, 
what it has accomplished, and what 
it still hopes to do. 

In fiscal year 1978, Congress granted 
the United States Forest Service 
$2.5 million in General Forestry 
Assistance funds for Dutch elm disease 
special projects. This appropriation 
would allow State ano Private Forestry 
and the Agricultural Extension Service 
to provide technical and educational 
assistance in establishing disease 
management and utilization projects. 
The objectives of this assistance 
program were 1) to make available, 
on a nationwide basis, information 
and education to communities, municipal 
governments, landowners, and individual 
homeowners on the history, incidence, 
severity, and management of Dutch 
elm disease; 2) to make available 
information and education on the 
utilization of elm trees infected 
and killed by Dutch elm disease; 
and 3) to establish and maintain, in 
selected areas of the United States 
demonstration sites to show the 
application and results of effective 
Dutch elm disease management and 
utilization programs. 

VOLUME I - ISSUE TWO 

Minnesota was one of the states selected 
to participate in this Forest Service 
Dutch elm disease and utilization pro-
gram. At the end of 1978, the State's 
project had completed the initial 
stages of establishing high performance 
Dutch elm disease management programs 
in six selected Minnesota cities--
Fergus Falls, Granite Falls, Hutchinson, 
Litcnfield, Little Falls, and Wadena--to 
augment the basic tree removal program 
already existing in each of the communities. 
The year 1978, was one of organization, 
the demonstration program being structured 
and its future years being planned. 
The year 1979, was one of implementation, 
disease management programs replacing 
existihg tree removal programs. This 
year, 1980, has been one of evaluation 
and· further implementation. 

This community demonstration program is 
anticipated to run for a five-year 
period. Federal appropriations, however, 
are granted on a yearly basis. If Congress 
funds its remaining two years, the demon
stration program will have developed 
a· workable management system whereby 
Dutch elm disease can be suppressed 
over a number of years, giving communities 
time to re-establish their urban forests 
with mixed stands of shade trees. The 
intent of Minnesota's federally funded 
Dutch elm disease program has been, 
and still is, to demonstrate the effective
ness of ~ disease management practices-
inspection, sanitation, root graft barrier 
placement, systemic fungicide injection, 
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therapeutic pruning, etc9 It is hoped 
that with the additional federal 
assistance--both financial and technical-
the increase in elm losses due to Dutch 
elm disease can be stopped and eventually 
reduced to a level which can be handled 
economically by each city with its own 
finances. 

GUEST EDITORIAL 

The City of Fergus Falls feels fortunate 
that it was selected as one of the 
participants in the Federal Dutch Elm 
Disease Demonstration Program. Annual 
continuation of this demonstration program 
will depend on the availability of funds 
each year o This pro·gram not only benefits 
Fergus Falls and other demonstration 
cities, but also people and communities, 
whether in Minnesota or other areas, 
who are concerned about their elm 
trees0 When this program is completed, 
the information derived from it will be 
available to anyone, on what to do and 
what not to do, in the management of 
Dutch elm disease. I feel that it is 
the responsibility of all concerned to 
express to state and federal congressman 
the importance of this program so as 
to help secure funds for continuation into 
yet another year. In this way only, will 
the federal legislature become aware 
of the seriousness of the Dutch elm disease 
situation and of the commitment the 
people in Minnesota are willing to make 
in bringing this disease to a manageable 
level. 

The City of Fergus Falls is proud of its 
trees and was selected to receive the 
TREE CITY USA award in 1978 and 1979. 
Newspaper publicity and radio coverage 
have brought to Fergus Falls an even 
greater awareness of the aesthetic 
and environmental value of its elm 
population .. 

Financial assistance from this program 
has made it possible for the City of 

Fergus Falls to expand its Dutch elm 
disease management practices. Some 
activities made possible by this 
program were: 

1. Creating the position of full-time 
"City Forester", 

2. Hiring an additional tree inspector 
when survey work was at its "peak", 

3. Installing root graft barriers, 

4. Using systemic fungicides, 

5.. Setting-up laboratory facilities 
to test samples for Dutch elm 
disease, and 

60 Providing a detailed record-keeping 
system. 

We feel this project is preparing the 
City with the knowledge and background 
which will enable it to continue with 
Dutch elm disease management after the 
federal program is no longer available. 

Bernie Pretts 
Fergus Falls City Forester 

ITEMS OF INTEREST 

.on September 2-4, 1980, the demonstration 
program will conduct a tour. Litchfield 
and Little Falls will be the two· 
communities visited, due to their close 
proximity to the Twin Cities. People 
from all over the United States and even 
Canada have been invited to observe the 
management practices being implemented 
and the utilization project which produces 
non-hazardous elm firewood. With 
Minnesota's Dutch Elm Disease Demonstra
tion Program now into its third year, 
it is time to show others what has been 
accomplished in implementing known 
disease management practices into "real" 
urban environmentso Invitations have 
been mailed, and it is hoped that 
a large number will attend. 
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.Regional Coordinators Steve Cook and 
Charlie Evenson are no longer with the 
demonstration program. Steve is now 
the City Forester of Litchfield, and 
Charlie, when he gets back from his 
Alaskan vacation, will probably be 
returning to schoolo Both Steve and 
Charlie have been with the program since 
the beginning, and their contribution 
to its success has been great~ 
Although they will be difficult to 
replace, it is the program's intention 
to find two new people as soon as 
possible to fill the vacancies. 

