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SUMMARY REPORT 
 

This report presents a detailed account of the fielding of the Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey 
commissioned by the Nebraska Forest Service (NFS) conducted by the Bureau of Sociological Research 
(BOSR). Users of the Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey data will find it an important reference for 
answers to questions about methodology.  
 
The Sample 
The sample for this survey was an address-based sample generated from the United States Post Office’s 
Delivery Sequence File (USPS DSF) and was purchased from Survey Sampling International, LLC (SSI). 
The sampling frame included addresses in the state of Nebraska and a total of 3,000 addresses were 
included in the sample. The sample was stratified by three Nebraska regions with an equal number of 
addresses sampled in each region (regional N = 1,000). The three regions were the Eastern half of the 
state, the Western half of the state and the larger City areas (furthermore referred to as East, West and 
City). The City region comprised of zip codes in Bellevue, Elkhorn, La Vista, Lincoln, Omaha, Papillion and 
Ralston cities. The division between the Eastern and Western half of the state was made with Boyd, Holt, 
Garfield, Valley, Sherman, Buffalo, Kearney and Franklin counties in the West region and Knox, Antelope, 
Wheeler, Greeley, Howard, Hall, Adams and Webster in the East region.  Additional information about the 
regions, such as counties in each region and a map depicting the counties in each region, can be found in 
Appendix D. Furthermore, to randomly sample eligible household members to complete the survey, the 
next birthday method was used to select respondents. A methodological experiment of the wording of that 
request to respondents is described in the section titled “Methodological Experiment.” 
 
The Data Collection Process 
Addresses were mailed an initial survey packet on May 17, 2013. This mailing included a cover letter with a 
frequently asked questions page inviting the respondent to complete the survey, a survey booklet, and a 
postage paid return envelope to return the survey. A copy of the survey booklet can be found in Appendix A 
and a copy of the cover letters can be found in Appendix B. In order to increase the response rate, non-
responders were mailed a reminder postcard on May 24, 2013. The postcard can be seen in Appendix C. 
In addition to the reminder postcard, a second survey packet, containing survey, cover letter and postage 
paid return envelope were mailed to non-responders on June 17, 2013. The final set of cover letters can 
also be found in Appendix B. Data collection concluded July 16, 2013. 
 
Methodological Experiment 
Addresses were randomly assigned to one of two groups as part of a methodological experiment designed 
to test variations of within household selection instructions. In the first condition the cover letter instructs the 
adult in the household with the next birthday to complete the questionnaire: “the adult (age 19 or older) in 
your household who will be the next to celebrate a birthday.” The cover letter in the second condition 
provides the same instructions, but with additional explanation about why one specific household member 
was being requested to complete the survey: “Some people like filling out surveys and others do not, but 
hearing from only certain types of people can lower the quality of our results. To make sure that our results 
accurately reflect the opinions of all Nebraskans, we need to randomly pick someone within your household 
to answer the survey. Because the timing of birthdays is pretty random, we can use them to determine who 
should answer. Please take a moment to think about the birthdays of all the adults (age 19 or older) in your 
home.  Who will be the next to celebrate a birthday? We ask that the enclosed survey be completed by the 
adult (age 19 or older) in your household who will be the next to celebrate a birthday. To ensure the quality 
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of our results, it is very important that this is the person to complete the survey.” Each cover letter can be 
found in Appendix B. 
 
Response Rate 
A total of 908 responses are included in the Nebraska Trees and Forests data set. The overall response 
rate for this survey, calculated using the American Association for Public Opinion Research’s (AAPOR) 
standard definition for response rate 1 (which removes known ineligible cases from the total sample N), is 
30.4%. Response varied by region with 289 responses in the City region, 314 in the East region and 305 in 
the West region. The response rate for each region, respectively, is 31.3%, 30.3% and 28.9%. 
 
Data Analysis 
Presented in this report are frequency tables and bar charts for the weighted statewide data (found under 
the heading Statewide Data), bar charts for the unweighted data by region (found under the heading 
Regional Data), bar charts for the weighted data by age (found under the heading Age Group Data), and 
bar charts comparing 2012 and 2013 survey data (found under the heading Comparison: 2012 vs. 2013). 
Additionally, a table displaying means and standard deviations is provided for the items as appropriate. 
 
Data Weights 
In order to make the data statistically representative of the state-wide population, weights were created for 
the data. The data was weighted by gender and age to the 2010 US Census population. Since a 
disproportionate regionally stratified sample was used, larger weights were expected and applied for 
region. Furthermore, the sample was also weighted due to nonresponse, and then the two weights were 
combined to create the final set of weights that were used. 
 
Any questions regarding this report or the data collected can be directed to the Bureau of Sociological 
Research at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln by calling (402) 472-3672 or by sending an email to 
bosr@unl.edu. 
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Summary of Data 
The following section of the report provides a brief overview of the findings of the 2013 Nebraska Trees and 
Forest Survey.  
 

What Nebraskans Know About Trees and Forests: 
 Trees Clean Air (95.9%) 

 Trees Decrease Real Estate and Property Value (86.1% disagree) 

 Trees Absorb and Store Carbon Dioxide (78.6%) 

 Trees Provide Social Benefits (86.8%) 

 Trees Provide Energy Savings (95.8%) 

 Trees Prevent Soil Erosion (86.8%) 

 Trees Provide a Sustainable Source of Wood for Fuel (82.7%) 

 Trees and Forests Provide Wildlife Habitat (99.2%) 

 Trees Do Not Provide Health Benefits (83.6% disagree) 

 Trees Are a Renewable Resource (90.3%) 
 

What Nebraskans Do Not Know About Trees and Forests: 
 Trees Do Not Clean Water (35.3% do not agree nor disagree) 

 Trees (Windbreaks) Increase Crop Yields (21.2% do not agree nor disagree) 

 Trees Do Not Extend the life of Roads (47.7% do not agree nor disagree) 

What Concerns Nebraskans Related to Trees and Forests: 
 Wildland Fire (64.2%) 

 Build-up of Dense Brush & other Materials in Forest Understories that can Fuel Wildfires (64.7%) 

 Climate Change (64.0%) 

 Drought or Lack of Water (84.6%) 

 Floods (64.8%) 

 Converting Treed Areas to Cropland (72.7%) 

 Reduced Tree Planting (82.2%) 

 Water Pollution (78.2%) 

 Subdividing and Developing Forestland (76.3%) 

 Poor Conditions of Forests (77.9%) 
 

What Nebraskans Are Interested in Learning About Trees and Forests: 
 Tree Planting and Care Workshops (38.2%) 

 Firewise Training for Homeowners (27.8%) 

 Tree Pest Identification (35.2%) 

 Heating Your Home with Wood (24.9%) 

 Effects of Drought on Trees (33.6%) 
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Compared with 2012: 
 Less Nebraskans agree with “Trees Prevent Soil Erosion” (92.8% vs. 86.7%). 

 Less Nebraskans agree with “Trees Provide a Sustainable Source of Wood for Fuel (87.7% vs. 
82.7%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Wildland Fire” (53.2% vs. 64.1%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Build-up of Dense Brush & other Materials in Forest 
Understories that can Fuel Wildfires” (56.4% vs. 64.8%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Timber Harvesting” (45.6% vs. 52.2%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Climate Change” (55.4% vs. 64.0%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Drought or Lack of Water” (74.5% vs. 84.6%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Competition for Other Resources” (41.1% vs. 47.2%). 

 Less Nebraskans are concerned about “High Deer Population” (61.6% vs. 55.9%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Subdividing and Developing Forestland” (67.6% vs. 
76.3%). 

 More Nebraskans are concerned about “Poor Conditions of Forests” (70.8% vs. 77.9%). 

 More Nebraskans are interested in learning about “Firewise Training for Homeowners” (22.6% vs. 
27.8%). 

 More Nebraskans are interested in learning about “Effects of Drought on Trees” (26.4% vs. 33.6%). 
 

 

What Does This All Suggest? 
The above summary indicates that Nebraskans as a whole are very knowledgeable about trees and 
forests, though there are certain areas where this knowledge can be improved. Additionally, a comparison 
of the data from 2012 and 2013 shows that generally, Nebraskans are more concerned about many issues 
related to trees and forests, with the exception of high deer populations. Combined with the reported topics 
of interest, these are areas that can be targeted by workshops and educational campaigns. The successive 
sections showing regional and age differences can also be used to tailor educational efforts to specific 
groups or parts of the state. 
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Statewide Data 
The following section of this report provides a description and explanation of the overall findings from the 
2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey. 
 

 

The first set of items surveyed on the 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey probed at the 
beliefs of Nebraskans in regards to trees and forests. The survey listed several statements about trees and 
forests and asked respondents to indicate whether they “strongly agreed,” “agreed,” “neither agreed nor 
disagreed,” “disagreed,” or “strongly disagreed.” Because there were non-respondents on each item, the 
percentages given are of the total respondents for individual items, with the N listed. As the above chart 
shows, the large majority of Nebraskans agreed with the following positive statements about trees: “Trees 
clean air” (95.9%), “Trees absorb and store carbon dioxide” (78.6%), “Trees provide social benefits” 
(86.8%),  “Trees provide energy savings” (95.8%), “Trees increase crop yields” (75.2%), “Trees prevent soil 
erosion” (86.8%), “Trees provide a sustainable source of wood for fuel” (82.7%), “Trees and forests provide 
wildlife habitat” (99.2%), and “Trees are a renewable resource” (90.3%). Over 80% of Nebraskans 
disagreed with the negative statements that “Trees decrease real estate and property value” (86.1%) and 
“Trees do not provide health benefits” (83.6%). Finally, 35.3% and 47.7% of Nebraskans, respectively, 
neither agreed nor disagreed with the statements that “Trees do not clean water” and “Trees do not extend 
the life of roads”. These results indicate that overall Nebraskans have a positive perception of trees and 
forests, although there are a couple of statements on which many Nebraskans were unsure. 
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Trees clean air (N=906)

Trees Decrease Real Estate and Property Value (N=893)

Trees Absorb and Store Carbon Dioxide (N=896)

Trees Provide Social Benefits (N=891)

Trees Do Not Clean Water (N=856)

Trees Provide Energy Savings (N=904)

Trees Increase Crop Yields (N=888)

Trees Do Not Extend the Life of Roads (N=895)

Trees Prevent Soil Erosion (N=873)

Trees Provide a Sustainable Source of Wood for Fuel…

Trees and Forests Provide Wildlife Habitat (N=902)

Trees Do Not Provide Health Benefits (N=895)
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The second set of items investigated on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest Survey examined the 
importance of several functions of trees to Nebraskans. Respondents were asked to identify whether they 
thought functions from the list given were “very important,” “important,” “neither important nor unimportant,” 
“unimportant,” or “not important at all.” The above chart shows the results of those questions, with the N 
listed next to each item to account for non-response. Over 90% of Nebraskans found the following 
functions to be very important or important: “Providing shade” (99.2%), “Providing oxygen” (97.6%), “Being 
a source of beauty” (95.4%), “Absorbing carbon dioxide” (92.5%), “Filtering air and water” (93.2%), “Saving 
energy by cooling our homes and neighborhoods” (97.1%), and “Providing habitat for birds and animals” 
(97.5%). And 85.5% and 88.0% of Nebraskans, respectively, thought “Increased real estate and property 
values” and “Source of renewable energy” are either very important or important functions. The only 
exception was “Extending life of roads and parking lots.” On this item, 56.2% of Nebraskans found this to 
be an either very important or important function, while 38.5% indicated that it was neither important nor 
unimportant. From this set of survey items, one can conclude that overall, Nebraskans find that trees 
generally have important or very important functions. 
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The third item on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest survey asked respondents to provide their 
level of concern for several given issues relating to trees in Nebraska. The possible response choices were 
“great concern,” “moderate concern,” “of little concern,” “no concern,” and “don’t know.” The above chart 
shows the level of concern that Nebraskans’ have for various issues related to trees in Nebraska, and each 
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Climate Change (N=884)
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Thousand Cankers Disease of Walnut (N=885)

Competition for Other Resources (N=888)

Aggressive Native Plant Species (N=890)
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Converting Treed Areas to Cropland (N=886)
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item is followed by the number of respondents for that individual item. More than 80% of Nebraskans found 
these two specific issues to be of “great concern” or “moderate concern” to them: “Drought or lack of water” 
(84.6%) and “Reduced tree planting” (82.2%). Between 60% and 80% of Nebraskans found the following 
issues to be of “great concern” or “moderate concern”: “Wildland fire” (64.2%), “Build-up of dense brush & 
other materials in forest understories that can fuel wildfires” (64.7%), “Climate change” (64.0%), “Floods” 
(64.8%), “Converting treed areas to cropland” (72.7%), “Water pollution” (78.2%), “Subdividing and 
developing forestland” (76.3%), and “Poor condition of forests” (77.9%).  Items requiring more specific 
knowledge about trees and forestry such as “Timber harvesting,” “Emerald ash borer,” “Mountain pine 
beetle,” “Pine wilt,” “Thousand cankers disease of walnut,” “Competition for other resources”, “Aggressive 
native plant species,” “Invasive non-native plant species,” and “High deer populations,” had lower rates of 
Nebraskans holding “great concern” or “moderate concern.” On these items, between 45% and 60% of 
Nebraskans noted “great concern” or “moderate concern.” These items also tended to have higher levels of 
“don’t know” responses, which could further indicate unfamiliarity with more technical issues related to 
trees.  
 

 
 

The fourth item on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest Survey inquired about the mediums through 
which Nebraskans find information about trees. Respondents were asked to indicate which source they first 
use to find information about trees and to write in responses on certain response choices. From the above 
chart, one can see that Nebraskans are overwhelmingly more likely to use a “general internet search” to 
initially seek information (38.9%). Also prominent, but much less so than general internet search, are “home 
& garden center” and “Nurseries or local garden center”, with 13.9% and 16.9% of Nebraskans, 
respectively, using them first to find information. The University of Nebraska Extension garners 8.4% of 
Nebraskans’ initial fact-finding attention. With the exception of the broad category “other,” the remaining 
potential sources of information are the first place that less than 5% Nebraskans look for information about 
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About Trees (N=507) 
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trees. 8.6% of Nebraskans indicated that they had some other primary source for information about trees. 
Included in the “other” group are television, formal education, friends and family members, and personal 
observation. 
 

 

 

The fifth question on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest Survey asked how familiar Nebraskans 
were with the services provided by the NFS. Respondents were given “extremely familiar,” “moderately 
familiar,” “somewhat familiar,” “slightly familiar,” and “not at all familiar” as response options. The above 
chart shows that overwhelmingly Nebraskans reported that they were “not at all familiar” with the services 
of the NFS, with 52.9% choosing that answer. From the chart, one can see that as the level of familiarity 
increases, the percentage of Nebraskans selecting the answer choice decreases. When the upper three 
familiarity levels are combined, (“extremely familiar,” “moderately familiar,” and “somewhat familiar”), the 
total percentage of Nebraskans giving one of those responses is only 21.3%. 
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Questions six and seven of the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest survey inquired about whether 
respondents had read material about the NFS. If respondents had read material, they were asked to report 
where they had read the information. 882 survey respondents completed question six, with 105 or 11.9% 
answering “yes,” that they had read material describing the services and resources. Among them, 95 
respondents answered question seven. The chart for this item shows the responses given to item seven by 
those 95 respondents. One will notice that there were more than 95 responses given on item seven; this is 
due to the fact that the question asked respondents to “check all that apply,” so multiple answer choices per 
respondent were possible. The above chart indicates that the majority of Nebraskans who have read 
information about the NFS read that information in “brochures or other publications” as evidenced by 59.2% 
of respondents choosing that answer choice. Also prominent are “Newspapers”, “Internet” and “TV”, with 
44.2%, 39.8% and 36.2% of respondents, respectively indicating that they had seen the information on 
each medium. Additionally, less than 20% of respondents indicated that they had seen the information 
through “Radio” or “Other” sources.  
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Q7: Where Nebraskans Read About NFS (N=95) 
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Ns listed in order of "familar with service," "currently use," then "likely to use in future." 

The eighth set of items on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest Survey asked respondents about 
technical services provided by the NFS. The respondents were asked a set of three questions about each 
of the services: whether the respondent was familiar with the service, whether the respondent was currently 
using the service, and whether the respondent was likely to use the service in the future. The above chart 
shows the positive responses provided for each question and service. One can see that overall, a relatively 
small proportion of Nebraskans are familiar with many of these technical services, with between 10.6% for 
“Community Forestry” and 24.7% for Wildland Fire Protection, claiming familiarity. An even smaller 
proportion of Nebraskans cite current use of the programs, with Forest Products being the most used with 
6.4% and Forest Health the least used at 1.4%. The most used program is also the program that most 
respondents feel likely that they would use in the future, with 25.1% affirmative answers for Forest 
Products.  
 
