
218 Schroeder et a1 . Con~munlty Tree Progi-anls In Illinois 

COMMUNITY TREE PROG WIS IN ILLINOIS, U.S.: "-zi g $ 2  
A STATEWIDE SURVEY AND ASSESSMENT 

EL, 3 
&% f14 
3 4  x 

by Herbert W. Schroederq, Thomas L. Green2, and Timothy J. Howe3 g5.g % % ?qJ 
2- * 
Egg 

Abstract. This article reports the combined results of two 
surveys of Illinois, U.S., communities about the status and 
needs of their community tree programs. The surveys were 
intended primarily to help state and federal agencies and 
private organizations to more effectively target the support 
they gve to Illinois community tree programs. In 1995, we 
surveyed individuals responsible for tree care activities in small 
Illinois communities (population less than 25,000), and in 1999 
we extended the survey to communities with populations of 
25,000 or greater. Local municipal officials, regardless of 
community size, have strong positive attitudes toward the value 
of trees to their communities. Communities vary, however, in 
their resources, probIems, and needs relating to their public 
trees. In particular, small communities often lack key compo- 
nents of an effective tree program and trained personnel for 
carrylng out these programs. In providing assistance for 
community tree programs, state, federal, and private organi- 
zations should keep in mind the distinct needs and opportu- 
nities of communities of different sizes. 

Key Words. Urban and community forestry; tree 
program; tree ordinance; sun7ey research; sinall town. 

According to the 1998 Place Population Estimates from the 
U S Census Bureau, 89% of Illinois' 1 1.4 million residents 
live In the state3 1,290 ~ncorporated communities (U. S 
Census Bureau 2002) Ninety-five percent of those commu- 
nlties have populations less than 25,000, accounting for 
33% of Illinois populat~on The landscapes of most of these 
Illinois communities are dominated by trees The economic, 
ecological, and aesthetic benefits of community trees to the 
publ~c are substanttal and well-docnmented (Getz et al 
1982, Schroeder and Cannon 1983, D y e r  et a1 1991, 
1992 Schroeder 1991, Hull 1992, Schroeder and Ruffolo 
1996) It 1s important that these trees be managed properly 
to sustain the health of the urban forest and prov~de the 
greatest benefits to residents (hliller 1997) 

This artlcie reports the combined results of ttvo surveys 
about the status 2nd neecls of Illinois communities' tree 
management programs The nln.eys were intended prima- 
rily to help state and federal agencies and pnvate organiza- 
t lons to more effectt~ely target the support they give to 
Illinois community tree prograins In 1995, we surveyed 
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small Illinois cornmunitles (population less than 25,000) CJ x E ~ Q  
about their programs fur managing public shade and street cc rn 4 

& B "0 
trees (Green et a1 1998) This sun7ey was unique in that it 8 2 
obtained informa tion about the smallest Illinois cornmuni- 8 
ties and about community officials' attitudes toward their $ 8 
community's trees. In 1999, we extended the survey to 4 
include Illinois communities with populations of 25,000 or i% 0 

greater (Green et al. 2002). 
"8  

Previous urban forestry surveys were conducted in IIlinoi~ 
in 198 1 (Illinois Department of Conservation 1981) and 1982 
(Stewart 1988). The 1988 survey included useful information 
about trees from municipalities, park districts, forest preserve 
districts, utility companies, and green-industry companies. It 
did not, however, identify the attitudes of municipal officials 
toward the value of their community forests, what they felt 
the roIe of government should be in supporting community 
tree programs, or what type of assistance they most needed 
to initiate or further develop such programs. 

Similar urban forestry surveys have been conducted 
outside Illinois. Two national surveys (Kielbaso et al. 1988; 
Tschantz and Sacamano 1994) have provided baseline data 
and insight into the status and needs of the trees within 
mun~cipal forests, particularly in the more highly populated 
communities. However, those surveys did not provide much 
data on tree programs from the smallest size communities, 
especially those with populations less than 2,500. A survey 
in Connecticut (%card 1994) did include infonnation both 
about the attitudes of the respondents and about trees In 

srnall communrtles 
Based In part on Ricard's (1994) study in Connecticut, 

our surveys soright information on 
1 municipal officials' dttitudes about the values of publlc 