.Each demonstration city should now have 
its original copy of the agreement it 
made with the Department of Natural 
Resources concerning its participation 
in this, the third year of the demon
stration program~ The check for 
the amount designated in the agreement 
will follow shortly. 

.It is time again to make an appeal to 
the demonstration cities and all con
cerned individuals to write their 
legislators in support of the continu
ation of the demonstration program. 
These letters contribute so very much 
toward convincing legislators of the 
importance of continuing the program 
through the next two years. Pfea.-6e, the 
program needs your help--write a letter. 

• on August 25, 1980, the inventory pro
ject will finally begino It will include 
inventorying the entire tree population 
in each demonstration city, cataloging 
each elm tree as to its disease history, 
and computerizing the aforementioned 
information. The inventory crew of 
eight will begin in Litchfield. 

.The utilization project involving the 
debarking and splitting of diseased 
elm trees began operation in late June~ 
The 11 bugs 11 have now been worked-out of 
the equipment and much progress has 
been made in producing non-debarked 
elm firewood at Granite Falls' dis
posal site. In a short time, the 
equipment will be moving to Hutchinson. 

I 
I 
I 

CAI;iENDAR OF EVEN'I'S , AUGUST-SEPTEMBER 1 19 8 0 

Aug__qst ParticJ 

.Begin to collect data 
necessary for the tree 
inventory 

.Continue intensive tree 
removal work 

.Continue placing root 
graft barriers 

QFinish-up therapeutically 
pruning selectedr minimally 
diseased elm trees 

.Continue the injection of 
selected trees with 
systemic fungicides 

.. Continue the operation of 
the utilization project 

.Continue to monitor elm 
bark beetle populations 
and fungus survival at 
utilization sites 

.Continue intensive dis
ease detection surveys 

.Continue monitoring beetle 
populations in the city 
control areas 

.Prepare Dutch elm disease 
exhibits for county fairs 

.Continue to distribute 
TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities 

.Continue to distribute 
educational materials 

.Continue presentations 
to concerned civic groups 

.Initiate a tour of the 
demonstration communities 

DNR I 
DC I 
DNR,DAcCES,DC 

DNR,DA,CES' 

DNR,DA,CESI 

DNR I 
DNR,DA,CES I' , I 

DNR,DA,DC 

I 
DNR,DA,CES 

DNR,DA,CES I 
CES I 
CES 

DNR,DA,CES • 

Partici~• 

DNR,DA,CES I 
*DNR 

DA 
CES 

- Minnesota Department of Natural I 
Resources . 

- Minnesota Department of Agricultut, 
- Cooperative Extension Service, 

University of Minnesota I 
- Demonstration Communi ti.es · .. DC 

I 
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September continued Participants* 

~Implement Dursban spraying 
programs in those demon
stration communities where 
it is considered necessary DNR,DA,CES,DC 

.Continue to collect data 
necessary for the tree 
inventory DNR 

• Continue tree removal 
work DC 

.Finish-up root graft 
barrier placement DNR,DA,CES,DC 

.complete the injection 
of selected trees with 
systemic fungicides DNR,DA,CES,DC 

.Continue the operation 
of the utilization 
project DNR 

vContinue to monitor 
elm bark beetle popula
tions and fungus survival 
at the utilization sites DNR,DA,CES 

.. start to "wind-down" 
disease detection surveys 
because of beginning fall 
coloration DNR,DA,DC 

.Continue monitoring 
beetle populations in city 
control areas DNR,DA,CES 

.Lay-off extra tree 
inspectors DNR,DC 

.Continue to distribute 
TREE WATCH series to 
participating communities CES 

.Continue to distribute 
education materials CES 

.Continue presentations to 
concerned civic groups and 
schools DNR,DA~CES 1 DC 

DUTCH ELM DISEASE (DED) BEETLE COUNTS 

In Hutchinson, sampling for native 
elm bark beetle adults overwintering 
at the base of healthy elms revealed an 

*DNR - Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources 

DA - Minnesota Department of Agriculture 
CES - Cooperative Extension Service 

University of Minnesota 
DC - Demonstration Cornmuni ties 

average of 2i.2 beetles per tree .. 
Four (4) boulevard areas were sampled 
in the city proper~ This indicates 
that the beetle is not confined to 
wild areas in southern Minnesota 
communities as was previously believed .. 
A beetle population of 10 per tree is 
cause for concern. In Litchfield, three (3 
boulevard areas were sampled, and an 
average of 4 .. 5 beetles per tree was found .. 

The sampling was doffe in mid-April as the 
beetles were preparing to leave the 
base of elms and fly to the tops of 
the trees to feed. The sampling 
was conducted by Mark Schnobrich, the 
City Forester in Hutchinson, and 
Ernie Radunz, the Tree Inspector in 
Litchfield~ They were assisted by 
Steve Cook, Minnesota DNR, arid 
William Phillipsen, Extension Entornologist
University of Minnesota.. The s_ampling 
counts are used to determine if an , 
elm trunk spray program.should be con...: 
ducted. Hutchinson, with over 20· 
beetles per tree, looks like a good 
candidate for such a technique. Litchfield 
low native elm bark beetle numbers, however 
indicate that a trunk spray program is 
not needed at this time .. 