 



14 

 

 
 

The final item on the 2013 Nebraska Trees & Forest Survey asked respondents about their interest 
in potential future educational events. The respondents were asked to rank their level of interest as either 
“extremely interested,” “moderately interested,” “somewhat interested,” “slightly interested,” or “not at all 
interested.” The above chart shows the levels of interest provided by the respondents. Overall, with the 
exception of one topic, “managing forests for profit”, all of the topics had more than 50% of respondents 
indicating at least slight interest in the topics provided. “Tree planting and care workshops” had the highest 
level of interest, with 38.2% of respondents indicating that they were “extremely interested” or “moderately 
interested.” “Tree pest identification” and “Effects of drought on trees” were the second-most and the third-
most popular with 35.2% and 33.6% of respondents indicating that they were “extremely interested” or 
“moderately interested.”  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Tree Planting and Care Workshops (N=867)

Wildland Prescribed Fire (N=857)

Firewise Training for Homeowners (N=862)

Woodland Management (N=861)

Tree Pest Identification (N=869)

Effects of Flooding on Trees (N=859)

Heating Yout Home with Wood (N=853)

Effects of Drought on Trees (N=869)

Managing Forests for Profit (N=864)

Percentage of Respondents 

E
d

u
ca

ti
o

n
al

 E
ve

n
t 

Q9: Nebraskans' Interest in NFS Educational Events 

Extremely and Moderately Interested Somewhat and Slightly Interested Not at all Interested



15 

 

 

Regional Data 
The following section provides regional findings of the 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey. 
 

 
 

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 71.9% 22.6% 3.5% 1.7% .3%

East 71.2% 25.6% 2.9% 0.3% 0.0%

West 64.4% 30.4% 5.0% 0.3% 0.0%
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Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 3.5% 2.8% 7.0% 34.7% 51.9%

East 1.6% 3.6% 8.5% 37.1% 49.2%

West 2.0% 3.0% 9.4% 40.5% 45.2%
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Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 43.6% 42.9% 10.8% 2.1% 0.7%

East 39.1% 47.0% 11.9% 0.7% 1.3%

West 36.4% 52.2% 9.8% 1.3% 0.3%
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City 4.4% 13.3% 39.3% 27.4% 15.6%

East 4.1% 11.9% 33.8% 29.0% 21.2%

West 3.3% 10.9% 40.1% 27.7% 17.9%
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 95% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Trees increase crop yields,” 
based on a chi-square value of 15.810 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.045. 
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Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 57.0% 38.8% 2.8% 1.4% 0.0%

East 58.0% 37.9% 3.2% 0.6% 0.3%

West 54.8% 42.6% 2.0% 0.3% 0.3%
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Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 2.5% 16.2% 48.9% 20.8% 11.6%

East 5.2% 17.2% 46.6% 22.0% 9.1%

West 3.7% 17.3% 47.5% 18.6% 12.9%
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Trees Do Not Extend the Life of Roads 
by Region (N=888) 

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 57.8% 32.1% 7.9% 2.2% 0.0%

East 52.2% 40.7% 6.1% 0.7% 0.3%

West 51.9% 41.0% 5.4% 1.7% 0.0%
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Trees Prevent Soil Erosion  
by Region (N=867) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Trees provide a sustainable 
source of wood for fuel,” based on a chi-square value of 26.969 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.001. 

 

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 35.8% 41.3% 14.2% 6.6% 2.1%

East 43.5% 42.3% 9.4% 4.2% 0.6%

West 42.6% 48.5% 6.9% 1.3% 0.7%
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Trees Provide a Sustainable Source of Wood for Fuel by Region* 
(N=903) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 95% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Trees and forests provide 
wildlife habitat,” based on a chi-square value of 13.518 with 6 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.036. 

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 83.5% 16.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

East 72.8% 26.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3%

West 77.7% 21.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%
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Trees and Forests Provide Wildlife Habitat  
by Region* (N=898) 
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Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 1.1% 3.9% 9.5% 37.0% 48.6%

East 1.9% 3.9% 14.8% 38.9% 40.5%

West 0.7% 3.3% 12.0% 38.1% 45.8%
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Trees Do Not Provide Health Benefits 
by Region (N=894) 

Strongly Agree Agree
Neither Agree nor

Disagree
Disagree Strongly Disagree

City 46.7% 43.2% 8.1% 1.8% 0.4%

East 49.5% 41.7% 6.2% 2.3% 0.3%

West 41.7% 51.0% 6.0% 70.0% 0.7%
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Trees are a Renewable Resource  
by Region (N=892) 
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Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 76.7% 22.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0%

East 79.6% 19.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%

West 77.7% 21.0% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Providing Shade 
by Region (N=907)  

Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 77.2% 20.4% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0%

East 73.5% 23.0% 3.2% 0.3% 0.0%

West 70.6% 25.7% 3.3% 0.3% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Providing Oxygen  
by Region (N=901) 
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Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 66.6% 30.3% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0%

East 63.2% 32.3% 3.2% 1.3% 0.0%

West 62.7% 34.0% 2.6% 0.7% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Being a Source of Beauty  
by Region (N=900) 

Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 63.6% 28.6% 6.7% 0.7% 0.4%

East 59.7% 34.1% 5.9% 0.3% 0.0%

West 58.6% 34.6% 6.2% 0.7% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Absorbing Carbon Dioxide  
by Region (N=880) 
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Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 25.6% 36.5% 34.7% 2.1% 1.1%

East 21.2% 30.1% 39.9% 7.2% 1.6%

West 20.5% 32.9% 38.3% 5.7% 2.7%
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Functions of Trees: Extending Life of Roads and Parking Lots by 
Region (N=889) 

Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 59.4% 32.5% 7.3% 0.7% 0.0%

East 54.4% 37.2% 8.1% 0.3% 0.0%

West 53.4% 37.2% 9.1% 0.3% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Filtering Air and Water  
by Region (N=893) 
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Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 68.6% 30.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0%

East 66.8% 31.0% 1.6% 0.3% 0.3%

West 67.4% 29.6% 2.3% 0.3% 0.3%
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Functions of Trees: Saving Energy By Cooling Our Homes and 
Neighborhoods by Region (N=904) 
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City 75.4% 23.2% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0%

East 74.5% 24.2% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0%

West 74.7% 23.4% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Functions  of Trees: Providing Habitat for Birds and Animals by 
Region (N=907) 
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Very Important Important
Neither Important
nor Unimportant

Unimportant Not at all Important

City 52.8% 36.1% 9.7% 1.0% 0.3%

East 50.6% 36.6% 11.5% 1.3% 0.0%

West 49.5% 39.2% 10.0% 1.3% 0.0%
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Functions of Trees: Increased Real Estate and Property Values by 
Region (N=903) 
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City 47.8% 39.1% 10.7% 1.7% 0.7%

East 55.0% 33.9% 10.2% 0.3% 0.6%

West 52.0% 37.4% 9.9% 0.3% 0.3%
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Functions of Trees: Source of Renewable Energy  
by Region (N=904) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Wildland 
fire,” based on a chi-square value of 23.657 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 
0.003. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 25.6% 43.0% 20.9% 7.6% 2.9%

East 28.8% 39.3% 23.5% 5.9% 2.0%

West 37.4% 45.0% 12.8% 3.1% 1.7%
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Level of Concern: Wildland Fire  
by Region* (N=872) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Brush 
that can fuel wildfires,” based on a chi-square value of 25.785 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.001. 

 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 25.5% 42.4% 22.7% 6.5% 2.9%

East 28.8% 44.9% 20.8% 2.9% 2.6%

West 39.7% 42.7% 12.2% 3.4% 2.0%
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Level of Concern: Brush that Can Fuel Wildfires 
by Region* (N=885) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 24.1% 37.8% 28.1% 6.1% 4.0%

East 21.3% 38.4% 28.7% 7.4% 4.2%

West 16.1% 37.6% 31.5% 10.1% 4.7%
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Level of Concern: Timber Harvesting 
by Region (N=886) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 32.9% 35.7% 17.0% 10.1% 4.3%

East 32.5% 35.1% 21.4% 8.1% 2.9%

West 26.8% 35.3% 22.4% 12.5% 3.1%
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Level of Concern: Climate Change 
by Region (N=880) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Floods,” 
based on a chi-square value of 24.632 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 
0.002. 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 55.6% 30.3% 10.6% 1.4% 2.1%

East 50.3% 34.8% 10.3% 2.9% 1.6%

West 54.6% 30.8% 10.5% 1.4% 2.7%
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by Region (N=889) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 35.8% 40.1% 18.4% 3.2% 2.5%

East 27.7% 37.8% 26.1% 5.9% 2.6%

West 20.5% 41.4% 26.4% 6.5% 5.1%
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Level of Concern: Floods 
by Region* (N=881) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 27.8% 26.7% 18.5% 4.6% 22.4%

East 33.4% 29.8% 15.4% 5.2% 16.1%

West 25.5% 31.6% 17.0% 3.1% 22.8%
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Level of Concern: Emerald Ash Borer 
by Region (N=880) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 34.6% 27.2% 16.3% 3.9% 18.0%

East 35.3% 32.4% 14.4% 3.6% 14.4%

West 37.2% 30.4% 13.0% 3.1% 16.4%
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Level of Concern: Mountain Pine Beetle 
by Region (N=882) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 32.7% 31.0% 16.7% 3.2% 16.4%

East 37.2% 34.5% 11.8% 5.3% 11.2%

West 29.7% 31.4% 16.2% 3.4% 19.3%
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Level of Concern: Pine Wilt 
by Region (N=881) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 19.9% 31.3% 18.1% 4.6% 26.0%

East 24.8% 32.8% 19.9% 5.3% 17.2%

West 20.7% 32.0% 18.4% 4.4% 24.5%
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Level of Concern: Thousand Cankers Disease 
by Region (N=877) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: 
Aggressive native plant species,” based on a chi-square value of 24.427 with 8 degrees of freedom, which 
returns a significance level of 0.002. 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 18.4% 33.7% 28.7% 7.8% 11.3%

East 18.0% 35.7% 29.8% 9.5% 6.9%

West 17.9% 36.2% 28.6% 9.3% 7.9%
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Level of Concern: Competition for Other Resources 
by Region (N=877) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 17.7% 29.8% 29.1% 6.0% 17.4%

East 24.5% 36.3% 22.9% 6.9% 9.5%

West 28.7% 34.5% 19.1% 4.1% 13.7%
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Level of Concern: Aggressive Native Plant Species 
by Region* (N=881) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 95% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Invasive 
non-native plant species,” based on a chi-square value of 18.740 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns 
a significance level of 0.016. 

 

 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 17.1% 33.2% 28.9% 5.0% 15.7%

East 23.2% 33.3% 24.5% 6.5% 12.4%

West 28.2% 37.5% 18.6% 4.1% 11.7%
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Level of Concern: Invasive Non-Native Plant Species 
by Region* (N=877) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 22.5% 37.0% 25.7% 9.5% 5.3%

East 31.3% 33.9% 22.1% 9.8% 2.9%

West 27.6% 41.8% 18.5% 8.8% 3.4%
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Level of Concern: High Deer Populations 
by Region (N=888) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 33.6% 42.5% 14.3% 2.9% 6.8%

East 44.5% 32.9% 15.8% 3.2% 3.5%

West 36.3% 35.3% 18.0% 5.1% 5.4%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Level of Concern: Converting Treed Areas to Cropland 
by Region (N=885) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 47.2% 38.7% 8.8% 2.1% 3.2%

East 50.5% 35.9% 8.4% 3.9% 1.3%

West 44.1% 38.4% 10.8% 3.4% 3.4%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Level of Concern: Reduced Tree Planting 
by Region (N=890) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 51.1% 27.0% 11.2% 4.7% 6.1%

East 52.3% 33.0% 8.2% 3.6% 2.9%

West 43.0% 31.7% 14.0% 5.1% 6.1%
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Level of Concern: Water Pollution 
by Region (N=877) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 39.6% 37.9% 12.5% 2.5% 7.5%

East 40.7% 36.4% 14.1% 2.6% 6.2%

West 34.6% 41.1% 14.7% 2.7% 6.8%
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Level of concern: Subdividing & Developing of Forestland by Region 
(N=877) 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't Know

City 41.6% 40.1% 10.8% 1.8% 5.7%

East 34.4% 42.9% 12.7% 3.2% 6.8%

West 37.2% 42.6% 11.1% 2.0% 7.1%
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Level of Concern: Poor Condition of Forests  
by Region (N=883) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “How familiar are you with 
the services of the NFS” based on a chi-square value of 36.718 with 8 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of less than 0.0001. 
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East 1.3% 1.3% 33.6% 13.8% 19.7% 4.6% 13.2% 2.6% 2.6% 7.2%

West 2.1% 1.4% 31.0% 11.0% 25.5% 4.1% 13.8% 0.7% 4.8% 5.5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

First Place You Get Information About Trees by Region (N=449) 

Extremely Familiar
Moderately
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Slightly Familiar Not At All Familiar

City 1.1% 5.6% 10.9% 24.6% 57.9%

East 1.3% 5.8% 17.7% 27.1% 48.1%

West 0.7% 9.6% 25.4% 27.7% 36.6%
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Read any material that 
describes the NFS,” based on a chi-square value of 18.234 with 4 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.001. 

 

 

Yes No I'm Not Sure/Don't Know

City 7.8% 76.5% 15.7%

East 15.7% 74.1% 10.2%

West 19.1% 69.3% 11.6%
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by Region* (N=879) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Familiar with this service: 
Wildland fire protection,” based on a chi-square value of 15.073 with 2 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.001. 
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City 12.5% 87.5%
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Yes No

City 10.8% 89.2%

East 11.3% 88.7%

West 12.0% 88.0%
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Yes No

City 11.6% 88.4%

East 13.5% 86.5%

West 15.9% 84.1%
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “currently with this service: 
wildland fire protection” based on a chi-square value of 13.102 with 2 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.001. 
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Yes No

City 0.9% 99.1%

East 2.9% 97.1%

West 1.8% 98.2%
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s regional affiliation and his or her response to the item: “Future use: Wildland fire 
protection,” based on a chi-square value of 9.639 with 2 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of 0.008. 
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Yes No

City 25.2% 74.8%

East 20.2% 79.8%

West 20.7% 79.3%
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Yes No

City 27.8% 72.2%

East 24.8% 75.2%

West 22.6% 77.4%
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Future Use: Forest Products 
by Region (N=662) 
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City 13.6% 22.9% 23.9% 10.4% 29.3%

East 11.8% 24.2% 21.1% 18.0% 24.9%

West 12.8% 26.6% 24.1% 16.8% 19.7%
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Interest In Attending: Tree Planting & Care Workshops by Region 
(N=843) 
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Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 5.4% 7.6% 17.7% 20.2% 49.1%

East 3.9% 9.0% 19.7% 22.9% 44.4%

West 8.1% 14.0% 18.0% 20.2% 39.7%
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Interest In Attending: Wildland Prescribed Fire 
by Region (N=828) 

Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 7.9% 19.6% 21.8% 17.1% 33.6%

East 7.1% 16.3% 18.4% 20.1% 38.2%

West 10.8% 20.6% 21.3% 20.9% 26.4%
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80%

100%

Interest In Attending: Firewise Training For Homeowners by Region 
(N=840) 
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Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 4.0% 11.5% 19.4% 17.3% 47.8%

East 3.9% 13.0% 20.4% 21.1% 41.5%

West 6.3% 16.5% 17.6% 20.6% 39.0%
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60%

80%
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Interest In Attending: Woodland Management 
by Region (N=834) 

Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 13.7% 22.0% 21.7% 10.8% 31.8%

East 14.7% 25.0% 19.2% 14.7% 26.4%

West 18.1% 21.0% 19.2% 18.1% 23.5%
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80%
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Interest In Attending: Tree Pest Identification 
by Region (N=850) 
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Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 6.1% 13.7% 19.8% 21.2% 39.2%

East 2.5% 12.0% 18.4% 22.3% 44.9%

West 5.5% 13.9% 13.9% 21.2% 45.4%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Interest In Attending: Effects of Flooding on Trees 
by Region (N=834) 

Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 8.3% 13.0% 11.2% 14.4% 53.1%

East 10.9% 13.7% 14.1% 17.3% 44.0%

West 8.7% 16.7% 13.5% 16.0% 45.1%
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80%
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Interest In Attending: Heating Your Home With Wood 
by Region (N=836) 



52 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 10.6% 24.5% 17.4% 17.4% 30.1%

East 11.3% 22.6% 22.9% 14.7% 28.4%

West 16.1% 28.9% 16.1% 16.4% 22.5%
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Interest In Attending: Effects of Drought On Trees 
by Region (N=854) 

Extremely Interested
Moderately
Interested

Somewhat
Interested

Slightly Interested Not At All Interested

City 3.9% 9.6% 13.5% 14.9% 58.0%

East 3.9% 10.6% 10.2% 16.9% 58.5%

West 5.5% 7.3% 13.8% 15.3% 58.2%
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40%

60%

80%
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Interest In Attending: Managing Forests For Profit 
by Region (N=840) 
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Age Group Data 
The following section provides results of interest in the 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey by age 
group. 
 

