


































it the lowest billing by allowing on◊' a quarter of its spread to be 

included in the total score. 

AFA s Deborah Gangloff sheds more light on the matter: "In South 

Africa, the champion-tree program is run by a society of dendrologists. 

You practical◊' need a Ph.D. to measure and nominate a tree, and that's 

not what we want to do here We're not teaching math; we're 

encouraging people to appreciate and team about trees." 

Mathem£lticians and fo'festers agree that ideally, total mlume would 

be the best indicator of size for a tree. But they both balk at the practical 

considerations of measuring the l'Olume of most hardwood trees 

without cutting them down 

1be AFA formula calls for measurements that are practical and yet 

objective: height, circumference, and crown spread Its the way those 

factors are combined into one number that lacks objectil'e justification 

1be circumference, e:o.pressed in inches, is therefore 12 times more 

important than the height, etpressed in feet, and 48 times more 

important than the crown spread, expressed in feet but dil'ided by four 

It makes biological sense that girth be the most significant 

measurement Most trees approach thezi· maximum height relatiue◊' 

ear◊' in life; subsequent growth is mainly in the girth of the trunk and 
branches. But why use a factor of 12, deril'ed from the relationship 

between the width of the average Roman thumb (the inch) and the length 

of the ai•erage Roman foot (the foot)? Was it to follow Protagoras' 

dictum that man is the measure of all things? Probab◊1 not. Its more 

like◊' because it was simple, convenient, and no more arbitra1y than 

any other one system. 

reign by volume, or be deposed by 

the AFA formula? 

Bill Tweed says that the National 

?ark Service h;s alwa)'s considered 

General Sherman to be the biggest 

on the basis of volume. "Unlike the 

AFA, we don't have to find a formula 

that works for all the hundreds of 

kinds of trees. We just need one that 

measurement, inf eet, is the tree's beigbt 

does justice to this one very special 

specie, ." Volume does seem appro­

priate, considering the fact thm se­

quoias reach full height in "only" 

500 to 700 years. For the next two 

millennia, most of the growth is in 

the girth. 

Richard l"ardo, Big Tree pro­

gram director during the Bull Buck 

4 Alierage diameter of tbe O'OILn to tbe nearesJ Joot 1/easure tbe 

widest spread of tbe aOll'II a11d tbe nanwcest, tben add !hem togetber 

and dil'ije by two. 

5. Location. 
6. Date measured, and by whom. 

7. Name and address of owner. 

8. Clear pbotograpb witb date taken 

9. Description of the h·ees pl~)'Sical condition and state of presermtion. 
10. Name tmti tiddress of no111b1ator. 
Send 10: 1atio11al Register of/3ig Trees, P.O Box 2000, Washington, DC 

20013 

Any more specific Justification of the weighting of the formula would 

only bias it to certain tree shapes. Life, thankful◊•, does not fall clean◊• 

into neat little geometric categories. Even the distinction between a tree 

and a shrnb is arbitrary, with many species Ol'erlapping the various 

definitions. And what about ari aspen grove that is genetical◊• all one 

individual connected by underground stems? 
Better to Jorget the esoteric questions and complicated formulas and 

continue to hai1e fun using a simple, workable method to make 

comparisons. 
So, without losing sight of the primary goals off un, education, 

citizen involvement, and protection of magnificent trees, the AFA 

welcomes comment on these potential guidelines: 

♦ Continue to use the standard AFA formula as a relative 

comparison of tree size. 

♦ In rare cases where the formula seems inadequate, and 

nominators can accurate◊• measure the l'Olume of both current 

champion and challenger, uolume u~'/1 be the deciding/actor 

♦ Traditional◊•, trees within flue points of each other are designated 

co-champions. Since jive points to the 1,017-point coast redwood is 

negligible, and fii•e points to the 25-point American snowbe{{ is one-fifth 

of its total score, a percentage difference in points ( or cubic feet for 

volume) may be more appropriate for determining co-champions, 

especially of the largest species. A large percentage, say five percent or 

more, would great61 increase the number of co-champions, thus diluting 

the championship status. Where should we draw the !ine?-WHIT 

BRONAUGH 

challenge, says, "The whole idea is 

not which tree has the most points 

according to our formula; it's which 

tree is the biggest In this situation, 

the formula fails to adequately 

gauge the comparative sizes, so the 

General Sherman, by volume, 

should remain champion." ?ardo 

said as much in a 1975 AMERICAN 

FORESTS article. That satisfied For­

est Clingan, but he thought the pol­

ler shouldn't be buried in a 17-year­

old article. Deborah Gangloff, the 
current Big Tree program director, 

agrees. So ... 

Hear Ye, Hear Ye! As will be 

noted in subsequent Big Tree Pro­

gram publications, the AFA formula 

will be used in all cases except 
where accurate mlume figures can 

Whit Bronaugh is AMERICAN 

FoRESTS's roving Big Tree 

photographer. 

be supplied for botb tbe c111rent 
champion and /bf! dx,{{enge,: Since 

General Sherman is almost 9 per­

cent bigger than its nearest compet­

itor by volume, it will keep its 

crown as the National Champion 

giant sequoia. 

For over 25 centuries, General 

Sherman has survived lightning 

strikes, heavy snowfalls, earth­

quakes, and an estimated 100 fires. 
lnsec1S and fungal diseases have yet 

to significantly penetrate its thick 
armor of bark. It is growing at an 

annual rate of 40 cubic feet, or 

about one ton of wood, making it 

one of the fastest-growing organ­
isms in the world It seems that the 

General's crown will be safe for a 

long time. 
On the other hand, the last time 

I was in the Sierra Nevada I saw a 

real◊' big sequoia . .. . AF 
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