An elm trunk spray program that includ~d 
the.application of 0.5 percent Dursba~ 
to the lowest two feet of 5,000 elms 
was completed in Little Falls on 
April 21, 1980.. Public and private 
elms were treated on a community-wide 
basis. A crew of five (5) men completed 
the task in eight (S) days. The 
projected impact of controlling the 
overwintering bark beetles should be a 
3 percent drop in the Dutch elm disease 
rate ba~ed on 1) fall and spring 
sampling counts, 2) number of contaminated 
beetles, and 3) last year's disease rate. 
This kind of application is viewed only 
as a supplement to Dutch elm disease 
sanitation efforts in areas where native 
elm bark beetle populations are monitored. 



Tbe Demonstration Six 
Page Five 
June/July 1980 

Little Falls' spray program was supervised 
by City Tree Inspector, Chuck Donnelly, 
with assistance from Charlie Evenson, 
Minnesota DNR, and William Phillipsen, 
Extension Entomologist.. Spraying will 
reduce the native elm bark beetle 
population if all the elms in a community 
are sprayed, but the disease fungus is 
not affected and a treated tree is 
still susceptible to Dutch elm disease. 
Dursban merely reduces the beetle pop
ulation so that the disease will not 
spread as efficiently~ Dutch elm disease 
program personnel are optomistic that the 
use of Dursban, as an augment to the 
existing. intensive sanitation program 
in Little Falls, will help to further 
reduce Dutch elm diseas

1
e losses this 

season. However, Dursban cannot be 
expected to control Dutch elm disease 
by itself. 

Last fall (1979), City Forester Greg 
Ustruck and Steve Cook, Minnesota DNR, 
conducted a trunk spray program in 
Granite Falls. The City of Wadena looks 
like a good candidate for this approach 
this fall, whereas most of Fergus F'alls 
has low beetle numbers. 

Dr~ William J. Phillipsen 
Extension Entomologist 
Unive~sity of Minnesota 

rmE MI RACI.E CURE __.._. __ .... ______ . -
Much publicity has been recently generated 
concerning the bacterium that in the 
laboratory was found to inhibit the 
growth of the Dutch elm dise·ase fungus. 
Radio, television@ and n2wspaper articles 
have linked the University of Minnesota 
to that research being done by a 
Montana professorg The Department of 
Plant Pathology has never been involved 
with, or consulted by, Dr. Strobel of 
Montana who is doing this research. The 
Freshwater Biological Institute, a 
part of the University of Minnesotac 

•• 
• ' 

• is fundirig the project. The biologists 
at the Freshwater Biological I:nsti tute • 
are very apprehensii;le of the iID.I'!'iense • ~ 

publicity these preliminary studies have 
received~ The news has been spread 
nation-wide and the Department of Plant I 
Pathology is receiving phone calls from : 
as far away as California on the subject .. 

What we know at. this time is that the 
corporation formed between the 
Freshwater Biological Institute and 
Montana State University has contracted 
the production of this bacterium with 
Chevron Chemical Company. Experiments 
with the bacterium are going to be 
conducted in Minnesota for the first 
time this year (1980) .. Th2 Department 
of Plant Pathology will be monitoring 
these experiments and so, will have an 
involvement in the project@ The 
excessive publicity was generated by 
the Public Relations Section of the 
Freshwater Biological Institute .. 

Dr. Asimina Gkinis 
Extension Plant Pathologist 
University of Minnesota 

* * * * * 

If you would like to make a contribution 
to this newsletter, please contact: 

Meg Hanisch 
Supervisor, Federal Dutch Elm 

Disease Program 
330 Centennial Off ice Building 
Division of Forestryq Box 44 
St. Paul¥ Minnesota 55155 

Phone: (612) 2.96-5958 
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Field Sheet a~d Master Lo~ ~ey 

~~ ~: one n~mber per. tree 

Address: Residential areas-use street address - ~3ke it up if necessary 
Wild areas-describe site referring to kno~n reference points 

~: City Property - C 
Pr iv ate Prop-:r t::r· - P (owner's nar.le if req:.iired) 

~: number code for area from city map (sa:ie codes as inventory)· 

Bigh ~: Q - not high risk 
l - beetle emergence possibl~ within 20 cays 

- 2 - root graft spread likely 
3 - both l and 2 

9.!2.h: diameter at 4~ fe·et (inches and tenths} 

Soecies: 01 American elm· 
02 - Asian elm 
03 - red elm 
04 - rock elin 

Stump~ G ~ grind-out 
D •• debark 

~ ~ comoleted: (tree and stump) month/day 

~~ .!2,y: c - City Crews 
T - City tree contractor 
P - Private individual or contractor 

!2fil ~: month/day 

fuu?grted £y: c - City tree ins?ector 
P - Private individual 

M.~ of notification: . month/day (leave blank if notice not given) 

~Qi notice: P - Personal 
(privat~ property 

M - Mail 

! infection: (DED only) l - up to 10% 
2 10 20% 
3 - 20 - )0% 
,4 - 30 - 40% 
5 - 40 - 50% 

Cause for removal: B - beetle infection 
R - root graft inf ec:ion 
W - weakened or dying tree 
D - dead tree 
S - storm darnage 
0 - other (specify in remarks) 

Determininq ~: F - field diagnosis 
L - lab diagnosis 

o;i.ly) 

6 - 50 -· 60% 
i - 60 iOi 
8 - 70 - 80% 
9 - so - 90% 
0 - 90 - 100% 

(note in zema.r:ks 
if this is only 
a guess) 

~ treatment~ I - injected (date, chemic31, dosag~ ii. tag num!:i~r in remarks} 
R - root graft barrier (date and type in remarks) 
T - therapeutic pruning (date in remarks} 
P - dead wood pruning (year performed in ren-:a::ks) 
H - pruned recently by homeowner (approxi~ace date in remarks) 
N - none 