 

A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Wildland fire” based on a 
chi-square value of 158.231 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 0.0001. 
 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 11.8% 44.7% 25.3% 18.2% 0.0%

30-39 10.6% 38.2% 32.9% 13.5% 4.7%

40-49 14.7% 37.2% 37.2% 9.0% 1.9%

50-54 22.0% 57.3% 17.1% 2.4% 1.2%

55-59 32.9% 39.5% 21.1% 5.3% 1.3%

60-64 40.3% 35.5% 21.0% 3.2% 0.0%

65-69 32.6% 48.8% 11.6% 4.7% 2.3%

70-79 44.1% 44.1% 8.5% 1.7% 1.7%

80+ 54.2% 31.3% 8.3% 2.1% 4.2%
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Level of Concern: Wildland Fire  
by Age* (N=866) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Brush that can fuel 
wildfires,” based on a chi-square value of 127.809 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 10.1% 37.9% 37.3% 14.8% 0.0%

30-39 18.0% 38.4% 33.7% 8.1% 1.7%

40-49 14.9% 41.6% 35.7% 5.8% 1.9%

50-54 22.2% 45.7% 24.7% 6.2% 1.2%

55-59 33.3% 35.9% 21.8% 7.7% 1.3%

60-64 35.5% 41.9% 17.7% 3.2% 1.6%

65-69 34.8% 50.0% 6.5% 4.3% 4.3%

70-79 47.5% 42.6% 6.6% 0.0% 3.3%

80+ 44.9% 42.9% 6.1% 2.0% 4.1%
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Level of Concern: Brush that Can Fuel Wildfires 
by Age* (N=872) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Timber harvesting,” based 
on a chi-square value of 76.641 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 
0.0001. 

 
 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 22.1% 17.8% 43.6% 12.9% 3.7%

30-39 14.0% 30.4% 38.6% 10.5% 6.4%

40-49 12.3% 29.0% 40.0% 12.3% 6.5%

50-54 21.0% 37.0% 27.2% 8.6% 6.2%

55-59 23.1% 35.9% 33.3% 6.4% 1.3%

60-64 29.0% 40.3% 24.2% 6.5% 0.0%

65-69 27.3% 43.2% 22.7% 4.5% 2.3%

70-79 17.7% 54.8% 22.6% 1.6% 3.2%

80+ 30.0% 34.0% 22.0% 6.0% 8.0%
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Level of Concern: Timber Harvesting 
by Age* (N=866) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Climate change,” based 
on a chi-square value of 67.430 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.003. 

 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 28.5% 41.2% 15.8% 14.5% 0.0%

30-39 24.3% 26.6% 36.4% 8.1% 4.6%

40-49 19.6% 35.9% 28.1% 13.1% 3.3%

50-54 32.9% 34.2% 16.5% 12.7% 3.8%

55-59 31.2% 41.6% 16.9% 9.1% 1.3%

60-64 42.6% 37.7% 11.5% 3.3% 4.9%

65-69 40.9% 29.5% 18.2% 9.1% 2.3%

70-79 27.9% 39.3% 16.4% 11.5% 4.9%

80+ 34.0% 36.0% 18.0% 6.0% 6.0%
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Level of Concern: Climate Change by Age* (N=863) 
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Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 51.5% 32.9% 8.4% 6.0% 1.2%

30-39 46.2% 36.4% 13.9% 2.3% 1.2%

40-49 46.8% 31.8% 17.5% 3.2% .6%

50-54 49.4% 37.3% 9.6% 2.4% 1.2%

55-59 63.8% 28.8% 3.8% 2.5% 1.3%

60-64 71.7% 21.7% 3.3% 0.0% 3.3%

65-69 55.6% 33.3% 8.9% 0.0% 2.2%

70-79 48.4% 32.8% 14.1% 1.6% 3.1%

80+ 54.0% 32.0% 12.0% 0.0% 2.0%
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Level of Concern: Drought or Lack of Water  
by Age (N=876) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Floods,” based on a chi-
square value of 71.371 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 19.0% 33.3% 33.9% 12.5% 1.2%

30-39 14.5% 43.6% 32.6% 6.4% 2.9%

40-49 20.4% 42.1% 24.3% 9.2% 3.9%

50-54 28.0% 43.9% 19.5% 7.3% 1.2%

55-59 33.3% 35.9% 23.1% 5.1% 2.6%

60-64 43.5% 37.1% 14.5% 3.2% 1.6%

65-69 33.3% 37.8% 24.4% 0.0% 4.4%

70-79 38.1% 38.1% 17.5% 3.2% 3.2%

80+ 40.4% 38.3% 14.9% 2.1% 4.3%
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Level of Concern: Floods by Age* (N=869) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Emerald ash borer,” based 
on a chi-square value of 146.061 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 
0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 23.6% 17.0% 12.7% 13.3% 33.3%

30-39 10.5% 14.5% 34.3% 7.0% 33.7%

40-49 18.5% 28.0% 25.5% 7.0% 21.0%

50-54 32.9% 31.7% 15.9% 6.1% 13.4%

55-59 31.2% 33.8% 10.4% 5.2% 19.5%

60-64 37.1% 35.5% 16.1% 1.6% 9.7%

65-69 36.4% 43.2% 9.1% 0.0% 11.4%

70-79 41.9% 19.4% 17.7% 1.6% 19.4%

80+ 35.4% 33.3% 6.3% 4.2% 20.8%
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Level of Concern: Emerald Ash Borer  
by Age* (N=869) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Mountain pine beetle,” 
based on a chi-square value of 156.549 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less 
than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 30.7% 10.8% 15.1% 12.0% 31.3%

30-39 14.0% 27.3% 24.4% 5.2% 29.1%

40-49 19.0% 39.2% 25.3% 5.1% 11.4%

50-54 40.5% 38.1% 9.5% 2.4% 9.5%

55-59 39.7% 33.3% 11.5% 2.6% 12.8%

60-64 51.6% 26.6% 9.4% 1.6% 10.9%

65-69 48.8% 32.6% 9.3% 0.0% 9.3%

70-79 42.6% 23.0% 14.8% 3.3% 16.4%

80+ 42.6% 25.5% 10.6% 2.1% 19.1%
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Level of Concern: Mountain Pine Beetle 
by Age* (N=873) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Pine wilt,” based on a chi-
square value of 158.863 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 24.1% 15.4% 17.9% 13.0% 29.6%

30-39 12.7% 24.9% 30.1% 5.8% 26.6%

40-49 22.2% 33.5% 26.6% 6.3% 11.4%

50-54 39.0% 36.6% 11.0% 3.7% 9.8%

55-59 40.3% 40.3% 6.5% 2.6% 10.4%

60-64 51.7% 26.7% 11.7% 0.0% 10.0%

65-69 44.4% 40.0% 6.7% 0.0% 8.9%

70-79 40.3% 32.3% 12.9% 1.6% 12.9%

80+ 34.7% 34.7% 10.2% 2.0% 18.4%
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Level of Concern: Pine Wilt by Age* (N=868) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Thousand cankers disease 
of walnut,” based on a chi-square value of 124.167 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 14.2% 21.6% 13.0% 11.7% 39.5%

30-39 8.1% 22.0% 29.5% 4.6% 35.8%

40-49 11.4% 33.5% 28.5% 7.6% 19.0%

50-54 18.1% 45.8% 12.0% 4.8% 19.3%

55-59 25.0% 32.9% 11.8% 5.3% 25.0%

60-64 33.9% 30.6% 19.4% 1.6% 14.5%

65-69 30.2% 39.5% 18.6% 0.0% 11.6%

70-79 30.0% 26.7% 18.3% 5.0% 20.0%

80+ 23.4% 38.3% 12.8% 0.0% 25.5%
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Level of Concern: Thousand Cankers Disease of Walnut  
by Age* (N=864) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Competition for other 
resources,” based on a chi-square value of 78.872 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 11.2% 25.5% 33.5% 19.9% 9.9%

30-39 14.4% 28.2% 33.3% 16.1% 8.0%

40-49 10.1% 22.6% 42.8% 13.2% 11.3%

50-54 18.3% 42.7% 24.4% 7.3% 7.3%

55-59 21.8% 33.3% 33.3% 6.4% 5.1%

60-64 30.0% 30.0% 25.0% 6.7% 8.3%

65-69 16.3% 46.5% 27.9% 2.3% 7.0%

70-79 24.6% 39.3% 18.0% 6.6% 11.5%

80+ 14.6% 43.8% 20.8% 4.2% 16.7%
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Level of Concern: Competition for Other Resources  
by Age* (N=866) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Aggressive native plant 
species,” based on a chi-square value of 133.010 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of less than 0.0001. 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 17.5% 13.9% 30.1% 16.9% 21.7%

30-39 9.4% 18.1% 33.3% 14.6% 24.6%

40-49 11.4% 29.1% 36.7% 8.2% 14.6%

50-54 21.0% 37.0% 27.2% 4.9% 9.9%

55-59 25.3% 32.9% 27.8% 5.1% 8.9%

60-64 35.5% 33.9% 19.4% 4.8% 6.5%

65-69 26.7% 48.9% 15.6% 2.2% 6.7%

70-79 29.5% 31.1% 13.1% 4.9% 21.3%

80+ 16.7% 47.9% 18.8% 0.0% 16.7%
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       Level of Concern: Aggressive Native Plant Species by Age* 
(N=871) 



65 

 

 

A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Invasive non-native plant 
species,” based on a chi-square value of 109.413 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level 
of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 17.0% 22.6% 22.0% 16.4% 22.0%

30-39 11.0% 18.5% 38.7% 7.5% 24.3%

40-49 11.4% 34.2% 30.4% 8.9% 15.2%

50-54 20.7% 40.2% 24.4% 3.7% 11.0%

55-59 26.6% 26.6% 31.6% 7.6% 7.6%

60-64 32.8% 37.7% 14.8% 6.6% 8.2%

65-69 20.9% 48.8% 23.3% 0.0% 7.0%

70-79 19.7% 41.0% 23.0% 1.6% 14.8%

80+ 21.7% 43.5% 19.6% 0.0% 15.2%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Level of Concern: Invasive Non-Native Plant Species  
by Age* (N=862) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: High deer populations,” 
based on a chi-square value of 129.221 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less 
than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 17.3% 25.6% 32.7% 24.4% 0.0%

30-39 14.6% 23.4% 39.2% 20.5% 2.3%

40-49 18.9% 36.5% 24.5% 11.9% 8.2%

50-54 30.0% 37.5% 22.5% 6.3% 3.8%

55-59 23.4% 42.9% 23.4% 9.1% 1.3%

60-64 43.5% 32.3% 12.9% 6.5% 4.8%

65-69 26.7% 53.3% 13.3% 2.2% 4.4%

70-79 38.1% 33.3% 15.9% 7.9% 4.8%

80+ 18.8% 47.9% 29.2% 4.2% 0.0%
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       Level of Concern: High Deer Populations by Age* (N=873) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Converting treed areas to 
cropland,” based on a chi-square value of 82.382 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level 
of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 36.8% 29.4% 22.7% 10.4% .6%

30-39 25.6% 36.6% 26.7% 5.2% 5.8%

40-49 32.3% 39.9% 18.4% 1.3% 8.2%

50-54 40.3% 33.8% 19.5% 1.3% 5.2%

55-59 41.0% 47.4% 7.7% 1.3% 2.6%

60-64 55.7% 31.1% 9.8% 1.6% 1.6%

65-69 45.5% 36.4% 11.4% 2.3% 4.5%

70-79 30.6% 43.5% 16.1% 3.2% 6.5%

80+ 32.7% 51.0% 12.2% 0.0% 4.1%
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Level of Concern: Converting Treed Areas to Cropland  
by Age* (N=864) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Reduced tree planting,” 
based on a chi-square value of 110.626 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less 
than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 55.5% 22.6% 10.4% 11.0% .6%

30-39 32.9% 42.2% 22.0% 1.7% 1.2%

40-49 42.7% 39.5% 9.6% .6% 7.6%

50-54 46.3% 40.2% 9.8% 1.2% 2.4%

55-59 49.4% 40.5% 7.6% 1.3% 1.3%

60-64 61.3% 27.4% 8.1% 3.2% 0.0%

65-69 51.1% 40.0% 6.7% 0.0% 2.2%

70-79 45.2% 35.5% 12.9% 4.8% 1.6%

80+ 54.2% 39.6% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%
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Level of Concern: Reduced Tree Planting  
by Age* (N=872) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Water pollution,” based on a 
chi-square value of 88.804 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of less than 0.0001. 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 50.6% 20.7% 10.4% 16.5% 1.8%

30-39 39.0% 35.5% 19.2% 4.7% 1.7%

40-49 49.1% 29.6% 7.5% 3.8% 10.1%

50-54 48.8% 34.1% 9.8% 2.4% 4.9%

55-59 61.5% 26.9% 6.4% 1.3% 3.8%

60-64 59.3% 27.1% 6.8% 1.7% 5.1%

65-69 51.2% 30.2% 11.6% 2.3% 4.7%

70-79 50.0% 31.7% 10.0% 3.3% 5.0%

80+ 43.5% 37.0% 10.9% 4.3% 4.3%
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Level of Concern: Water Pollution by Age* (N=863) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 95% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Subdividing and 
developing of forestland,” based on a chi-square value of 51.861 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a 
significance level of 0.015. 

 

 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 36.5% 40.4% 7.7% 6.4% 9.0%

30-39 32.8% 37.9% 20.1% 4.0% 5.2%

40-49 32.7% 40.9% 14.5% .6% 11.3%

50-54 42.0% 32.1% 17.3% 1.2% 7.4%

55-59 41.6% 45.5% 10.4% 1.3% 1.3%

60-64 52.5% 36.1% 6.6% 3.3% 1.6%

65-69 38.6% 38.6% 15.9% 2.3% 4.5%

70-79 37.7% 36.1% 16.4% 0.0% 9.8%

80+ 43.8% 37.5% 6.3% 4.2% 8.3%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Level of Concern: Subdividing and Developing of Forestland  
by Age* (N=861) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “Level of concern: Poor condition of 
forests,” based on a chi-square value of 64.659 with 32 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of 0.001. 

Great Concern Moderate Concern Of Little Concern No Concern Don't know

19-29 36.6% 40.9% 7.9% 7.9% 6.7%

30-39 35.8% 36.4% 17.3% 1.7% 8.7%

40-49 26.9% 42.3% 17.9% .6% 12.2%

50-54 36.1% 48.2% 6.0% 4.8% 4.8%

55-59 34.6% 50.0% 11.5% 1.3% 2.6%

60-64 44.3% 42.6% 11.5% 0.0% 1.6%

65-69 37.8% 46.7% 11.1% 2.2% 2.2%

70-79 45.8% 33.9% 8.5% 1.7% 10.2%

80+ 46.8% 40.4% 4.3% 2.1% 6.4%
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100%

Level of Concern: Poor Condition of Forests by Age* (N=866) 
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A chi-square test indicates that there is a significant relationship at the greater than 99% confidence level 
between a respondent’s age and his or her response to the item: “First place you get information about 
trees,” based on a chi-square value of 147.615 with 72 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance 
level of less than 0.0001. 
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The below tables show the interest levels divided by age group for each of the NSF educational events on 
the 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest survey. For each chart, the proportion of each age group of 
respondents is shown on each bar, so that every bar totals 100%. 
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Interest in attending NSF educational events  
- Tree Planting and Care Workshops 
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Interest in attending NSF educational events 
 - Heating Your Home with Wood 
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Comparison: 2012 vs. 20131 
The following section provides comparison of responses from the 2012 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey 
and the 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey. Note: Ns listed in order of year 2012 and 2013. 
 