trees 
2 thelr atutudes concerning the role of munlc~pal and 

state government In supporting conlnlurllty tree 
programs 

3 the current status and needs of therr tree programs 
4. the tn3e of techrlical assistance they feel w-111 most 

benefit thelr communltles 

The present art~cle highllgllts the main findings that 
cmcrged fronr rtnalysis of the cornblned responses to both 
our surveys, companng the charactensttcs of tree programs 
across communities of different slzes 
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METHODS categories shown in Table 1, based on the U.S. Census 
Questions relatrng to municipal offic~als' attitudes toward population estimates for the year preceding the year In whlch 
trees and tree programs were based on questions from they filled out the survey (1994 for the small communltles 
Ricard's (1994) Connecticut survey. Since our first question- and 1998 for the large communities). LVherever the same 
naire was directed at small communities, several questions questions had been used on both surveys, the analysis was 
or portions of the questions needed to be modified in the performed across the entire set of responding communities. 
second survey to make them relevant to communities with In some cases, responses to two or more questions on one of 
populations greater than 25,000. However, the large- the surveys were merged to yieId a response that would be 
community survey was designed in such a way that direct comparable to the other survey For example, small comiuni- 
comparisons between small and large communities could be ties were asked if they had a tree inventory, while large 
made for most of the questions. Both the small- and the communities were asked in separate items if they had a total 
large-community surveys included a cover letter from the ' tree inventory or a statistical tree inventory. Responses to 
chief forester of the Illinois Division of Forest Resources these two i t em on the large-community survey were merged 
explaining the purpose for the survey, describing how the for comparison with the single response from the small- 
information generated would benefit community tree ' community survey 
programs, and encouraging a response. 

In June 1995, the small-community survey was mailed to RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
the chief elected official in each of the 1,2 12 small communi- Response Rates 
ties in Illinois. This official was requested to give the survey to A total of 636 communities responded to the two surveys: 
the person who had responsibility for tree care activities in 579 to the small-community survey in 1995 and 57 to the 
the community. Two weeks after the initial mailing, a reminder large-community survey in 1999. The overall response rate - 
postcard was sent to nonrespondents. A second complete was 49% for the two surveys (Table 1). The response rate in 
mailing was sent out to those still not responding two weeks the large-community survey was substantially higher (77%) 
later, followed again by one last reminder postcard two weeks than in the small-community survey (48%). The higher 
after that. The second survey was sent in February 1999 to all response rate from large communities is probably due to 
79 Illinols communities with populations greater than 25,000 two factors: (1) the person responding to the sun7ey in large 
that were not included in the 1995 survey. Where the name communities was more likely to be an urban forester or 
and address of the municipal forester or arborist were arborist who had a professional interest in the topic of the 
known, the survey was sent directly to that person. In those survey, and (2) personal phone contacts were made with the 
communities where a municipal forester was not known, the large communities who did not respond to the initial mailing 
survey -was sent to the chief local elected official. A reminder to encourage them to complete and return the survey. 
postcard and second mailing of the survey were sent as In large communities, the sunrey was most likely to be 
before. A phone call was made to any municipality still not filled out by a city or village foresterfarborist (46%). In small 
responding after the second mailing. communities, the sr~rvey was most likely to filled out by the 

Responses from both the surveys of Illinois communities chief local elected official, either the mayor or the village 
were entered into computer text files and then merged into a board president (46%). This finding may reflect the fact that 
single database. From this combined database, separate data files small communities are less likely to have a city forester or 
were created for each survey question and imported into the other employee with specialized training in tree care. (Only 
SYSTAT statistical analysis program, which was used 
to tabulate data and calculate summary statistics for 
each question. To ensure the most accurate tests of 
statistical significance across population slze groups, 
Monte Carlo estlrnates of exact, nonparametnc test 
statlst~cs were cafculated uslng the STATMCT 
statistical program Kruskal-Watlls tests were used fur 
yes-no and checMtst responses, Joncbesre-Terpstra 
tests were used for rating scale responses, and 
ANOVA tests were used for nuriirncal responses In 
all cases, a P-v,?iue cntenon of 05 was used to judge 
the statlstlcal srgiificance of differences across 
population groups 

To compare responses across community slzes, 
cornn~unltles were classified into the seven slze 

Table 1. Size categories of communities responding to the surveys 
and their response rates. Categories 1 through 4 are from the 1995 
small-community survey. Categories 5 through 7 are from the 1999 
large-community survey. 