Distang to cloz:;est el::i: estimate in feet 

~ctiol'l ~.2 clos-est elm l - North 5 - South 

Number of elms 
within 60 feet 

S:losest Tre'!! 
~~ 6J f~~ 

2 - Northeast 
3 - East 
4 ·- Southeast 

6 
7 
8 

- Soi.Jthwest 
- West 
- No::thwest 

(including closest elm) 

i~sert s2ecies co~~ for closest (no~-el~J tree i~ each direc~io~ 
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TREE REMOVAL RECORD FIELD SHEET 

Tree # Area 
--~· 

Address: 

Owner: 

Location on property: 

DBH Species 

Date removal completed ........ / __ 

Date marked _I_ 

Date of notification __ ! __ 

% infection 

Determining factors 

Distance to closest elm ------
Direction to closest elm -----
Number of elms within 60 feet 

Remarks: 

MAP 

High Risk 

Stump ----- RGB 

Removed by: 

Reported by: 

Type of notice 

Cause for removal 

Past treatment 

Closest non-elm within 
sixty (60) feet 

tN IE lsfwj 
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3. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

~. 

'· 
1. 

A.tjdntas (include area nwaber in 
upper ~isht hand conier) 

Dcite of notice 

Date haianl eliainated 

I. Type of notice 
P-Personal 
N-Mail 

f, ~eciH 

10. 

u. 

13. 

u. 

1
1S ... 

Foni of wood 
F-Firnwood 
t-Logs 
S-St~s 

Evidence of bark beetles 
N-Native 
E-European 
I-Both 
A-Absent 

Solution 
D-debarked by property owner 
It-disposed of by property owner 
C-disposed of by city 
U-unknown 

Reurks 
Injection Lo1. 

1. 

2. 

l. 

4. 

Barrier number 

Addres' (includ~ ~r~n nuri>er in 
upper ri1ht hand corner) 

Reuon baniier site se-lected 
(write in upl ammtion) 

Date recol!llMl!nd~d 

S. Date installed 

6. D3te infect~d tree(s) removed 

7. Field sheet number for llllLllp 

a. Type of barrier 
P-PlOlo' 
T-Trencher 
V-Vapu 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

IS. 

J:eet of burier 

Man hour·s used 
(nearest '4 hour) 

Nwrber of personnel 

Barri er failed 

I. Treated tree nwnber 

Thnapeutic Pruning~ 

l. Treated tree numb~r 

2. Address (ind ude area nUl!lber in 
upper right hand corner) 

3. 

4. 

Reason tree selected 
(write in explanation) 

Date recoZ11Dended 

S. D&te perfon11ed 

6. OBH 

7. Species 

8. \ infection 

9. Confin»ed DEO 

10. Wound dressing applied 
(N-None, Code for typ-e) 

11. Man hours tL<;ed 

12. Number of personnel 

13. Pruning failed - tree condemned 

14. Addition al Treatment 
!-Injection 
R-Root Graft Barrier 
~-None 

15. Remarks (include other treatiilllents. 
tree ', etc.) 

2. Address (include area number in 
upper right hand corner) 

Address (include area number in 
upper right hand corner) 

3. Reason tree selected for injection 
(write in explanation) 

Date of injection 

S. DI!H 

6. Species 

7. Type of injection 
f'-Preventat i ve 
T-Therapeutic 

S. Nud:>er of injection sites 

9. Injection sites per inch 

10. Gallons of solution 

11. Fluid ounces of Arbotect 20-S 

12. Man hours used 

13. Nuaher of personnel 

14. Failure - tree infected 

15. Remarks (include tree, weather 
conditions. apt.ak• tillllf: and 
other practices) 

2. Lo cat i on on prop~ rt y 

3. Date sampled 

4. Date of results 

s. 

6. OBH 

7. Species 

8. Results ( + or -) 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

u. 

IS. Remarks 
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PUBLICATION NO. 2188 

ORDINANCE NO. 581 
SECTION 1020 ~ DUTCH ELM DISEASE 

Section 1020:00. Declaration of Pol_isy_~ The Council of Hutchinson has 
determined that the health of the elm trees within the municipal limits 
is threatened by a fatal disease known as Dutch elm disease. It has 
further determined that the loss of elm trees growing upon public and 
private property would substantially depreciate the value of property 
within the City and impair the safety, good order, general welfare and 
convenience of the public. It is declared to be the intention of the 
Council to control and prevent the spread of this disease and this 
ordinance is enacted for that purpose. 

Section 1020:05. Forester. 

Subd. 1. Position Created. The powers and duties of the Forester 
as set forth herein are conferred upon the City Forester. 

Subd. 2. Duties of Forester. It is the duty of the Forester to 
coordinate, under the direction and control of the Council, all 
activities of the municipality relating to the control and prevention 
of Dutch elm disease. He shall recommend to the Council the details 
of a program for the control of Dutch elm disease, and perform the 
duties incident to such a pro_gram adopted by the Council. 

Section 1020:10. Dutch Elm Disease Program. 

Subd. 1. It is the intention of the Council of Hutchinson to 
conduct a program of plant pest control pursuant to the authority 
granted by Minnesota Statutes 1961, Section 18.022 and Minnesota 
Statutes 1974, Section 18.023. This program is directed specifically 
at the control and elimination of Dutch elm disease fungus and 
elm bark beetles a.nd is undertaken at the recommendation of the 
Commissioner of Agriculture. The Forester shall act as coordinator 
between the Commissioner of Agriculture and the Council in the 
conduct of this program. 