 

 
 This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents were more likely to 
agree that “trees clean air” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.042 with 1830.451 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.041 with a mean difference of .061. 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
1
 Independent samples t-tests were used to identify differences between 2012 Nebraska Trees and Forest 

Survey data and 2013 Nebraska Trees and Forest Survey data. Items with significant differences (as 
indicated by a p-value of .05 or less are marked by and asterisk and the difference is explained below the 
chart.     
 

Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 95.6% 2.2% 2.1%

2013 95.8% 3.0% 1.2%
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 4.9% 9.2% 86.0%

2013 4.8% 9.1% 86.1%
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Trees Decrease Real Estate and  
Property Value (N=927, 892) 

Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 81.9% 13.3% 4.8%

2013 78.6% 15.6% 5.8%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Trees Absorb and Store Carbon Dioxide (N=932, 896) 
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 86.2% 12.0% 1.8%

2013 86.8% 10.2% 3.0%
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
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2012 12.9% 37.8% 49.3%

2013 15.5% 35.3% 49.2%
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Trees Do Not Clean Water (N=886, 856)  
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 95.5% 3.4% 1.1%

2013 95.8% 3.1% 1.1%
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2012 74.5% 21.9% 3.5%

2013 75.2% 21.2% 3.6%
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 16.2% 49.6% 34.3%

2013 19.3% 47.7% 33.0%
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Trees Do Not Extend the Life of Roads (N=916, 895) 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents were more likely to disagree that 
“trees prevent soil erosion” than in 2012, based on a t value of -3.657 with 1738.218 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of -0.128. 

  

Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 92.8% 5.6% 1.6%

2013 86.7% 10.2% 3.1%
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 Trees Prevent Soil Erosion* (N=915, 874) 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents were more likely to disagree that 
“trees provide a sustainable source of wood for fuel” than in 2012, based on a t value of –2.142 with 
1804.755 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.032 with a mean difference of -0.084. 

 

 

Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 87.7% 8.1% 4.2%

2013 82.7% 11.8% 5.5%
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 99.5% .1% .4%

2013 99.2% .7% .1%
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Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 3.7% 12.9% 83.4%

2013 5.1% 11.3% 83.6%
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 Trees Do Not Provide Health Benefits  
(N=937, 895) 

Strongly Agree and Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree
Strongly Disagree and

Disagree

2012 90.2% 6.4% 3.4%

2013 90.3% 6.8% 2.9%
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents were more likely to indicate that  
“functions of trees: providing shade” is important  than in 2012, based on a t value of 4.144 with 1843.651 
degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.094. 
 
 

Very Important and Important
Neither Important nor
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2012 98.5% 1.5% 0.0%
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 Functions of Trees: Providing Shade*  
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents were more likely to indicate that  
“functions of trees: providing oxygen” is important  than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.199 with 1841.594 
degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.028 with a mean difference of 0.051. 
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2013 97.6% 1.8% .7%
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents were more likely to indicate that  
“functions of trees: being a source of beauty” is important  than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.653 with 
1838.766 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.008 a mean difference of 0.076. 
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2012 94.6% 4.8% .6%
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Very Important and Important
Neither Important nor

Unimportant
Unimportant and Not at all

Important

2012 93.0% 6.4% .5%

2013 92.6% 6.0% 1.5%
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 Functions of Trees: Absorbing Carbon Dioxide  
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents were more likely to indicate that  
“functions of trees: extending life of roads and parking lots” is important  than in 2012, based on a t value of 
2.119 with 1821.227 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.035 with a mean difference 
of 0.090. 
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Important

2012 52.6% 41.6% 5.8%

2013 56.2% 38.4% 5.4%
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents were more likely to indicate that  
“functions of trees: filtering air and water” is important  than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.203 with 
1832.913 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.028 with a mean difference of 0.067. 
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Very Important and Important
Neither Important nor

Unimportant
Unimportant and Not at all
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2012 96.6% 3.3% .1%
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2012 85.0% 12.4% 2.5%

2013 85.5% 12.2% 2.3%
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: wildland fire” than in 2012, based on a t value of 4.714 with 1755.049 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.202. 
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Great or Moderate Concern Of Little or No Concern Don't Know

2012 53.2% 44.0% 2.8%

2013 64.1% 33.7% 2.1%
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: brush that can fuel wildfires” than in 2012, based on a t value of 4.130 with 1760.674 degrees 
of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.172. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: timber harvesting” than in 2012, based on a t value of 3.496 with 1705.675 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.152. 

 

 

 

Great or Moderate Concern Of Little or No Concern Don't Know

2012 45.6% 48.4% 6.0%

2013 52.2% 43.3% 4.5%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

 Level of Concern: Timber Harvesting* (N=921, 885) 



97 

 

 
 
This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: climate change” than in 2012, based on a t value of 3.657 with 1721.570 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.173. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: drought or lack of water” than in 2012, based on a t value of 7.308 with 1770.738 degrees of 
freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.285. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: competition for other resources” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.624 with 1620.809 
degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.0090 with a mean difference of 0.119. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents reported less concern for  “level 
of concern: high deer populations” than in 2012, based on a t value of -2.034 with 1728.702 degrees of 
freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.042 with a  mean difference of -0.092. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: converting treed areas to cropland” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.225 with 1687.100 
degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.026 with a mean difference of 0.095. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level of 
concern: reduced tree planting” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.457 with 1815.678 degrees of freedom, 
which returns a significance level of 0.014. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: subdividing and developing of forestland” than in 2012, based on a t value of 4.473 with 
1659.624 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.184. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more concern for  “level 
of concern: poor conditions of forests” than in 2012, based on a t value of 4.399 with 1657.830 degrees of 
freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.000 with a mean difference of 0.174. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 95% confidence level, respondents reported more interest in  
“Interest in attending: firewise training for homeowners” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.265 with 
1724.086 degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.024 with a mean difference of 0.145. 
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This item indicates that in 2013, at the 99% confidence level, respondents reported more interest in  
“interest in attending: effects of drought on trees” than in 2012, based on a t value of 2.873 with 1730.567 
degrees of freedom, which returns a significance level of 0.004 with a mean difference of 0.183. 
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Appendix B: Cover Letters 

First Condition Initial Letter 
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Second Condition Initial Letter 
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First Condition Reminder Letter 
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Second Condition Reminder Letter 
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Appendix C: Post Card Reminder 
Side One: 

 
Side Two: 
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Appendix D: Region Information 
 

 
 

Cities included in the “City” region: 
Bellevue 
Elkhorn 
La Vista 
Lincoln 
Omaha 
Papillion 
Ralston 
 
Counties included in the “East” region: 
Adams 
Antelope 
Boone 
Burt 
Butler 
Cass 
Cedar 
Clay 
Colfax 
Cuming 
Dakota 
Dixon 
Dodge 
Douglas 
Fillmore 
Gage 
Greeley 
Hall 

Hamilton 
Howard 
Jefferson 
Johnson 
Knox 
Lancaster 
Madison 
Merrick 
Nance 
Nemaha 
Nuckolls 
Otoe 
Pawnee 
Pierce 
Platte 
Polk 
Richardson 
Saline 

Sarpy 
Saunders 
Seward 
Stanton 
Thayer 
Thurston 
Washington 
Wayne 
Webster 
Wheeler 
York



 141 

Counties included in the “West” region: 
Arthur 
Banner 
Blaine 
Box Butte 
Boyd 
Brown 
Buffalo 
Chase 
Cherry 
Cheyenne 
Custer 
Dawes 
Dawson 
Deuel 
Dundy 
Franklin 
Frontier 
Furnas 
Garden 
Garfield 
Gosper 
Grant 
Harlan 
Hayes 
Hitchcock 
Holt 
Hooker 
Kearney 
Keith 
Keya Paha 
Kimball 
Lincoln 
Logan 
Loup 
McPherson 
Morrill 
Perkins 
Phelps 
Red Willow 
Rock 
Scotts Bluff 
Sheridan 
Sherman 
Sioux 
Thomas 
Valley 
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Appendix E: Statewide Weighted Frequency Tables 
 

Geographic Region 

  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid City 
461 50.8 50.8 50.8 

East 296 32.6 32.6 83.4 

West 150 16.6 16.6 100.0 

Total 
908 100.0 100.0   

 

Trees clean air 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 649 71.4 71.6 71.6 

Agree 220 24.2 24.2 95.9 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 27 2.9 2.9 98.8 

Disagree 10 1.0 1.1 99.8 

Strongly Disagree 1 .1 .2 100.0 

Total 906 99.8 100.0   

Missing System 2 .2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees decrease real estate and property value 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 20 2.2 2.2 2.2 

Agree 24 2.6 2.6 4.8 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 81 8.9 9.1 13.9 

Disagree 346 38.1 38.7 52.6 

Strongly Disagree 423 46.6 47.4 100.0 

Total 893 98.3 100.0   

Missing System 15 1.7     

Total 908 100.0     
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Trees absorb and store carbon dioxide 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 343 37.8 38.3 38.3 

Agree 360 39.7 40.2 78.6 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 140 15.4 15.6 94.2 

Disagree 44 4.8 4.9 99.1 

Strongly Disagree 8 .9 .9 100.0 

Total 896 98.6 100.0   

Missing System 12 1.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees provide social benefits 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 342 37.7 38.4 38.4 

Agree 431 47.4 48.4 86.8 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 91 10.0 10.2 97.0 

Disagree 17 1.9 1.9 98.9 

Strongly Disagree 9 1.0 1.1 100.0 

Total 891 98.1 100.0   

Missing System 17 1.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees do not clean water 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 37 4.1 4.4 4.4 

Agree 96 10.6 11.2 15.6 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 302 33.3 35.3 50.9 

Disagree 261 28.8 30.5 81.4 

Strongly Disagree 159 17.5 18.6 100.0 

Total 856 94.3 100.0   

Missing System 52 5.7     

Total 908 100.0     
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Trees provide energy savings 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 492 54.2 54.4 54.4 

Agree 374 41.2 41.4 95.8 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 28 3.1 3.1 98.9 

Disagree 8 .9 .9 99.8 

Strongly Disagree 2 .2 .2 100.0 

Total 904 99.6 100.0   

Missing System 4 .4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees increase crop yields 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 328 36.2 37.0 37.0 

Agree 339 37.4 38.2 75.2 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 188 20.7 21.2 96.4 

Disagree 26 2.8 2.9 99.2 

Strongly Disagree 7 .7 .8 100.0 

Total 888 97.8 100.0   

Missing System 20 2.2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees do not extend the life of roads 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 29 3.2 3.3 3.3 

Agree 144 15.9 16.1 19.4 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 427 47.0 47.7 67.1 

Disagree 203 22.3 22.7 89.7 

Strongly Disagree 92 10.1 10.3 100.0 

Total 895 98.6 100.0   

Missing System 13 1.4     

Total 908 100.0     
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Trees prevent soil erosion 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 434 47.8 49.7 49.7 

Agree 324 35.7 37.2 86.8 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 89 9.8 10.1 97.0 

Disagree 26 2.8 2.9 99.9 

Strongly Disagree 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 873 96.2 100.0   

Missing System 35 3.8     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees provide a sustainable source of wood for fuel 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 359 39.6 39.9 39.9 

Agree 386 42.5 42.8 82.7 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 106 11.7 11.8 94.5 

Disagree 38 4.1 4.2 98.6 

Strongly Disagree 12 1.3 1.4 100.0 

Total 902 99.3 100.0   

Missing System 6 .7     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees and forests provide wildlife habitat 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 711 78.4 78.9 78.9 

Agree 184 20.2 20.4 99.2 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 6 .7 .7 99.9 

Strongly Disagree 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 902 99.4 100.0   

Missing System 6 .6     

Total 908 100.0     
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Trees do not provide health benefits 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 14 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Agree 33 3.6 3.6 5.2 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 101 11.1 11.3 16.4 

Disagree 339 37.4 37.9 54.4 

Strongly Disagree 409 45.0 45.6 100.0 

Total 895 98.6 100.0   

Missing System 13 1.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Trees are a renewable resource 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 410 45.2 46.0 46.0 

Agree 395 43.5 44.3 90.3 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 61 6.7 6.8 97.1 

Disagree 23 2.5 2.5 99.6 

Strongly Disagree 3 .3 .4 100.0 

Total 892 98.2 100.0   

Missing System 16 1.8     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Providing shade 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 677 74.6 74.6 74.6 

Important 223 24.6 24.6 99.2 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 7 .7 .7 99.9 

Unimportant 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 907 99.9 100.0   

Missing System 1 .1     

Total 908 100.0     
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Functions of trees - Providing oxygen 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 714 78.7 79.1 79.1 

Important 168 18.5 18.6 97.6 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 16 1.7 1.7 99.4 

Unimportant 6 .6 .6 100.0 

Total 904 99.5 100.0   

Missing System 4 .5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Being a source of beauty 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 567 62.5 63.2 63.2 

Important 289 31.8 32.2 95.4 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 34 3.8 3.8 99.2 

Unimportant 7 .8 .8 100.0 

Total 897 98.8 100.0   

Missing System 11 1.2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Absorbing carbon dioxide 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 556 61.2 62.5 62.5 

Important 267 29.4 30.0 92.5 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 53 5.9 6.0 98.5 

Unimportant 10 1.1 1.1 99.6 

Not at all Important 4 .4 .4 100.0 

Total 889 97.9 100.0   

Missing System 19 2.1     

Total 908 100.0     
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Functions of trees - Extending life of roads and parking lots 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 212 23.3 23.7 23.7 

Important 291 32.0 32.5 56.2 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 344 37.9 38.5 94.6 

Unimportant 39 4.3 4.3 99.0 

Not at all Important 9 1.0 1.0 100.0 

Total 895 98.5 100.0   

Missing System 13 1.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Filtering air and water 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 524 57.7 58.4 58.4 

Important 313 34.5 34.9 93.2 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 53 5.9 6.0 99.2 

Unimportant 7 .8 .8 100.0 

Total 898 98.9 100.0   

Missing System 10 1.1     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Saving energy by cooling our homes and neighborhoods 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 595 65.5 65.8 65.8 

Important 282 31.1 31.2 97.1 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 20 2.2 2.2 99.2 

Unimportant 6 .6 .6 99.9 

Not at all Important 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 903 99.5 100.0   

Missing System 5 .5     

Total 908 100.0     
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Functions of trees - Providing habitat for birds and animals 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 648 71.4 71.4 71.4 

Important 237 26.1 26.1 97.5 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 13 1.4 1.4 98.9 

Unimportant 10 1.1 1.1 100.0 

Total 908 100.0 100.0   

Missing System   .0     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Increased real estate and property values 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 443 48.7 48.9 48.9 

Important 331 36.4 36.6 85.5 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 110 12.1 12.2 97.6 

Unimportant 19 2.1 2.1 99.7 

Not at all Important 2 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 905 99.7 100.0   

Missing System 3 .3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Functions of trees - Source of renewable energy 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Very Important 457 50.3 50.4 50.4 

Important 341 37.5 37.6 88.0 

Neither Important nor 
Unimportant 93 10.2 10.3 98.2 

Unimportant 12 1.3 1.4 99.6 

Not at all Important 4 .4 .4 100.0 

Total 906 99.8 100.0   

Missing System 2 .2     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Wildland fire 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 199 21.9 22.5 22.5 

Moderate Concern 368 40.6 41.7 64.2 

Of Little Concern 217 23.9 24.5 88.7 

No Concern 81 8.9 9.2 97.9 

Don't Know 19 2.1 2.1 100.0 

Total 884 97.3 100.0   

Missing System 24 2.7     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Build-up of dense brush & other materials in forest understories 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 208 22.9 23.3 23.3 

Moderate Concern 369 40.6 41.4 64.7 

Of Little Concern 235 25.9 26.3 91.1 

No Concern 63 6.9 7.0 98.1 

Don't Know 17 1.9 1.9 100.0 

Total 891 98.1 100.0   

Missing System 17 1.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Timber harvesting 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 173 19.1 19.5 19.5 

Moderate Concern 289 31.9 32.6 52.2 

Of Little Concern 302 33.2 34.1 86.3 

No Concern 81 9.0 9.2 95.4 

Don't Know 40 4.5 4.6 100.0 

Total 886 97.6 100.0   

Missing System 22 2.4     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Climate change 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 251 27.7 28.4 28.4 