Populatton 

Less than 2,500 
2,500-4,999 
5,00&9,999 
10,OOC)-24,999 
25,000-49,999 
50,00&99,999 
100,000 or greater 
Total 

Number of Illinois 
communities 

Number of responding Response 
comrnunrt~es rate (%) 

369 4 3  
ti+ 5 I 

4 

70 63 
76 68 
3b 72 
16 89 

5 83 
636 49 
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8% of communities with populations under 25,000 had a 
city forester or arborist, as compared to 72% of communi- 
ties with population 25,000 or greater.) 

Attitudes Toward Community Trees and Tree 
Programs 
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which 
they believed public trees provided several different kinds 
of benefits to their cornmunity. The responses show that tree 
program managers from communities of all sizes have 
strong positive attitudes toward the value of community 
trees. Virtually all of the respondents said they felt that trees 
improve the appearance of a community, and over 90% 
agreed that trees are also important for maintaining a healthy 
environment and for enhancing residents' quality of life. 
Fewer, but still a majority (78%), of the respondents agreed 
that trees can help attract customers to business districts. 

Respondents were asked whether they thought munici- 
pal governments should fund various aspects of community 
tree programs. The removal of hazardous public trees 
received the greatest support (86%). There was also strong 
support (80%) for spending municipal funds on trees to 
beautify the community. Municipal funding for trees to 
enflance the economy and to improve environmental health 
received less support (70% and 73%, respectively), espe- 
cially from the smaller communities. Even so, a majority of 
the respondents agreed that municipal funds should be 
spent for these purposes. In regard to the state government 
providing personnel and technical assistance to help 
develop and maintain community tree programs, a majority 
(75%) agreed or strongly agreed that the state should 
provide such services. 

Overall, the largest communities in the sample showed 
greater support for using municipal funds for managng public 
trees than the smaller communities. This difference may reflect 
the greater difficulty that smaller communities have in finding 
sufficient funds to carry out tree management activities. 

The pattern of responses to the attitude questions 
regarding benefits of community trees, municipal funding of 
community tree programs, and state government assistance 

to community tree programs closely paralleled the re- 
sponses to slmllar attitude questions on R~cardS (1994) 
survey of urban and cornmunity forestry programs in 
Connecticut. 

Status of Community Tree Programs 
Tree Boards and Ordinances. Over 80% of the respond- 

ing communities said they do not have a tree board or 
commission. Larger towns were more likely to have tree 
boards or commissions than smaller towns, but even for the 
largest communities, less than half had a tree board (Table 2). 

While 95% of the large communities that responded had 
a shade or street tree ordinance, only 32% of the smaller 
communities had a tree ordinance (Table 2). The provisions 
most often included in an ordinance were site requirements 
for planting public trees (e.g., parkway width, distance from 
intersections and overhead utilities) and a list of recom- 
mended species, while provisions giving the community 
authority to require removal of diseased and hazardous 
trees on private property were less often included (Table 3). 
Small communities were more likely than large communities 
to lack these provisions in their ordinance. 

Information on Numbers of Public Trees. Only 20% 
of communities have a tree inventoly (Table 2), and fewer 
still (1 1 %) have updated tree inventories. Small communities 
are significantly less likely than large communities to have a 
tree inventory, and if they do have a tree inventory, they are 
less likely to keep it updated. 

On average, responding communities of all sizes re- 
ported planting 2.7 new trees for every tree they removed 
during the 2 years preceding the survey. Small communities 
actually had a higher ratio of trees planted to trees lost (3.8 
trees planted for each tree removed) than did large commu- 
nities (2.5 trees planted for each tree removed). 

Responsibility and Training for Public Tree Care. In 
60% of the responding communities, there is a municipal 
department or emp1oyee with assigned responsibility for 
public tree care (Table 2). Large towns are significantly more 
likely (100%) than small towns (44%) to have someone with 
assigned responsibility for public trees. 

Table 2. The percentage of responding communities in Illinois having four components of a tree management program. 