The Council hereby adopts, by reference, Minnesota Statutes 1961, 
Section 18.022 and 1974, Section 18.023 and all their amendments. 

Section 1020:15. Nuisances Declared. 

Subd. 1. The following things as set forth in the subdivisions which 
follow are public nuisances whenever they may be found within this 
municipality. 

Subd. 2. Any living or standing elm tree, or part thereof, 1nfected 
to any degree with the Dutch elm disease fungus Ceratocystis Ulmi 
(Buisman) Moreau. · 

Subd. 3. Any elm tree or part thereof, suffering from dieback, or 
any other disease or harmful condition, which, in the op~nio~ of 
the City Forester, or his agents renders that tree or any parts 
thereof possible breeding or harboring sites of the elm bark beetles 
Sco-lytus Multistriatus {Eichh .. ) or Hylurgopinus Rufipes (Marsh). 



"· 
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Section 1020:20 

Subd. 4. Elm trees or parts thereof as described in Subd. 2 and 3 
hereby shall be termed Hazardous Trees and Portions. 

Subd. 5. Any dead elm tree or part thereof, including logs, branches, 
stumps, firewood or other elm material from which the bark has not 
been removed. Termed Hazardous \food. See Section 1021:00. 

Section 1020:20. Abatement. It is unlawful for any person to cause or 
permit any public nuisance as defined in Section 1020:15 to remain on 
any premises owned or controlled by him within the corporate limits of 
this municipality. Such nuisances may be abated in the manner herein set 
forth. 

Section 1020:25. Inspection and Investigation. 

Subd. 1. Annual Inspection. The Forester shall inspect all premises 
and p~aces within the corporate· limits of this municipality as often 
as practicable to determine whether any condition described in Section 
1020:15 of this ordinance exist thereon. He shall investigate all re
ported incidents of infestation of Dutch elm fungus and elm bark beetles . 

Subd. 2. Entry on Private Premises. The Forester or duly authorized 
agents may enter upon private premises at any reasonable time for the 
purpose of carrying out any of the duties assigned under this ordinance . 

Subd. 3. p·i~nosis. The Forester shall, upon finding conditions 
indicating Dutch elm infestation, immediately send appropriate 
specimens or samples to the Commissioner of Agriculture for analysis, 
or take such other steps for diagnosis as may be recommended by the 
Commissioner. 

Section 1020:30. Abatement of Dutch Elm Disease Nuisances. 

Subd. l. The abatement of the public nuisance of Hazardous Wood 
(as described in Sections 1020:15, Subd. 5 and Section 1021 :00) 
is described in Section 1021:05, Subd. 1. 

Subd. 2. In abating Dutch elm disease nuisances, the Forester shall 
cause the infected tree or wood to be sprayed, removed, burned, or 
otherwise effectively treated so as to destroy and prevent as fully 
as possible the spread of Dutch elm disease fungus and elm bark 
beetles. Such a.batement procedures shal 1 be carried out in accordance 
with current technical and expert opinions and plan~ as may be desig
nated by the Commission of Agricultureo 

Whenever the Forester finds with reasonable certainty that the Dutch 
elm disease infestation exists in any tree or wood in any pubJic 
or private place in this municipality, the procedure shall be as 
set forth in the subdivisions which follow. 

Subd. 3. If any elm tree, or any parts thereof, determined to be 
a nuisance (as described in Section 1020:15, Subd. ~ and 3) is 
discovered on public or private property within the municipal limits 
of the City, the Hazardous Trees and Portions shall be condemned, 
removed and disposed of or rendered incapable of breeding or harboring 
elm bark beetles in accordance with the Commission of Agricultures' 
rul?.s, regulations and specifications. This shall hereby be termed · 
proper disposal~ 
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Section 1020:40 

Subd. 4. For Hazardous Trees and Portions found on private property, 
the property owner shall be given no more than 7 days for Proper Dis
posal from the date of notification. Notification shall be given in 
the form of a written notice to be presented persona 11 y or by mail by 
the City Forester. 

Subd. 5. Failure to abate the nuisance (or properly dispose of the 
Hazardous Trees and Portions) by the property owner within the time 
limit stated shall authorize the City Forester to have the nuisance 
abated. The City Forester may then charge all costs of the abatement 
to the property owner and bill him directly or have the monies due 
assessed to his taxes. 

Subd. 6. The Forester shall keep a record of the co~ts of abatements 
done under this section and shall report monthly to the Clerk all work 
done for which billings and assessments are to be made stating and 
certifying the description of the land, lots,, parcels involved and the 
amount chargeable to each. 

Subd. 7. On or before September l of each year the Clerk shall list 
the total unpaid charges for each abatement against each separate lot 
of parcel to which they are attributable under this ordfoance. The 
Council may then spread the charges or any portion thereof against 
the property involved as special assessment under Minnesota Statutes 
Sec. 429.101 and other pertinent statutes for ·certification to the 
county auditor and collection the following y~ar along with current 
taxes. 

Section 1020:40 Root Graft Barrier Placement. 

Subd. 1. The City recognizing the problem of the spread of Dutch 
elm disease from infected trees to adjacent, healthy trees through 
root systems and common natural connections, intends to the best of 
its ability, to control and prevent this means of spread of the 
disease. 