Moderate Concern 314 34.6 35.6 64.0 

Of Little Concern 195 21.5 22.0 86.0 

No Concern 95 10.5 10.7 96.8 

Don't Know 28 3.1 3.2 100.0 

Total 884 97.3 100.0   

Missing System 24 2.7     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Drought of lack of water 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 462 50.9 51.6 51.6 

Moderate Concern 295 32.5 32.9 84.6 

Of Little Concern 99 10.9 11.0 95.6 

No Concern 25 2.7 2.7 98.3 

Don't Know 15 1.7 1.7 100.0 

Total 895 98.6 100.0   

Missing System 13 1.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Floods 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 226 24.8 25.4 25.4 

Moderate Concern 350 38.6 39.4 64.8 

Of Little Concern 228 25.1 25.7 90.5 

No Concern 61 6.8 6.9 97.4 

Don't Know 23 2.6 2.6 100.0 

Total 889 97.9 100.0   

Missing System 19 2.1     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Emerald ash borer 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 223 24.6 25.2 25.2 

Moderate Concern 224 24.6 25.2 50.4 

Of Little Concern 171 18.8 19.3 69.7 

No Concern 58 6.4 6.5 76.2 

Don't Know 211 23.2 23.8 100.0 

Total 886 97.6 100.0   

Missing System 22 2.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Mountain pine beetle 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 273 30.1 30.7 30.7 

Moderate Concern 248 27.3 27.8 58.5 

Of Little Concern 152 16.7 17.0 75.5 

No Concern 46 5.1 5.2 80.7 

Don't Know 172 18.9 19.3 100.0 

Total 890 98.1 100.0   

Missing System 18 1.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Pine wilt 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 254 27.9 28.6 28.6 

Moderate Concern 262 28.8 29.5 58.1 

Of Little Concern 162 17.8 18.3 76.4 

No Concern 50 5.5 5.7 82.0 

Don't Know 159 17.5 18.0 100.0 

Total 887 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 21 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Thousand cankers disease of walnut 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 153 16.8 17.2 17.2 

Moderate Concern 264 29.1 29.8 47.0 

Of Little Concern 181 19.9 20.4 67.4 

No Concern 54 5.9 6.1 73.5 

Don't Know 234 25.8 26.5 100.0 

Total 885 97.5 100.0   

Missing System 23 2.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Competition for other resources 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 138 15.1 15.5 15.5 

Moderate Concern 281 31.0 31.7 47.2 

Of Little Concern 280 30.8 31.5 78.7 

No Concern 105 11.6 11.9 90.6 

Don't Know 84 9.2 9.4 100.0 

Total 888 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 20 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Aggressive native plant species 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 161 17.7 18.0 18.0 

Moderate Concern 246 27.1 27.6 45.7 

Of Little Concern 254 27.9 28.5 74.2 

No Concern 82 9.1 9.2 83.4 

Don't Know 148 16.3 16.6 100.0 

Total 890 98.0 100.0   

Missing System 18 2.0     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Invasive non-native plant species 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 157 17.3 17.8 17.8 

Moderate Concern 271 29.8 30.7 48.4 

Of Little Concern 244 26.9 27.6 76.0 

No Concern 68 7.5 7.7 83.8 

Don't Know 143 15.8 16.2 100.0 

Total 883 97.3 100.0   

Missing System 25 2.7     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - High deer populations 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 199 22.0 22.3 22.3 

Moderate Concern 300 33.1 33.6 55.9 

Of Little Concern 243 26.7 27.1 83.0 

No Concern 120 13.2 13.4 96.4 

Don't Know 33 3.6 3.6 100.0 

Total 895 98.5 100.0   

Missing System 13 1.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Converting treed areas to cropland 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 314 34.6 35.4 35.4 

Moderate Concern 330 36.3 37.2 72.7 

Of Little Concern 163 17.9 18.4 91.1 

No Concern 37 4.1 4.2 95.2 

Don't Know 42 4.7 4.8 100.0 

Total 886 97.6 100.0   

Missing System 22 2.4     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Reduced tree planting 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 414 45.6 46.3 46.3 

Moderate Concern 321 35.4 35.9 82.2 

Of Little Concern 104 11.5 11.6 93.8 

No Concern 32 3.5 3.6 97.4 

Don't Know 23 2.5 2.6 100.0 

Total 894 98.5 100.0   

Missing System 14 1.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Water pollution 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 428 47.2 48.3 48.3 

Moderate Concern 266 29.3 30.0 78.2 

Of Little Concern 98 10.8 11.1 89.3 

No Concern 53 5.8 6.0 95.3 

Don't Know 41 4.6 4.7 100.0 

Total 887 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 21 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Subdividing and developing of forestland 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 333 36.6 37.7 37.7 

Moderate Concern 340 37.5 38.6 76.3 

Of Little Concern 117 12.9 13.3 89.6 

No Concern 27 3.0 3.1 92.6 

Don't Know 65 7.1 7.4 100.0 

Total 882 97.1 100.0   

Missing System 26 2.9     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Poor condition of forests 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 320 35.2 36.0 36.0 

Moderate Concern 372 41.0 41.9 77.9 

Of Little Concern 107 11.8 12.1 90.0 

No Concern 25 2.8 2.9 92.8 

Don't Know 64 7.0 7.2 100.0 

Total 889 97.9 100.0   

Missing System 19 2.1     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Level of concern - Other 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Great Concern 30 3.2 37.1 37.1 

Moderate Concern 2 .2 2.6 39.7 

Of Little Concern   .0 .3 40.0 

No Concern 3 .3 4.0 44.0 

Don't Know 45 4.9 56.0 100.0 

Total 80 8.8 100.0   

Missing System 828 91.2     

Total 908 100.0     
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Level of concern - Other-specify 

ANIMAL HABITAT LEAVE GOD'S CREATION ALONE 

BUILDING W/O CONCERN FOR BEST SITES FOR 
TREES 

MORE UP TO DATE INFO ON EMERALD ASH 
BORER 

BULLDOZING TREES N/A 

BURR OAK/ WHITE OAK NEED TO LEARN MORE 

CARELESS CAMPERS NEVER TOO MANY TREES 

CROP IRRIGATION/ SUPPLY NONE 

CUTTING OF TREES FOR POWER LINE-THERE 
NEEDS TO 

NOT ENOUGH TREES IN NE 

DON'T PAY PEOPLE TO PUT IN TREES SAVE ARE NOT MAKING FARMERS REPLANT TREES THEY 
TAKE OUT 

DYING FORESTS NOT QUALIFIED 

FARMERS DEFORESTING NEBRASKA OVERUSE OF THE OGALLALA AQUIFER 

GET RID OF CEDAR PHRAGMITES IN RIVER + PONDS 

GOVERNMENT PROTECTING STATE PARKS & FORESTS 

GREEN SPACES IN CITIES RECREATION AREAS, CAMPING, ETC.. 

HUNTING ON STATE & NAT REPLACING TREES WHERE NEED 

I DON'T LIKE LITTLE TREES TOO MANY CEDAR TREES 

INCREASE NEED FOR URBAN TREES TREE REPLACEMENT 

INCREASED SHADY PLACES TREE SPECIES EXTINCTION 

JUST MOVED HERE-DON'T KNOW USE OF PESTICIDES 

KEEP USA BEAUTIFUL USING TREES NATIVE TO NE 

KEYSTONE PIPELINE WASTE OF PAPER FOR THESE SURVEYS 

LACK OF EDUC ON NATURAL RESOURCES WITH 
YOUTH! 

WHEN TREES TAKEN DOWN FOR IRRIGATIONS + 
NOT REP 

LACK OF FORESTS IN U.S.  
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Where is the first place you get information about trees? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Magazines 14 1.6 2.9 2.9 

Specific Website 8 .9 1.6 4.5 

General internet search 197 21.7 38.9 43.4 

Home & Garden Center 71 7.8 13.9 57.3 

Nurseries of local garden 
center 

85 9.4 16.9 74.2 

Natural Resource agencies 16 1.8 3.2 77.4 

University of Nebraska 
Extension 

43 4.7 8.4 85.9 

Organizations 3 .4 .7 86.5 

Newspapers 25 2.7 4.9 91.4 

Other 44 4.8 8.6 100.0 

Total 507 55.8 100.0   

Missing System 401 44.2     

Total 908 100.0     
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Magazines – specify 

"HORTICULTURIST MAGAZINE" MIDWEST LIVING NO LIFE ITS SELF 

AMERICAN HUNTER, NEBRASKA 
LAND 

MOTHER EARTH NEWS NONE 

ANY ARTICLES ON TREES MY PARENTS & IN HIGH SCHOOL NOTHIN SPECIFIC 

ARBOR DAY NAT'L GEOGRAPHIC OUTDOOR LIFE 

ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC PARENTS 

ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION, 
NATURE CONSERVANCY 

NATURE PUBLICATIONS OF ARBOR DAY 
FOUNDATION 

ARBOR DAY MAG NATURE CONSERVANCY SCIENCE JOURNAL 

BACKPACKER NATURE, OUTDOOR LIVING, 
NATGEO 

SEED CATALOGS 

BETTER HOMES & GARDENS NE ARBOR DAY SEVERAL FARM MAGAZINES 

BETTER HOMES AND GARDENS NE FARMER NEBRASKALAND SIERRA CLUB 

BIBLE: ROMAN'S 1: READ IT! NEBR. FARMER FARM JOURNAL SOME MAGAZINES WILL HAVE 
SMALL ARTICLES ABOUT 

BIRDS & BLOOM NEBRASKA TELEORGUN 

BOOKS NEBRASKA FARMER THE NEBRASKAN 

CONSERVATION MAGAZINES NEBRASKA FORESTRY TIME 

COUNTRY GARDEN- ALL LADIES 
MAG 

NEBRASKA LAND TV 

FAMILY CIRCLE NEBRASKA LAND MAG/ 
NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC 

TV DAILY NEWSPAPER 

FARM MAGAZINES NEBRASKA LAND- BIRDS & 
BLOOMS 

TV NEWS 

FATHERS BUSINESS NEBRASKA LIFE TV, NEWSPAPER, ALL 

FOOD HOUSEKEEPING/ BUID 
BLOOM 

NEBRASKA MAGAZINE, NE 
FAMER, NATL GEOGRAPHIC 

UNL EXTENSION 

FULL GREE NEBRASKALAND WANDY MAN WOOD MAGAZINES, 
TING WOODWORKING, ET 

GRIT NEBRASKALAND  MAGAZINES WILDLIFE 

HOME & GARDEN - GOOD 
HOUSEKEEPING 

NEBRASKALAND MAGAZINE WILDLIFE NATL GEOGRAPHIC 

I DON'T NEBRASKALAND, SMITHSONIAN WILDLIFE, NEBRASKALAND 

I GREW UP IN NEW HAMPSHIRE NEBRASKALAND; RURAL 
ELECTRIC NEBRASKAN 

 

I READ NATURE MAGAZINES NEWSPAPER  
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Website - specify 

ABORDAY.ORG & GOOGLE IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY (RED 
CEDAR INFO) 

ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION NA 

ARBOR FOUNDATION NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC 

ARBOR SOC. NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC BY 
NETFLIX 

ARBORDAY.ORG NEB GUIDES 

BYF.UNL.EDU NEBRASKA ARBOR WEBSITE 

BYFINE.EDU NONE 

COMMON SCENTS- MCCAH, NE NRD 

DON'T HAVE WEBSITE U OF N 

DON'T KNOW UNIVERSITY OF NE 

FASTGROWINGTREES.COM UNL 

FORESTATION OR TREES UNL-EX 

GOOGLE USFS 

GOOGLE NOT MUCH SPECIFIC 
INFO FOR MY AREA 

WHITE 

GOVERNMENT WEBSITE  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 161 

Natural Resource Agencies – specify 

ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION LOWER LOUP NRD 

ARDC (MEAD) MNNRD 

BIG BLUE NRD MRNRD 

BY CALLING THE LIBRARY, ETC N.R.D. 

DAVID CITY N.R.D. OFFICE 

DAWSON COUNTY NEBRASKA 

DIXON NRES NONE 

DON'T KNOW NPNRD 

DOUGLAS CO EXT NRCS 

DOUGLAS CO EXTENSION NRD 

ELKORN NRD NRD LOWER LOUP 

EXTENSION OFFICE NRD TWIN PLATTE 

FSA NRD'S, DNR'S 

GAME & PARKS NRDC NATURAL RESOURCES 
CHANNEL W 

IN SCOTTSBLUFF, NE & COUNTY SCOT OXINGEN & NATURAL 

INFORMATION CENTER SPNRD 

KIM YOUNG- YOLK CO.,PA UNIV OF NE EXTENSION SERVICE 

LENRD UNNRD 

LITTLE BLUE NRD UPPER LOUP 

LOWER ELKHORN NRD WAYNE 

LOWER LOOP NATURAL RESOURCE WOWER ELKORN WATER SHED 
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Organization - specify 

ARBOR KEEP AMERICA BEAUTIFUL, LOUP 
BASIN NATURAL 

ARBOR DAY LOBBY GRAYS OF ARBOR ANS. 

ARBOR DAY FDN. LOCAL SCHOOLS 

ARBOR DAY FOUND NATIONAL ARBOR DAY SOCIETY 

ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION NONE 

ARBOR FOUNDATION OHIOWA PUBLIC SCHOOL 

ARBOR LODGE OK 

ARBOR SOCIETY (I BELONG) OPPN 

AUDUBON OWH 

BACK YARD FARMER PARK SERVICE 

BACK YARD FARMER (TV) RANDOM CLUB 

BACKYARD GARDEN NET-TV THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

DON'T KNOW WACHISKA HUDUBOW SOCIETY 

GAME AND PARKS COMMISSION YOU 
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Newspapers – specify 

1 OMAHA WORLD HERALD 2 ST. PAUL STAR 
TRIBUNE 

NANX 

ARTICLES NOCE NEWS LINC JOURNAL STAR 

DAILY PAPER LINCOLN JOURNAL NORFOLK DAILY NEWS 

DON'T KNOW NP TELEGRAPH 

HOMETOWN PAPER NPT 

KEARNEY HUB OMAHA WOLD HAROLD 

KEARNEY HUB- (DAILY) OMAHA WORLD HEARALD/ N.P.T.TELEGRAPH 

LINCOLN JOUAL STAR\ NEBRASKA EXTENSION 
PAPER 

OMAHA WORLD HERALD 

LINCOLN JOURNAL OMAHA WORLD HERALD-SUNDAYS 

LINCOLN JOURNAL OMAHA W. HERALD OMAHA-W-HERALD NORFOLK DAILY NEWS 

LINCOLN JOURNAL STAR OW HERALD 

LINCOLN JOURNAL STAR/ OMAHA OWH 

LINCOLN JOURNAL START OWH, NYX 

LINCOLN JOURNAL/OMAHA WORLD HERALD REALLY VALUABLE ARTICLES 

LINCOLN PAPER SEVERAL 

LINCOLN STAR SOME LOCAL 

LOCAL SOME TIMES OUR LOCAL PAPER TALKS 
ABOUT TREES. 

LOCAL NEWSPAPER STAR HERALD 

LOCAL- NATIONAL STAR HERALD- SPECIALS 

LOCAL- SIOUX CITY JOURNAL SUN TELEGRAPH, SIDNEY 

MAGAZINES OR INTERNET THE COLUMBUS TELEGRAM 

MCCAAH DAILY WALL STREET JOURNAL 

MCCOOK BAZETTE WORLD HERALD 

MCCOOK DAILY GAZETTE YANKTON PRESS- DAKOTAN 

MCCOOK GASZZETT  
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Other – specify 

ADV, BROCHURES FROM 
SEED COMPANIES 

GROWING UP IN NEB. ALL MY 
LIFE/OLD PEOPLE 

NOAA WEBSITE 

ARBOR AESTHETICS (PRIVATE 
TREE SERVICE) 

HARVISTED WOOD FOR NEST 
& BUILDING MATTERALS 

NONE 

ARBORIST-TREE TRIMMER HOME OBSERVATION 

ARBORISTS./SCHOOLS ETC HUSBANDS FAMILY OWNS 
NURSERY & GENERAL 

KNOWLEDGE 

OLD TIMERS + FELLOW WOOD 
CUTTERS 

BEING AWARE OF NATURE I HAVE A HORTICULTURE 
DEGREE 

ON THE JOB AT NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE 

BOOK BY WILLIAM 
DIRR:MANUAL OF WOODY 

LANDSCAPE PLA 

INDEPENDENT STUDY OPPD ARBORETUM/ 
FONTANELLE FOREST 

BOOKS INFORMED NEIGHBORS & CO 
WORKERS 

PBS 

BOOKS ON TREES INTERNET PEOPLE WITH EXPERIENCE IN 
THE FIELD 

CABLE T.V JON MUNTER PEOPLE- I ASK QUESTIONS 

CHRISTMAS SHOPPING FOR 
TREES 

KFAB PLANT TALK PERSON TO PERSON 

COLLEGE CLASSES LIBRARY PERSONAL OBSERVATION 

COMMON SENSE (WE NEED 
THEM!!!) 