Subd. 2. To prevent the spread of .the disease the City Forester 
shal1 place, or have placed, root graft barriers in the prescribed 
manners as currently recommended by the Commissioner of Agriculture 
and the University of Minnesota. 

Subd. 3. Since root systems and root grafts of public trees do not 
restrict themselves to public property~ and proper establishment of 
root graft barriers may require entrance and establishment on adjacent 
property, the City authorizes the City Forester to establish proper 
root graft barriers on adjacent private property when the following 
conditions are followed: 

1. The root graft barrier is established to protect public trees. 

2. The property owner~ permission (in writing) is required. 

3. If any damage or distortion to property is caused the City 
shall be responsible for the reasonable restoration of the prop
erty to the condition that existed before the placement of the 



Sect ion 1020; 50 

4< The barrier will be placed at no expense to the property owner. 

Subd. 4. Placement of root graft barriers on private pro~erty may 
be done to protect private trees when requested by the homeowner, 
however, payment will be received to cover costs. 

Section 1020:50. Ther~ eutic Prunin D The City, recognizing the potential 
of therapeutic pruning the "amputation" of infected branches) as a possible 

· tool in the control of Dutch elm disease authorizes the City Forester to . 
enter upon private property and carry out this procedure on private trees 
for the protection of public trees. 

The same four conditions as stated in Section 1020:40, Subd. 3 as they 
apply to therapeutic pruning, shall apply. 

Section rn20:60. Chemical Treatment. The City~ recognizing the value of 
chemically treating trees either with approved fungicides or insecticides 
as a possible tool in the management of Dutch elm disease, and recognizing 
that the treatment of a private tree may help to protect other private and 
public trees, authorizes the City Forester to enter upon private property 
and chemically treat the private tree. 

The same four conditions as stated in Section 1020:40, Subd. 3 as they 
apply to chemical treatment shall apply. 

Section 1020:70. Payment of Monies Owed. 

Subd. l. The payment of monies owed to the City for the abatement 
of nuisances (as described in Section 1020:15) from private property 
shall be handled in the following manner. 

Subd. 2. All expenses shall be kept by the City Forester or the 
City Accountant. All monies will be presented in the form of individual 
bills to the individual property owner stating the work done and the 
amount owed. 

Payment shall be due on the entire amount owed within 30 calendar days 
from the date of the bill. If the property owner fails to pay the 
entire amount owed, the City may charge interest on the remainder 
due in the form:10% per annum. 

Subd. 10. After the passage of the original 30 days the City ~ay 
assess the remaining amount due (including all interests and penalties) 
to the owners property or may present claims in Small Claims Court 
for payment against the individual property owners. 

Section 1020:75. Transporting Elm Wood Prohibited. It is unlawful for any 
person to transport within the corporate limits of this municipality any 
bark-bearing elm wood without having obtained a permit from the Forester. 
The Forester shall grant such permits only when the purposes of this -
ordinance wfll be served thereby. 

Section 1020:80. Interference Prohibited. It is unlawful for any person 
to prevent, de 1 ay or interfere with the Forester or his agents whi 1 e they. 
are en~aged in the performance of duties imposed by this ordinancep 
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Hazardous Wood No. 

Name~ ------------------·-----
Address: 

Date: 

Dear Resident: 

Elm wood, found in the form of: 

firewood ____ non-debarked stump(s) 

capable of adding to the spread of Dutch Elm Disease. has been detected 
on your property. 

You a.re hereby notified that in accordance with State Law (Minnesota 
Statute Amendment 18.023) you are required to completely debark the wood, 
burn the wood under proper City burning regulations, or remove the wood 
from your premises and t:::-ansport it to the designated City Disposal Site. 
As much as possible, the ebn ;.mod has been marked with paint so you can 
distinguish it from any orher. 

If you wish t:o have City crews transport the wood to the disposal site for 
you, you are allowed days to place the wood on your boulevard. 
Please then inform t'.l.e Ci-:y that it is there~ and it will be hauled away 
free_ of charge. (Call City Clerk's Office - 693-6334) 

If you choose to remove rhe wood. yourself, you may do so. The City Elm 
.Wood Disposal Site is located approximately l/2 mile south of the City 
Limits qn Old Highway 22. The disposal site gate is locked. However, 
someone~will unlock the gate for you by calling the City Clerk's Office 
(693-6334) during regular working hours, or the Police Department (693-2879) 
on Saturday and Sunday. 

Under State Law and City Ordinance you are allowed _ days to comply 
with the above regulations. Should you fail to comply within the 
day period~ the City is authorized under State Law to remove the wood or 
stump(s) and bill you directly or levy the total removal cost against your 
property. The City has a contractor or City crews available to make said 
removal if it becomes necessary. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the City Clerk's 
Office at 126 North Marshall, Litchfield, Minnesota 55355 (693-6334) 

City·Tree Inspector 



I, the undersigned, have been notified that elm wood, capable of 
adding to the spread of Dutch Elm Disease, has been detected en 
my property and must either be debarked or removed according to 
the stipulations given on the attached notice. 

Signature 

Name: 

Address: 

Date: 

H.W. No. 

{If this notice was mailed to you, you do not have to return any 
portion of it~) 

I 

Ji 

• 
• 
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City of Litchfield 
COUNCIL 

RONALD JOHN.SON, ~USIDINT 

PAUL JOHNSON 
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WAYNE CAR!..SO~. ADMll'llSTilA'TOll 

BETTY ANDERSON, CLilU-THASURO 

GEORGE H. NEPERUD, c1n Anoa11n 

SOB HENDRICKSON. STRUT COIOJISSIO>IU 

EDWl'RD KURZHALS, CITY A~SUSO!t 

KEIOIE'!'H R. NEl..SON. BLDG. 1'4HICTOI 

CHARLES DaWOL F •. wAsn TAEATl4li.!'.i7 SUPT. 