LIFE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

COWORKERS THAT KNOW 
MORE ABOUT THEM 

LOCAL TREE BOARD SCHOOL 

CUSTOMER & PEOPLE I TALK 
TO 

LOCAL TREE COMPANY SIERRA CLUB 

DON'T KNOW LOOKING AT TREES IN MY 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

STATE FORESTOR- PERSONAL 
CONTACT 

DON'T REALLY SEEK OUT INFO 
ABOUT TREES 

MINDEN COURIER STATE PARKS, NATIONAL 
PARKS 

DON'T USUALLY HERE NEWS 
ABOUT TREES 

MY BOYFRIEND T.V 

DOUGLAS CO EXTENSION MY FATHER T.V. NATURE CHANNELS 

EDUCATION IN SCHOOL MY JOB UPDATES @ ARBOR 
DAY FARMS IN NEBR. CITY 

T.V. PROGRAMS, NATURE, 
NOVA, "N.E.T." 

EVENING NEWS MY OWN KNOWLEDGE TOURIST INFO FROM NATL' 
PARKS 

EXTENSION AGENCY MY SON IS VERY 
KNOWLEDGEABLE 

TRAVEL GUIDES 

FAMILY HISTORIANS N/A TREE BOOKS OF MY OWN 
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FARMER NATURE TV PROGRAMS TV 

FATHER, PLANTS THOUSANDS 
EACH YEAR. 

NE FOREST SERVICE TV & RADIO 

FRIENDS + PERSONAL 
OBSERVATION 

NEBRASKA & IOWA PUBLIC 
TELEVISION 

TV #1 BACKYARD FARMER 

GENERAL EDUCATION NEBRASKA FOREST SERVICE TV + RADIO - COLUMBUS 

GENERAL KNOWLEDGE NEBRASKA FOREST SERVICES TV NEWS 

GENERAL PUBLIC NEIGHBORS TV PROGRAMS 

GRANDSON'S LESSONS IN 
SCIENCE 

NEWS, LIBRARY ON LINE WEB SEARCH 

GREEN BELLEVUE TREE 
PLANTINGS 

NEWS, SCHOOL WORKED FOR FT. COLLINS 
PARKS & REC FOR 18 YRS 

GREEN NGO'S NO PARTICULAR PLACE  

 

How familiar are you with the services of the NFS? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Familiar 7 .7 .7 .7 

Moderately Familiar 61 6.8 6.8 7.6 

Somewhat Familiar 124 13.6 13.8 21.3 

Slightly Familiar 232 25.5 25.8 47.1 

Not at all familiar 475 52.3 52.9 100.0 

Total 899 99.0 100.0   

Missing System 9 1.0     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Have you read any material that describes the services and resources of the NFS 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 105 11.5 11.9 11.9 

No 664 73.1 75.3 87.2 

I'm not sure/Don't know 113 12.5 12.8 100.0 

Total 882 97.1 100.0   

Missing System 26 2.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

 

 



 166 

 Where have you seen information on NSF - Newspapers 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 53 55.8 55.8 55.8 

Checked 42 44.2 44.2 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   

 
Where have you seen information on NSF - Brochures of other publications 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 39 40.8 40.8 40.8 

Checked 56 59.2 59.2 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   

 
Where have you seen information on NSF - Internet 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 57 60.2 60.2 60.2 

Checked 38 39.8 39.8 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   

 
Where have you seen information on NSF - Radio 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 79 83.7 83.7 83.7 

Checked 15 16.3 16.3 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   

 
Where have you seen information on NSF - TV 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 60 63.8 63.8 63.8 

Checked 34 36.2 36.2 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   
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Where have you seen information on NSF - Other 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Not Checked 88 92.8 92.8 92.8 

Checked 7 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 95 100.0 100.0   

 

Where have you seen information on NSF - Other-Specify 

ARBOR DAY MAGAZINE NE CITY 

BIBLE: CHRIST "ALONE" NE FORESTRY SHORT COURSE 

BOOKS NEBR. STATE FAIR 

BOOTHS AT EXPOS AND FIELD 
DAYS 

NEBRASKA LAND MAGAZINES 

BOOTHS FROM FORESTRY 
SERVICE 

NEWS 

COUNTY EXTENSION 
SERVICE/TREE BOARD 

NONE 

DAWSON COUNTY FSA-NRD NORTH PLATTE NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

DOUGLAS/SARPY EXTENTION 
OFFICE 

ONLY WHAT WAS INCLUDED 
WITH SURVEY 

EMPLOYEES STATE PARK BROCHURES 

FIRE DEPT. CLASSES/WILD LAND 
FIRE 

WHEN YOUNGER I WENT TO 
HALSEY & BOUGHT TREES 

N/A  

 

Familiar with service - Rural Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 121 13.4 13.8 13.8 

No 757 83.4 86.2 100.0 

Total 878 96.7 100.0   

Missing System 30 3.3     

Total 908 100.0     
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Familiar with service - Wildland Fire Protection 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 216 23.7 24.7 24.7 

No 658 72.5 75.3 100.0 

Total 873 96.2 100.0   

Missing System 35 3.8     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Familiar with service - Community Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 92 10.1 10.6 10.6 

No 776 85.5 89.4 100.0 

Total 868 95.6 100.0   

Missing System 40 4.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Familiar with service - Forest Health 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 101 11.1 11.6 11.6 

No 769 84.7 88.4 100.0 

Total 870 95.8 100.0   

Missing System 38 4.2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Familiar with service - Forest Products 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 113 12.4 13.0 13.0 

No 754 83.1 87.0 100.0 

Total 867 95.5 100.0   

Missing System 41 4.5     

Total 908 100.0     
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Currently using this service - Rural Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 21 2.3 2.7 2.7 

No 728 80.2 97.3 100.0 

Total 749 82.4 100.0   

Missing System 159 17.6     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Currently using this service - Wildland Fire Protection 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 12 1.3 1.6 1.6 

No 739 81.3 98.4 100.0 

Total 750 82.6 100.0   

Missing System 158 17.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Currently using this service - Community Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 24 2.6 3.2 3.2 

No 709 78.1 96.8 100.0 

Total 732 80.7 100.0   

Missing System 176 19.3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Currently using this service - Forest Health 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 11 1.2 1.4 1.4 

No 728 80.2 98.6 100.0 

Total 738 81.3 100.0   

Missing System 170 18.7     

Total 908 100.0     
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Currently using this service - Forest Products 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 48 5.3 6.4 6.4 

No 697 76.7 93.6 100.0 

Total 745 82.0 100.0   

Missing System 163 18.0     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Likely to use this service in the future - Rural Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 126 13.9 17.8 17.8 

No 585 64.4 82.2 100.0 

Total 711 78.3 100.0   

Missing System 197 21.7     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Likely to use this service in the future - Wildland Fire Protection 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 107 11.7 15.0 15.0 

No 603 66.4 85.0 100.0 

Total 710 78.2 100.0   

Missing System 198 21.8     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Likely to use this service in the future - Community Forestry 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 164 18.0 23.6 23.6 

No 530 58.4 76.4 100.0 

Total 693 76.4 100.0   

Missing System 215 23.6     

Total 908 100.0     
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Likely to use this service in the future - Forest Health 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 139 15.3 20.1 20.1 

No 554 61.1 79.9 100.0 

Total 694 76.4 100.0   

Missing System 214 23.6     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Likely to use this service in the future - Forest Products 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 175 19.2 25.1 25.1 

No 521 57.4 74.9 100.0 

Total 696 76.6 100.0   

Missing System 212 23.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Tree planting and care workshops 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 114 12.5 13.1 13.1 

Moderately Interested 217 23.9 25.1 38.2 

Somewhat Interested 213 23.5 24.6 62.8 

Slightly Interested 109 12.0 12.6 75.4 

Not at all Interested 213 23.5 24.6 100.0 

Total 867 95.5 100.0   

Missing System 41 4.5     

Total 908 100.0     
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Interest in attending NSF educational events - Wildland prescribed fire 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 54 6.0 6.3 6.3 

Moderately Interested 78 8.6 9.2 15.5 

Somewhat Interested 146 16.1 17.1 32.5 

Slightly Interested 164 18.0 19.1 51.6 

Not at all Interested 415 45.7 48.4 100.0 

Total 857 94.4 100.0   

Missing System 51 5.6     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Firewise training for homeowners 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 80 8.8 9.3 9.3 

Moderately Interested 159 17.6 18.5 27.8 

Somewhat Interested 176 19.4 20.4 48.2 

Slightly Interested 150 16.5 17.4 65.6 

Not at all Interested 297 32.7 34.4 100.0 

Total 862 95.0 100.0   

Missing System 46 5.0     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Woodland management 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 39 4.3 4.5 4.5 

Moderately Interested 128 14.1 14.9 19.5 

Somewhat Interested 158 17.4 18.3 37.7 

Slightly Interested 133 14.7 15.5 53.2 

Not at all Interested 403 44.4 46.8 100.0 

Total 861 94.9 100.0   

Missing System 47 5.1     

Total 908 100.0     
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Interest in attending NSF educational events - Tree pest identification 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 117 12.9 13.4 13.4 

Moderately Interested 189 20.8 21.8 35.2 

Somewhat Interested 188 20.7 21.6 56.8 

Slightly Interested 112 12.3 12.9 69.7 

Not at all Interested 263 29.0 30.3 100.0 

Total 869 95.7 100.0   

Missing System 39 4.3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Effects of flooding on trees 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 41 4.5 4.7 4.7 

Moderately Interested 103 11.4 12.0 16.8 

Somewhat Interested 161 17.8 18.8 35.5 

Slightly Interested 171 18.8 19.9 55.4 

Not at all Interested 383 42.2 44.6 100.0 

Total 859 94.6 100.0   

Missing System 49 5.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Heating your home with wood 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 81 8.9 9.5 9.5 

Moderately Interested 131 14.5 15.4 24.9 

Somewhat Interested 124 13.6 14.5 39.4 

Slightly Interested 140 15.4 16.4 55.7 

Not at all Interested 378 41.6 44.3 100.0 

Total 853 94.0 100.0   

Missing System 55 6.0     

Total 908 100.0     
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Interest in attending NSF educational events - Effects of drought on trees 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 100 11.0 11.5 11.5 

Moderately Interested 191 21.1 22.0 33.6 

Somewhat Interested 186 20.5 21.4 55.0 

Slightly Interested 138 15.2 15.9 70.9 

Not at all Interested 253 27.8 29.1 100.0 

Total 869 95.7 100.0   

Missing System 39 4.3     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Interest in attending NSF educational events - Managing forests for profit 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Extremely Interested 46 5.1 5.4 5.4 

Moderately Interested 78 8.6 9.1 14.4 

Somewhat Interested 131 14.5 15.2 29.6 

Slightly Interested 133 14.7 15.4 45.0 

Not at all Interested 475 52.3 55.0 100.0 

Total 864 95.2 100.0   

Missing System 44 4.8     

Total 908 100.0     
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Interest in attending NSF educational events - Other-please list suggestions 

N/A 

$ E.P.A. $ Obama is crushing our freedom's with $ Marxism! Understand history? $ 

93 yrs old & don't get around much anymore 

Add curriculum in schools K-12 

All of my answers are NO because of age 

An info booth at Earth Day Omaha might be a good idea 

best trees for our area 

City or County offices to contact for forrestry concerns w/ city parks 

Do not pay people to put in trees 

Fire prevention - not mitigation - programs need to be reinstated for all people 

Fruit Trees 

Get a spray to kill red cedar 

How do I find out about these events 

How to identify trees 

How to plant trees on your property for maximum benefit. (Plan and Plant) 

I am 75 yrs old and don't get around much. 

I suggest we recycle more for magazines - which come from trees!! 

I think it is a wonderful thing, but it is unable for me to attend. 

Idenfication of tree types. 

I'm 83 too late to care 

Interested, yes. Would I have time? No. 

Landscaping small areas for habitat (birds, small animals…) & air quality 

N/A 

none 

Planting more trees is better 

Prescribed burns of forests, not just open lands. 

Should be banned 

Since I am 79 years old many things like no. A & b & c are beyond me 

There needs to be more tree planting in the state 

Topping vs. removing cedar shelter belts to improve farmland 

Tree identification of most common ones/& their problems-pests 

Trees for shade - parking lots, etc. 

What trees have fast growth rate. Which trees are best suited for our area / water 

Where to site plants for energy conservation 

wind break planting & orchard info 
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Do you consider yourself to be retired? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes 182 20.0 20.4 20.4 

No 709 78.1 79.6 100.0 

Total 891 98.1 100.0   

Missing System 17 1.9     

Total 908 100.0     
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What was your main occupation? 

(M.S) DISABLED VET EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OMAHA GAS & WATER UTILITY 

911 OPERATOR FACTORY PACKING HOUSE 

ACCOUNTANT FACTORY WORK PAINTER-DECORATOR 

ACCOUNTEEN FACTORY WORKER PAITLY FARMING 

ACCOUNTING CLERK FACTORY WORKER & 
FARMING 

PARKS & REC SUPERVISOR 
CITY OF FT 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASST FACTORY, GRIVTINY COP, 
MANY THING 

PAYROLL 

ADMINISTRATOR FARM PHARMACIST 

AG - HEALTHCARE FARM IRRIGATED PIVOTS PLANT MANG. 

AGRICULTURE & LIVESTOCK FARM WIFE POLICE OFFICER 

AGRICULTURE CO-OP FARM WIFE + MOTHER POSTAL CLERK 

AGRONOMIST FARM, AG PRESCHOOL TEACHER 

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLER FARMER PROCESS MFG. ENGR. 

AMTRAK CONDUCTOR FARMER & WIFE PRODUCTIONLINE LABOR 

ANESTHETIST FARMER, ACCOUNTANT PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHER 

ANTIQUE DEALER FARMER/AF PILOT QUALITY ASSURANCE 

AOA DIETITIAN FARMERS WIFE R.N. 

ASSISTANT ENGINEER FARMERS WIFE- TEACHER R+R 

ATTORNEY FARMING RAIL ROAD 

AUTOBODY REPAIR FARMING & RANCHING RAILROAD 

BABY SITTER FARMING-OFFICE RAILROAD EMPLOYEE 

BEAUTICIAN & VOLUNTEER 
CO-ORG 

FARMING, RANCH, BUILDER RAISING 9 CHILDREN AT HOME 
HEALTH 

BLUE COLLAR- FACTORY FED CIVIL SERVICE RANCHING 

BOOKKEEPER FEED MILK-PRODUCTION REAL ESTATE 

BOOKKEEPING FIRE RESOURCE MANAGER 
PREVENTION/ 

RECEIVING MGR. 

BRIDAL SHOP OWNER FLYER, USAF RECEPTIONIST 

BUDGET + CASH COUNTER GARA-PROFESSIONAL REGISTERED NURSE 
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BUILDING CONTRACTOR GRAPHIC DESIGNER RESPIRATORY THERAPY 

BULL SEAMEN SALESMAN HAIR DRESSER RETAIL MGR. 

BUSINESS COMPTROLER HAIRSTYLIST RETIRED 

BUSINESS OFFICE WORKER HEALTH CARE RETIRED FACTORY WORKER 

BUSINESS OWNER HMS RN 

C+A QUALIFIED ACCTANT HOME RN NURSE MANAGER 

CABLE FACTORY WORKER HOME MAKER, OFFICE 
ASSISTANT 

ROAD MAINT 

CARE GIVER HOMEMAKER SAFETY 

CARPENTER HOMEMAKER AND FACTORY 
ASSEMBLY GA 

SAILS MAJOR 

CASHIER HOUSEWIFE SALES 

CATTLE RANCH HOUSEWIFE & MOTHER SALES/SALES MGNT 

CAUSE WOKER INCOME TAX PRACTITIONER SALESMAN 

CEO NON PROFIT INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SCHOOL ADMIN 

CHILD EDUCATION INSURANCE SCHOOL BOOKKEEPER 

CITY WORKER INSURANCE AGENT SCHOOL SUPT. 