Mc:COMBS.KNUTSOM ASSOC., EHGlllHU 

Dear Resident: 

1i6 MARSHALL AVENUE NORTH 

LITCH?HP:LD. MINNESOTA 55355 

612-693-6334 

DONALD KONIETZKO 

DAVID KELLER 

WILLARD N'li'STRO" 

KENNETH AGREM 

A tree(s) on your property has recently been diagnosed and marked with 
paint by the City Forester as being a threat in the spread of Dutch Elm 
Disease or Oak Wilt. 

You are hereby notified ::2:.a~ in accordance with Minnesota Law (18.023) 
and/or City Ordin2_r1ce 1 ycu are reg:uired to rerrove the tree (s) from 
your pre..rnises. Rerrcval s~.:all include all pxtions of the tree and 

. ei t..1-ier r-2.TTOVal of t:}e st:.::::p or complete debarking to just below ground 
level. All p:irtions cf :::c~·-debarked elm wcod shall be transp:::>rted to 
the City Elm Wood Dispcs2l Site. You are allowed seven (7) dC!,YS from 
receipt of 'Ll-iis noti::e fc;r complete removaL If you desire information 
about the Dist:0sal Si~2, contact the City Forester, telephone numbers: 
(612) 693~3673 or (612) 693-7201. 

Should you fail to comolv with the 7 day period, the City is authorized 
under State Law to rerrove the tree(s) and bill the total removal costs 
to you or levy the costs against your taxes. 

To be eligible for a subsidy of 100% of ·the cost of removal you must,, 
within three (3) days of receipt of this not.ice,. turn the tree (s) over 
to the City for rerroval by their contractor. At that time all costs 
of rerroval shall be paid by the City. 

Costs of reiroval by any person other than the city contractor shall be 
paid by the tree owner with no subsidy from the City. Disf.X)sal of the 
tree(s) shall conform to the aoove mentioned specifications .. 

The following tree(s) on your property have been marked for removal: 

Tree Nu...rnber Tree Diameter 



Page 2 

If you desire to have the City Contractor remove your tree(s), please 
sign the release paragraph below and either mail the signed form to 
the City Forester at the City Hall or drop the signed form off at the 
City Hall. The signed portion of the notification letter will be our 
record for your 100% subsidy. 

Minor damage is to be expected. The City Contractor is responsible 
for accidental damage to structures, fences, ornaJilental plantings and 
shrubs. If you experience any damage to these fe~tures, please advise 
your City Forester or the tree contractor within fourteen (14) Qays 
of removal. 

In order to speed removal, a phone call to (612) 693-3673 or (612) 
693-7201 regarding your decision will be greatly appreciated. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the City Forester 
or his agent at their office at the City Garage {along 4th SL NW), or 
at City Hall, Litchfield, Minnesota 55355 (1-693-3673 or 1-693-7201). 

· - T.E..Iffi BEPE ----------· ___ "":"' _________ ...., _____ _ 

THEES NUMBERED: 

I hereby grant the City of Litchfield the right to enter upon my property 

and remove diseased tree(s) .. I understand that I will not be ----
billed or assessed for the costs of such remJval. I further understand 

that the diseased tree(s) become the property of the City of Litchfield .. 

Date: 
Signature 

Address 

• . 

• i 

' • • • • • • 

• 
• 
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CERTIFICATION OF TREE RE~·!OV:\L OPERATORS 

The following requirements are set forth by the City of Licchfield, 
Mi~nesota: 

1. The Operator will inform prnpvrty owrH::rs of the types and ar.iounts 
of insurance coverage for any damage that may result. A copy of 
saille shall be provided the City before certification is approved. 

2 ~ The Operator :raus t claim full responsibi Li ty for al 1 dar.1age to private 
and public property during removal operations. 

3.· The Operator must provide an nfficial receipt for payment -for his 
work, and any payment in any form cannot be shared or returned to 
the property owner. A sample corv shall be submitted to the City 
b~fore approval for certification is given. 

4. The Operator shall be required to follow the City's policies and 
·rules relative to tree removal: 

a. All elm tree material remo·Jed shall be deposited at the City's 
disposal site. 

b. The Litchfield Utilities, Lite hf i2ld ~·:orthwestern Bell Telephone: 
.Company, Litchfield Cable T.V., skill he contacted when removal 
is near overhead lines. 

5. The Operator must have a business whose liv2liho•.)<l is tree removal. 
Ample information must be suhmitted to the City to ve,rify sarr.2 before 
certification is approved. 