CLERGY INSURANCE SALES SECRETARIAL WORK 

CLERICAL INSURANCE UNDERWRITER SECRETARY 

CLERK-TEACHER-OFFICE LAB TECH SEMI-RETIRED PART TIME 

CLINIC NURSE LABORER SERVICE STATION 

COLLEGE MATHEMATICS 
INSTRUCTOR 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SOCIAL WORKER 

COMPUTER PROGRAMMER LEGAL SECRETARY STATE PATROL 

CONDUCTOR UPNR LIBRARIAN TEACHER 

CONST. LIVESTOCK + FARMER TEACHER + VOLUNTEER 

CONSTRUCTION LIVESTOCK INSPECTOR TEACHER- ELEMENTARY 

CONSTRUCTION SUPT LOCAL REA OFFICE MGR TEACHER-FARMER 

CONTRACTOR LOCO ENGR. TEACHER/ADMIN 

COOK MACHENIC TEACHER/CORDINATOR 
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CORP. SECRETARY MACHINE OPERATOR TEACHER/THERAPIST 

CORREETION 
ADMINISTRATOR 

MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR TEACHING 

CUSTODIAN @ GRADE 
SCHOOL, WORKING 

MAINTENANCE TECH TEACHING SCHOOL 

CUSTOMER SERVICE MANAGEMENT TEACHING- RANCHING 

DAIRY-FARMING MANAGER TEAMSTER 

DENTAL OFFICE STAFF MAT. MECH. TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

DIETARY DEPT NURSING 
HOME 

MECHANIC TRANSPORTATION 

DROVE TRUCK FOR CLARK 
BRS TRANFER 

MED. TECH TRANSPORTATION MANAGER 

EDITING, DESIGN MEDICAL ASSISTANT TRASH PICK UP 

EDUCATION MEDICAL DOCTOR TRAVEL ROUTER 

EDUCATION- TEACHER MEDICAL 
TECHNOLOGIST/FARM 

LANDLOR 

TRUCK DRIVER 

EDUCATOR MENTAL HEALTH COUNSELOR TRUCK DRIVING 

EDVCATOR METEROLOGIST U.S. AIR 
FORCE PILOT 

U.P.R.R. 

ELECTRONICS MGT CREDIT UNITED STATES AIR FORCE & 
PUBLIC 

ELECTRONICS ENGINEER MILITARY UNIVERSITY 
PROFESSOR/ADMNISTRATOR 

ELECTRONICS TECH MILL WRIGHT US NAVY 

ELEM. EDUCATOR MINING US POSTAL SERVICE CLERK 

ELEM. TEACHER MOTHER + WIFE NOW A 
COMM. VOL. 

US POSTMASTER 

ELEMENTARY EDUCATOR N/A VETERINARIAN 

ELEMENTARY TEACHER NETWORKING FOR GDE WARD CLERK 

ELEVATOR MECHANIC NEWSPAPER EMPLOYEE WELDER HYDRAULICS 

ENGINEER NURSE WORD PROCESSOR 

ENGINEER TECHNICIAN NURSE AIDE WORKER 

EXEC ASS'T. NURSING  

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT OFFICE WORKER  
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What is your main occupation? 

ACCOUNTANT FIRE MARSHAL PERSONAL FINANCE 

ACCOUNTING FISHING PHARMACEUTICAL PLANT 
SUPERVISOR 

ACCOUNTING ASSISTANT FRAMER PHARMACEUTICAL 
TECHNICIAN 

ACCT COORDINATOR FRONT OFFICE MEDICAL PHARMACIST 

ACTIVE FARMER GOLF COURSE MANAGER PHARMACY TECH. FARM WIFE 

ADMIN/OIL FIELD GRADUATE STUDENT PHOTOGRAPHER 

ADMINISTRATIVE GRAIN ELEVATOR PHOTOGRAPHER FREELANCE 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT GRAIN MERCHANDISER PHOTOGRAPHY/WRITING 

AG GRAPHIC DESIGNER PHYSICAL THERAPIST 

AGRICULTURAL SPECIALIST GREENHOUSE CLERK PHYSICAL THERAPY 

AGRICULTURE GUIDANCE COUNSELOR PHYSICIAN 

AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HAIRSTYLIST PHYSICIAN ASSISTANT 

ANALYST HEALTH CARE PLANT MANAGER 

ANIMAL MEDICINE HEALTHCARE PLUMBING CONTRACTOR 

APT OWNER/ MANAGER HEATING & COOLING PRINTING 

ART TEACHER AND GALLERY 
OWNER 

HEAVY CONST. CONTRACTOR PRODUCT SPECIALIST 

ARTIST HEAVY EQUIPMENT 
OPERATOR 

PROFESSOR 

ASSEMBLY HELPING ON THE FARM PROJECT COORDINATOR 

ASSISTANT HIGH SCHOOL SCIENCE 
TEACHER 

PROJECT MANAGER 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR HIGHWAY DESIGNER WITH 
DOR 

PSYCHOLOGIST 

ATHLETIC TRAINER 
ASSISTANT 

HMS PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHER 

ATTORNEY HOME CHILD CARE RADIATION THERAPIST 

AUDIT HOME MAKER RAIL ROAD B.N.S.F. 

AUTOMOTIVE HOMEMAKER RAILROAD 

BANK TELLER HOMEMAKER, OFFICE ASSIST. RANCHER 
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BANKER HOMEMAKER/TEACHER RANCHING 

BANKING HOSPITAL CHAPLAIN 
GRANDMOTHER, ANIM 

RATAIL STORE OWNER 

BARBER HOUSE WIFE REAL ESTATE 

BENEFIT SPECIALIST HOUSE WIFE/FARMER REAL ESTATE BROKER 

BIOLOGIST HOUSEKEEPER RECEPTIONIST 

BIOMEDICAL ENGINEER HOUSEKEEPER & GARDENER REFRIGERATION MECHANIC 

BIS. OWNER HOUSEKEEPING REGISTERED NURSE 

BOOKKEEPER HOUSEWIFE RES. TECH. 

BOOKKEEPER/HOUSEWIFE HOUSEWIFE-FARMER RESEARCH ANALYST 

BUDGET ANALYZE HOUSING INSPECTOR RESOURCE MANAGER NPS 

BUILDING + GROUNDS MAINT HUAC TECHNITION RESPIRATORY THERAPIST 

BUILDING CONTRACTOR 
CARPENTER 

HUMAN RESOURCES RESTAURANT MANAGER 

BULL SEAMEN SALESMAN HUMAN SERVICES RETAIL 

BUSINESS ANALYST IBM RETAIL STORE MANAGER 

BUSINESS MANAGER IM DIRECTOR @ NWU RETIRED 

BUSINESS OWNER IM RETIRED RETIRED & TIRED 

CABINETMAKER IMMIGRATION SECTION CHIEF RN 

CAREGIVER INDEPENDANT DESIGNER ROAD MAINT. 

CARGILL-PRODUCTION INSTALLER ROUTE MGR 

CARPENTER INSTRUCTOR/COLLEGE RUN A MACHINE IN A BEEF 
PACKING PLA 

CARPET & UPHOLSTRY 
CLEANING 

INSURANCE AGENT RURAL MAIL CARRIER 

CHILDCARE INSURANCE ANALYST SALES 

CIVIL ENGINEER INSURANCE BROKER SALES ASSOCIATE 

CLEANING INSURANCE EXAMINER SALES REPRESENTATIVE 

CLERICAL INSURANCE/INVESTMENT SALES/BUYER 

CLERICAL ACCOUNTING INTERPRETE SAME 

CLERK IRRIGATION WELL/ PUMP SCHOOL COUNSELOR 
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INSTALLER 

CLIENT SERVICE 
REPRESENTATIVE 

IT SCHOOL SUPT. 

CMA IT MANAGER SECRETARIAL-OFFICE 

CNA/MED AIDE KITCHEN MANAGER SECRETARY 

COACH LABER SECRETARY FOR ELECTRICAL 
COMPANY 

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATOR LABOR SECURITY 

COLLEGE PROF AT UNL LABORER SECURITY GUARD 

COLLEGE TEACHER LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SECURITY SPECIALIST 

COMMERCIAL INSURANCE LAW ENFORCEMENT SELF EMPLOYED 

COMMUNICATIONS LEGAL SELF EMPLOYED-MEIDCAL 
BILLING 

COMMUNITY VOLUNTEER LEGAL ASSISTANT SELF-EMPLOYED 

COMPUTER 
ANALYST/EDUCATOR 

LIBRARIAN SELFEMPLOYED HARDWOOD 
FLOOR INSTALL 

COMPUTER PROGRAMMER LOAN OFFICER SERVCE ADVISOR 

COMPUTER SOFTWARE 
DEVELOPER 

LOAN PROCESSOR SERVER 

CONDUCTOR/RAILROAD LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEER SERVICE MGR 

CONST MACHENIC SERVICE TECH 

CONST. SUPERINTENDANT MACHINE OPERATOR SHIPPING COORDINATOR 

CONSTRUCTION MACHINE OPERATOR BNSFRR SOCIAL SERVICES 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER MAINT MG. SOCIAL SERVICES/COLLEGE 

CONSTRUCTION PROJECT 
MANAGER 

MAINTENANCE SOCIAL WORK 

CONSULTING MAINTENANCE AT ETHANOL 
PLANT 

SOIL SCIENTIST 

CONTRACTING MAINTENANCE/RETAIL SPEECH/LANG. PATH. 

CONTRACTOR MANAGEMENT SPOUSE, PARENT OF THREE 

CONV. STORE, CAMPGROUND MANAGER STAY @ HOME MOM 

COOK MANAGER (OFFICE) STAY AT HOME MOM 

COOKBOOK CONSULTANT MANUFACTURING STEEL MILL WORKER 



 183 

CORPORATE PILOT MARKETING STEEL WORKER 

COSMETOLOGIST MASSAGE THERAPIST STREET FIREMAN 

CREATIVE 
PERSON/PROFESSIONAL 

MASSAGE THERAPY STUDENT 

CST COMMUNICATIONS MECHANIC STUDENT- NURSING SCHOOL 

CUSTOMER SERVICE MEDICAL LAB SCIENTIST SYSTEM ADMIN 

DAIRYMAN MEDICAL RECORDS 
ASSISTANT 

TAKING CARE OF MYSELF 

DATA ENTRY MILITARY, MECHANIC, SEMI 
DRIVER 

TEACHER 

DATABASE COORDINATOR MILL WRIGHT TEACHER (ELEMENTARY) 

DAY CARE OWNER MINISTER TEACHER SUB 

DAYCARE MOM TEACHER/CONSTRUCTION 

DAYCARE PROVIDER MONTESSORI TEACHER 
(SOUND ENGINEER- 

TEACHER/ENGINEER 

DEFENSE CONTRACTOR MOTORCYCLE MECHANIC TEACHER/HOMEMAKER 

DELIVERY DRIVER MULTIMEDIA DESIGNER TEACHING 

DENTAL HYGIENIST N/A TEACHING PIANO 

DEPUTY SHERIFF NA TECH SUPPORT 

DIAGNOSTIC RADIOLOGY 
TECH 

NATURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

TECHNICIA 

DIETITIAN NEBRASKA DRIVERS LICENSE 
EXAMINER 

TELEMARKETER 

DIGITAL MEDIA PRODUCER NH3 TERMINAL OPERATOR TELOCOMMUNICATIONS 

DIRECTOR NONE NOW TERMINATED FROM 
EMPLOYMENT 

DIRECTOR OF CREDIT NONPROFIT ADMINISTRATION THEATRE ARTIST 

DISABLED NURSE THEOLOGY-"CHRIST"! 

DISABLED VET NURSE ANESTHESIA TIMPTE 

DONUT AND PIZZA COOK NURSE PRACTITIONER TRADE ASSOCIATION 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTO 

DRIVER NURSING TRAINING COORDINATOR 

EDUCATION NURSING/EMT/FIREFIGHTER TRANSPORTATION 

EDUCATOR OFFICE TRAVEL AGENT 



 184 

ELEC UTILITY LINE FOREMAN OFFICE ASSISTANT TRUCK DRIVER 

ELECTRICIAN OFFICE ASSOCIATE U.S.POSTAL EMPLOYEE 

ELECTRICIAN/UPRR OFFICE CLERK UNEMPLOYED 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
TEACHER 

OFFICE MANAGER US POST OFF. 

ENGINEER RAILROAD OFFICE MGR USPS 

EQUIPMENT OPERATOR OFFICE WORK UTILITY ENGINEERING 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT OFFICE WORKER UTILITY OPERATOR 

FABRICATOR OFFICER VETERINARIAN 

FACTORY WORKER OIL SALES VINEYARD WORKER 

FARM/RANCH ON DISABILITY VOLUNTEER WORK 

FARMER ON THE LINE VOLUNTEERING IN 
COMMUNITY 

FARMER + AUCTIONEER OPERATIONS MANAGER WAITRESS 

FARMER:ACCOUNTANT OPERATOR WAL-MART ASSOCIATE 

FARMER/ RANCHER OPPD WARD CLERK 

FARMING ORCHARDIST, FARMER, 
RANCHER 

WATCHING GRANDKIDS 

FARMING/ SOIL EXCAVATION 
WORK 

ORDER FILLER WATER RESOURCES 
ENGINEER 

FENCE BUILDER OWNER/MANAGER 
RESTARAUNT 

WATER WELL CONTRACTER 

FIELD MARKETING MANAGER PARA-EDUCATOR WILDLIFE BIOLOGIST 

FILE CLERK PARALEGAL WORK @ CARGILL 

FINANCE PARAPROFESSIONAL AT. 
O.P.S 

WORK WITH MENTALLY 
HANDICAP AND DIS 

FINANCIAL ADVISOR PARK SUPERINTENDENT WRITER 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANT PARTS MANAGER YARD, HOME ETC 

FINANCIAL COMMUNICATION 
ANALYST 

PEDIATRIST YOUTH COUNCLER 
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What is your highest level of education? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid No diploma 7 .8 .8 .8 

High School Diploma/GED 
150 16.5 16.9 17.7 

Some College but no 
degree 184 20.3 20.8 38.5 

Technical/Associate/Junior 
College 146 16.0 16.4 54.9 

Bachelor's Degree 281 31.0 31.8 86.7 

Graduate Degree 118 13.0 13.3 100.0 

Total 886 97.5 100.0   

Missing System 22 2.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - White 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 825 90.8 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 83 9.2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Black or African American 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 33 3.6 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 875 96.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Asian 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 3 .3 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 905 99.7     

Total 908 100.0     
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Race - American Indian or Alaska Native 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 22 2.5 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 886 97.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 1 .1 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 907 99.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Hispanic or Latino/a 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 28 3.1 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 880 96.9     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Other race(s) 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Checked 14 1.6 100.0 100.0 

Missing System 894 98.4     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Race - Other-specify 

AMERICAN MIDDLE EAST ORIGIN 

AMERICAN MUTT WHITE AMERICAN 

DO NOT FIND THIS QUESTION 
PERTINENT. 

WHITE/ASIAN 

HUMAN YOU SHOULD NOT ASK 

HUMAN! DUH!  
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Gender 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Male 437 48.1 48.9 48.9 

Female 457 50.4 51.1 100.0 

Total 894 98.5 100.0   

Missing System 14 1.5     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Please indicate the category that describes your total family income in the past 12 months 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Under $10,000 24 2.6 2.9 2.9 

$10,000 - $19,999 71 7.9 8.7 11.6 

$20,000 - $29,999 58 6.4 7.1 18.7 

$30,000 - $39,999 95 10.5 11.6 30.3 

$40,000 - $49,999 67 7.4 8.2 38.5 

$50,000 - $59,999 80 8.8 9.7 48.2 

$60,000 - $69,999 62 6.8 7.5 55.8 

$70,000 - $79,999 93 10.2 11.3 67.1 

$80,000 - $89,999 63 7.0 7.7 74.8 

$90,000 - $99,999 44 4.8 5.3 80.1 

$100,000 or more 163 17.9 19.9 100.0 

Total 819 90.2 100.0   

Missing System 89 9.8     

Total 908 100.0     

 

Which of the following best describes where you live? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Major city (100,000 or 
more) 386 42.5 43.1 43.1 

Small city (10,000-99,999) 
208 22.9 23.3 66.4 

Town (less than 10,000) 164 18.0 18.3 84.7 

Rural acreage (less than 20 
acres) 65 7.1 7.2 92.0 

Farm or ranch 72 7.9 8.0 100.0 

Total 894 98.5 100.0   

Missing System 14 1.5     

Total 908 100.0     
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Including yourself, how many adults over the age of 19, are currently living in your 
household all or part of the time? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 18 1.9 2.0 2.0 

1 138 15.2 15.4 17.3 

2 540 59.4 60.2 77.5 

3 141 15.6 15.8 93.3 

4 48 5.3 5.3 98.6 

5 3 .3 .3 98.9 

6 4 .5 .5 99.4 

8 2 .3 .3 99.7 

11 1 .1 .1 99.7 

13 2 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 897 98.8 100.0   

Missing System 11 1.2     

Total 908 100.0     

 

How many children, under the age of 19, are currently living in your household all or part 
of the time? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 528 58.1 60.5 60.5 

1 106 11.7 12.2 72.7 

2 157 17.3 18.0 90.6 

3 48 5.3 5.5 96.1 

4 28 3.1 3.2 99.3 

5 5 .6 .6 99.9 

6 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 872 96.1 100.0   

Missing System 36 3.9     

Total 908 100.0     
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In what year were you born? 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1918 1 .1 .1 .1 

1919   .0 .0 .1 

1920 2 .2 .2 .3 

1921   .0 .0 .3 

1922 3 .3 .3 .7 

1923 3 .3 .3 1.0 

1924 3 .3 .4 1.3 

1925 5 .6 .6 1.9 

1926 2 .2 .2 2.1 

1927 3 .3 .4 2.5 

1928 4 .5 .5 2.9 

1929 5 .6 .6 3.5 

1930 6 .6 .7 4.2 

1931 4 .5 .5 4.6 

1932 3 .4 .4 5.0 

1933 6 .7 .7 5.7 

1934 4 .4 .4 6.1 

1935 5 .6 .6 6.7 

1936 8 .9 .9 7.7 

1937 8 .8 .8 8.5 

1938 6 .7 .7 9.2 

1939 6 .7 .7 9.9 

1940 6 .7 .7 10.7 

1941 8 .9 .9 11.6 

1942 8 .9 .9 12.4 

1943 4 .5 .5 12.9 

1944 10 1.1 1.1 14.0 

1945 7 .8 .8 14.8 

1946 9 1.0 1.1 15.9 

1947 8 .9 .9 16.8 

1948 11 1.2 1.2 18.0 

1949 15 1.6 1.6 19.7 

1950 18 2.0 2.1 21.7 

1951 14 1.6 1.6 23.3 

1952 8 .9 1.0 24.3 

1953 7 .8 .8 25.1 

1954 20 2.2 2.3 27.4 

1955 13 1.4 1.5 28.8 

1956 13 1.4 1.5 30.3 
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1957 17 1.9 1.9 32.2 

1958 16 1.7 1.8 34.0 

1959 16 1.7 1.8 35.8 

1960 24 2.7 2.8 38.5 

1961 11 1.2 1.2 39.7 

1962 17 1.9 1.9 41.6 

1963 15 1.7 1.7 43.4 

1964 17 1.9 1.9 45.3 

1965 11 1.3 1.3 46.6 

1966 12 1.3 1.3 47.9 

1967 20 2.2 2.3 50.2 

1968 18 2.0 2.1 52.2 

1969 17 1.9 1.9 54.1 

1970 25 2.8 2.8 57.0 

1971 11 1.2 1.2 58.1 

1972 14 1.6 1.6 59.7 

1973 14 1.6 1.6 61.3 

1974 16 1.8 1.8 63.2 

1975 25 2.7 2.8 66.0 

1976 13 1.4 1.5 67.5 

1977 7 .8 .8 68.3 

1978 14 1.5 1.5 69.8 

1979 17 1.9 1.9 71.7 

1980 27 3.0 3.0 74.8 

1981 28 3.1 3.2 78.0 

1982 14 1.5 1.6 79.5 

1983 11 1.3 1.3 80.8 

1984 28 3.1 3.1 84.0 

1985 23 2.5 2.6 86.5 

1986 19 2.1 2.2 88.7 

1987 21 2.3 2.4 91.1 

1988 18 2.0 2.1 93.1 

1989 11 1.2 1.2 94.3 

1990 15 1.7 1.7 96.1 

1991 12 1.3 1.3 97.4 

1992 14 1.5 1.5 98.9 

1993 7 .8 .8 99.7 

1994 3 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 887 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 21 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     
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age 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 19.00 3 .3 .3 .3 

20.00 7 .8 .8 1.1 

21.00 14 1.5 1.5 2.6 

22.00 12 1.3 1.3 3.9 

23.00 15 1.7 1.7 5.7 

24.00 11 1.2 1.2 6.9 

25.00 18 2.0 2.1 8.9 

26.00 21 2.3 2.4 11.3 

27.00 19 2.1 2.2 13.5 

28.00 23 2.5 2.6 16.0 

29.00 28 3.1 3.1 19.2 

30.00 11 1.3 1.3 20.5 

31.00 14 1.5 1.6 22.0 

32.00 28 3.1 3.2 25.2 

33.00 27 3.0 3.0 28.3 

34.00 17 1.9 1.9 30.2 

35.00 14 1.5 1.5 31.7 

36.00 7 .8 .8 32.5 

37.00 13 1.4 1.5 34.0 

38.00 25 2.7 2.8 36.8 

39.00 16 1.8 1.8 38.7 

40.00 14 1.6 1.6 40.3 

41.00 14 1.6 1.6 41.9 

42.00 11 1.2 1.2 43.0 

43.00 25 2.8 2.8 45.9 

44.00 17 1.9 1.9 47.8 

45.00 18 2.0 2.1 49.8 

46.00 20 2.2 2.3 52.1 

47.00 12 1.3 1.3 53.4 

48.00 11 1.3 1.3 54.7 

49.00 17 1.9 1.9 56.6 

50.00 15 1.7 1.7 58.4 

51.00 17 1.9 1.9 60.3 

52.00 11 1.2 1.2 61.5 

53.00 24 2.7 2.8 64.2 

54.00 16 1.7 1.8 66.0 

55.00 16 1.7 1.8 67.8 

56.00 17 1.9 1.9 69.7 

57.00 13 1.4 1.5 71.2 

58.00 13 1.4 1.5 72.6 
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59.00 20 2.2 2.3 74.9 

60.00 7 .8 .8 75.7 

61.00 8 .9 1.0 76.7 

62.00 14 1.6 1.6 78.3 

63.00 18 2.0 2.1 80.3 

64.00 15 1.6 1.6 82.0 

65.00 11 1.2 1.2 83.2 

66.00 8 .9 .9 84.1 

67.00 9 1.0 1.1 85.2 

68.00 7 .8 .8 86.0 

69.00 10 1.1 1.1 87.1 

70.00 4 .5 .5 87.6 

71.00 8 .9 .9 88.4 

72.00 8 .9 .9 89.3 

73.00 6 .7 .7 90.1 

74.00 6 .7 .7 90.8 

75.00 6 .7 .7 91.5 

76.00 8 .8 .8 92.3 

77.00 8 .9 .9 93.3 

78.00 5 .6 .6 93.9 

79.00 4 .4 .4 94.3 

80.00 6 .7 .7 95.0 

81.00 3 .4 .4 95.4 

82.00 4 .5 .5 95.8 

83.00 6 .6 .7 96.5 

84.00 5 .6 .6 97.1 

85.00 4 .5 .5 97.5 

86.00 3 .3 .4 97.9 

87.00 2 .2 .2 98.1 

88.00 5 .6 .6 98.7 

89.00 3 .3 .4 99.0 

90.00 3 .3 .3 99.3 

91.00 3 .3 .3 99.7 

92.00   .0 .0 99.7 

93.00 2 .2 .2 99.9 

94.00   .0 .0 99.9 

95.00 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 887 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 21 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     
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age categories 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 19-29 170 18.7 19.2 19.2 

30-39 173 19.0 19.5 38.7 

40-49 159 17.5 17.9 56.6 

50-54 83 9.2 9.4 66.0 

55-59 79 8.7 8.9 74.9 

60-64 63 6.9 7.1 82.0 

65-69 45 5.0 5.1 87.1 

70-79 64 7.0 7.2 94.3 

80+ 51 5.6 5.7 100.0 

Total 887 97.7 100.0   

Missing System 21 2.3     

Total 908 100.0     
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Additional Comments 

Ref. Item 15.- What does family income have to do with trees?_ This question suggested a credibility problem of this 
survey. 

N/A 

I have only lived in Nebraska for 1 1/2 months 

I live in a townhouse now but wish I had known more about tree diseases and insects that kill trees when I lived in a 
house. 

I see WAY TOO MANY trees cut down or bulldozed into a pile and left. The settlers came here when there were NO 
trees and struggled terribly with top soil blowing away. When a hard rain comes trees hold the soil with their roots. 

Currently not a property owner - interest would likely change if I was. 

I realise trees are renewable but do not consider them a renewable energy source because most take too long to 
mature. 

I think more trees need to be planted. It could happen in elementary schools w/ kids getting involved.  Get kids 
excited about the beauty of nature. 

I believe in trees - when I bought my small home 23 years ago 10 trees were Chinese elm they were ether dead or 
almost. They had to be removed since then with the help of my sons I have 7 trees in my small yard - the lot next to 
my house is a garden by my son 

The long pine area is beautiful, we have not been to Halsey in 20 yrs, I hear the pines are in danger. The eastern 
deciduous woods are nice too for many years we cut a red cedar for Christmas tree 

I made some mistakes on page one, sorry! 

I think your survey is good relationship 

I would like to be notified about events. How do I find that out without asking my name 

I really enjoyed your survey! Glad to help out. 

I thought the Q's in section two were somewhat leading! Most of the other Q's in the survey may lead to qualified 
data, but how could you answer any other way than very important in section 2. 

Those who work for the Department of Utilities need more training. How to cut back trees properly would save trees 
from stress. All corporations who need big parking lots should be required by law to plant trees. If you take a tree 
down replace it! 

Am wondering (from your Q+A sheet) what possible risks or discomforts could I experience in completing this 
survey. Got a big chuckle out of that one! 

To long! Yo! 

Trees have their place in Nebraska, but let's not forget this is first and foremost a prairie state - let's maximize our 
grasslands! 

Thank you 

Good luck! 

I would recommend sending actual information about this stuff along with this survey. A lot of people don't know 
about many of these topics therefore would have hard time answering questions. 

Don't understand why farmers are alowed to cut down large groups of trees and pile them up an burn them, which 
loweres the air quality in the state soon there will be no trees left in Neb. 

We worry about drouth!! Tearing up grassland & trees make this more possible - and we have been in fertilizer 
business 50 yrss. But I do worry about our great land 

Need to contoral red ceader in grassland 

Forests need to be farmed - clear cut for fire lines and diseased trees need be harvested or destroyed timely 
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Your red cedar extermination is terrible for wildlife. It would be wiser to leave some areas of dense cover and 
remove the scattered areas. They are nature and reliable, instead of spending a lot of money planting Austrian 
pines etc. 

Thanks for the opportunity to participate in this. 

Love trees and wildlife, yet do not have the money to enjoy. For example Mahone yet do enjoy local parks. 

This survey made me wonder why tax resources are spent on the NE Forest Service. Seems your market 
constituency is elsewhere. Good luck. 

When I was in high school (1940-44) I was a member of 4H Forestry Club. Planted trees as a wind break on the 
north property line of our farm. 

I am glad you are doing this survey, trees are very important to all of us. 

Ext. area great job with articles about trees. 

As a former nursery/greenhouse owner I have always been interested in growing different types of trees that are 
unusual or uncommon to our area. I also am an active tree board member in our community. 

Very concerned about farmers taking out trees for pivots and seed corn!!!!!!! 

Some of your questions are absurdly & insultingly personal. Why do you need to know my occupation & income? 

In Antophe & Pierce Counties, we have lost thousands of trees (shelter belts) since the 70's. The farmers at there 
cost should plant the corner back to trees. These belts were planted in the 20's & 30's and the state had 100 year 
lease on them. 

This is interesting; I just purchased trees for a house warming gift. I am 95 yrs old & some information is back when 
I was in school. 

Thank you for what you do 

I would like to see the state forester give the public information on good trees to plant for shade fast growing, etc. 
via television news, ne website, &/or the newspaper. Trees area a huge investment & people need to be educated 
to make informed choices. 

When it comes to forestry, wildlife mgmt, CRP programs, etc, it appears to me that we spend a lot of money 
researching & discussing, but not enough money goes to directly effecting the land managed. 

I hope this helps. Best of luck! :) 

Focus on educating youth & young adults - they are the change in our future. 

We've been losing trees like crazy because of that beetle on the golf course. Would love an info that you have on 
helping with that. We've been trying to replant but it is hard to keep up. ryanhillcc@gmail.com Thanks! 

Please protect our trees in Nebraska and no pipeline thru Nebraska 

Widowed. Was wife of USFS engineer many years. 

I work in the irrigation well business in Northeast Nebraska. Even though I earn my living doing so, it sickens me to 
see so many trees destroyed so another few acres of corn can be planted, or farmers tareing out a 1/4 of a section 
of trees and drilling up to three wells for a total of 600 gpm. Some day we will be without trees & water. There needs 
to be an end to it! 

5 separate families/Relatives almost lost their home in the Niobrara River Valley in 2012 including my parents & 
grandparents 

You are welcome! 

At the age of 85 years, I'm not the best person to be planting and caring for trees. I do appreciate the beauty and 
benefits provided by trees and like to encourage the planting of trees. 

I am very unfamiliar with this so didn't know what to mark a lot of especially on page 2 but since I got the reminder in 
the mail thought I better do it. 
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My son has planted fruit & nut trees on 20 acres of land, so I have become more interested. 

I like big trees :)  

At 93 I'm kind of out of the circle 

I'm not a homeowner, which is why I indicated that I am not interested in your educational services. Were I, I likely 
would be. 

Invasive species of trees, shrubs, & perrennials are purchased every year w/o the consumer knowledge or 
understanding of their detrimental effects - Beneficial insects companion planting, & the vices of herbicides need to 
be taught! 

Cedar trees are a pain and they need to have more control measures on them to keep them in check and out of 
unwanted and undesirable areas. 

Forests are incredibally important and (illegible) preserved. Have huge environmental equality of life (illegible). 

worried about our forests & how we cut trees down to put up new businesses e.g. - the golf course on 120th and 
Pacific. I almost hurled when I saw all of those trees gone. I don’t even like driving by anymore! 

Trees should never be removed for expanding crop ground. 

I think the Forest Service is a Great Organization and do a temendous job! 

This was not fun. 

I don't think much of this survey. 

I think the state spends to much money on sending things like this - several times, when people normally toss it & 
you never get them back 

Killing trees with all these surveys you have sent me! 

intresting 

Add to your mailing list please. bjkrealtor@aol.com 

N/A 

That was very educational and interesting questions. I am camper. I love what our nature gives us. Thank you. 

At 93 I still have all my marbles ha ha. I enjoy life, but I don't feel I filled this survey properly. All my life, I have hated 
to see a tree go down. Thankful my nephew family were out of the Black Forest O.K. but it must be a pitiful site to 
loose so many beautiful trees. 

25 years ago, I bought 100 Astrian pine seedlings at Halsey. I have 8 in my yard in Lexington. They are 40' tall. I 
have the other 92 to friends. 

The poor deer are coming into town as there environment or land is being taken from them. I feel sorry for them. 

Dumb!!! 

Romans 1: VS 25: Exchanged the truth of God for the lie, and worshiped and served the creation (Tree's), rather 
than the creator - God. Romans 1: VS 22: Professing to be wise they became fool's! Useful idiot's - "Nerd"=vanah! 
Ignorance is bliss! 

No I am not (illegible) in your surveys. My days are #. Just past 72 y aniv. (illegible) 

-Cedar trees are becoming more invasive -Rural road ditches are not clear of trees that raise many hazards for 
residents. 

N/A 
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I am a member of Green Bellevue. That would be an ideal group for your speakers/educators to present at. 

No coment. 

Trees are good to have and see but I don't like them planted around a house cuz they destroy pipes and foundation. 
One maybe but 3-4 or 5 are too much. But there's not much you can do once they are there. 

Survey too long 

I do not have any trees on my property. My elm trees died from the Elm disease. 

I know nothing about trees. Do not send again. I'll ignore like the first one. 

Nothing 

 