I hereby apply to the City of Litchfield, Minnesota, and agree to meet all 
the above requirements for the year 19 

Signed by: 

Title: 

Company: 

Date: 

CITY USE 

Approved by: 
~~~~~~~~~· 

Title: 

Date: 

.· 
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Cit)' of Litchfield 
COUNCIL 

ROIUL.tl <JOHliHON, i'HllHll'f 

PAUL JOMNIOM 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 

WAY'1tl li:AIUON, AillllUtnlTDAVH 

'""" AllDIMON, CLll'IR-'l'HAl\ll!llll 

810111ill H. l'UtP!ltUD, ~m 11no111~in 

!IOI Hllil~VCl:WOR. UlllllU e~HiHtcuu 

llU>•AIH» liUl!UHlU.I, cm UHHH 

KUUHTH \1, MIL.SCH. Ull>Q, llHl'ICVOll 

CHARLU D11W(')LF, IH1711 Tl!lllATHl!NT SUl'T. 

Mc:COlllllll-1Ull'9TSON AHOC., 1H111uai: 

126 MARSHALL AVENY~ ~ORTH 

l!'TCHFIELD. MINNESOTA !5!5355 

612-693-6334 

Re: Root Graph Barrier Installation 

Dear 

ilCHALn KON!ETZlllO 

DAYH> Ult.H 

Wll.LARI) lf'fHlllOM 

IEN~UH AGlllH 

Since Dutch elm disease can be spread from elm tree to adjacent elm tree 
through common root graphs, it is recommended that we install a root graph 
barrier, by machine or chemical, for the abatement of Dutch elm disease. 
Due to some expected damage of sod or terrain, restoration will be made 
to your property by the City. 

Si:ncerely, 

Steven J. Cook 
City Forester 

SJC:gn 

I do hereby allow the City of Litchfield the right to enter my property 
for the installation of a root graph barrier for Dutch elm disease 
abatement. I understand any damage to my property will be restored by 
the City. 

~: 
1, 

' ' 
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City of Litchfield ROa!ALD JOH'Nt!Otl, f>HNns• 

PAUil J.OM~ 
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WAYNI CAlllUOll, AllllllltUlfilltllfH 

lllllT'fY Mi1Hfi081, CUIU-TIHHUHll 

GIOIUll H. Nl.HllUD, an AT'JOIBlll!V 

1108 HllllDllllC:KIOllll. lflll!llllV C:OIUllHIOllU 

!DWAD llUURHAU. CIVV AHl!HH 

KIENllllTH R. N!UON. IUH. IHPllC"OH 

CHAllU .. U D1WCLF', ll'AIH THATlltUT ssn. 

llllcCONIS.IUIUTION Ali!IOC .. 111~11uu 

llTCHFrELO. MINNES01'A 553!55 

612-693-8334 

Re: Pruning of Elm for Dutch Elm Disease Abatement 

Dear 

OONAl..D lltOll!IETI:KO 

DAVID lll:U ... H 

WfL!..ARC lltlfliT!tOll 

l<UlllUiTH A~fl!llG 

Your elm tree has begun to show early signs of Dutch elm disease. When 
found in these early stages, the disease can be pruned out of the tree 
and the life of the tree can be prolonged. 

The City of Litchfield will attempt to prune the disease out of your 
tree at no charge to you. This pruning in no way guarantees that the 
tree will not die of Dutch elm disease. The pruning is an attempt to 
pralong the life of your tree and, if successful_ can rid your tree of 
Dutch elm disease for the present. 

Sincerely, 

Steven J .. Cook 
City Forester 

SJC:gn 

I do hereby allow the City of Litchfield the right to enter my property 
for the purpose of attempting a Dutch elm disease therapeutic pruning of 
my elm. I understand this pruning in no way guarantees that my tree will 
not become infected by Dutch elm disease at a future date. 

NAME~ ----
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iVORI< SHEET FOR EVALUATH;G THE SI-U\DE 
TREE PROGRAM ll.CTIVITIES OF TH:S 

SELECTED CONTROL CITIES 

Dise·ase Control Area· (include map) 

I 2. Inspection Procedures 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

·-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

a. Public Property 

b. Private Property 

-Notification 

-Method of Verifying Removal 

c. Inspections Completed By (specific dates) 

d. Firewood Inspections (specific dates) 

e. Attach copies of the City Ordinances dealing with hazardous 
wood, tree removal notificationr etc. 

3. Tree Removal Procedures 

a. Time limit for removing High Risk Trees on Public Property 

b. Time limit for removing High Risk Trees on Private Prop~:. ::i 

c. Tree Removal Done By 

City Crews % 

Contractors 

Private % 



4 . Subsidy Policy ) i. 
a. Does the City reimburse homeowners for tree removal on private 

property? If so, what level of reimbursement is provided? • 

5" 

b. Does the City special assess tree removal ·costs incurred on 
private property? If so, what is the percentage 9f the 
amount assessed? 

Root Graft Disruption 

a. Mechanical 

bQ Chemical 

6. Stump Treatment 

a. Grind-out 

b. Debark 

c. Other 

7. List the Chemicals used as a disease management practice (for 
example, systemic fungicides). Are these chemicals being used 
an effective manner? 

8. Disposal Policy 

Burning 

Burying 

Chipping 

Other 

• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
I 

in ' I 
• 
I 

• 
I 

• 
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9 . 

10. 
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Reforestation Activities 

a. List the speci2s of trees planted. 

b. Where is the planting stock obtained or purchased? 

c. Who does the actual planting of the trees? 

Information to be determined by person monitoring control cities 

a. Number of diseased elm trees 

b. Number of diseased elm trees detected by the City 

c. Number of diseased trees removed 

d. Number of delinquent trees (trees not removed within the 
time limit established by City policy) 

11.. Miscellaneous comments (What is the evaluator's opinion of the 
City's disease management program?) 

12. Is the Agricultura1 Extension Service involved ·with the City's 
disease management program? (For instance, has the County 
Exten~ion Agent held public meetings, produced radio and/or 
newspaper rele~ses, etc~ concerning shade tree diseases?) 
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