Kruskal- 
Tree Inanagement Communltv s~ze/  10' \Vdls  
program component < 2  1, 2 5-5 0 5 0-100 10 0-25 0 25 0-500 500-1000 >10110 All test 

Tree commlsslon 8 26 26 3 3 38 50 40 18 64 0' 
or board 

Street or shade tree 16 46 57 80 32 100 1W 38 217 6' 
ordinance 

Tree tnventnry 12 11 24 28 67 97 60 20 Id O* 
Departrne~~vemplo) t e  44 6 3 74 93 100 100 100 60 I16 9' 

respons~ble for puhllc trees 
- 

'Differences betsv~en population size groups siynificant at p < O 05. uang  hlonte Carlo esttrnates of exact Krttsknl-\?v'al!il; test statistic 



A city or community forester or arborist is the individual 
most likely to have principal responsibility for public tree 
care in large communities, while in the small cormunities 
this responsibility is most likely to be handled by a public 
works director or a street superintendent. Few small Illinois 
comnlunities have a separate forestry department. Many of 
these communities are so small that they don't even have 
official departments, and may only have one or two full-time 
municipal employees. In small communities that have 
assigned tree care responsibilities to a municipal employee, 
this person often has other duties that take up a greater 
portion of his or her work time. Typically, the municipal . 

employee with assigned responsibility for public tree 
management and care in a small community spends less 

. 

than 25% of his or her work time on this task. In large . 

communities, on the other hand, the person responsible for 
public tree care is likely to spend 50% or more of his or her 
time on working with the communi tyS trees. 

In the majority of small Illinois communities, the person 
responsible for making decisions about community trees 
lacks arboriculture- or forestry-related higher education, 
certification, workshop training, or experience in the tree 
care profession (Table 4). In large communities, the respon- 
sible person is most likely to have a college degree in a field 
related to tree care, to be an ISA Certified Arborist, and to 

have attended tree care workshops. In the small cornmuni- 
ties, less than 7% of the municipal employees responsible 
for public trees are ISA Certified Arborists or Certified Tree 
Workers. By contrast, in 61 0io of large communities, the 
employee with principal responsibility for trees has at least 
one of these certifications. 

Municipal employees in small communities may gain 
sorne knowledge of tree management and care through 
attendance at workshops, through a commercial tree 
service, or by on-the-job experience. However, one of the 
most disturbing findings of this survey was that in 63% of 
the responding small communities, the person with principal 
responsibility for public tree management had no formal 
.tree care training. 

Provision of Public Tree Services. The survey asked 
which of a list of tree services are provided to the commu- 
nity and by whom (Table 5). Tree removal and storm 
cleanup were the most frequently provided public tree care 
services, most likely because they relate to public safety. 
These services are provided in over 90% of the responding 
small communities and in all of the large communities. 
Storm cleanup is most often performed by municipal 
employees, while tree removal is performed about equally 
often by municipal employees and private contractors. 

Table 3. Percentage of responding communities in Illinois having various provisions included in their street tree 
ordinances. 

Kruskal- 
Tree ordinance Community size/l O3 (96) Wallis 
provision ~ 2 . 5  2.5-5.0 5.0-10.0 10.0-25.0 25.0-50.0 50.0-100.0 >100.0 All test 

List of recommended 45 77 81 79 84 86 80 73 21.56' 
specles 

S ~ t e  requirements 70 84 92 84 57 93 80 83 5 884 
for plantlng trees 

Removal of diseased 30 40 61 60 7-11 75 60 54 20 81' 
trees on privare property 

Removal of hazard 36 37 66 60 70 73 80 55 18.81' 
trees on private property 

'Differences between population nze groups sign~ficant at p < 0 05, uszng Monte Carlo esrimates of exact Kruskal-\Valhs test statlstlc 

Table 4. Percentage of responding communities in Illinois having an employee with various levels of training 
responsible for public tree management and care, 

Kruskal- 
Employee's level Commun~ty slze/103 (90) 
of tralnlng < 2 5  25-50 50-100 100-250 250-500 500-1000 >1000 test 

College or 3 3 17 14 39 8 1 8 0 ,  15 65 94' 
technical degree 

8 12 IT SO -,.. ISL% cert~hcatic>n 0 IS, 1 a3 15 96 42' 
Otf-ier traintng 19 23 73 67 97 94 80 47 1185' 
N o  tralnlng 81 73 37 19 6 6 0 55 107 2' 

'Difference.; betwecn population size groups slgn~frcant ar p < 0 05, using h1on:s Carlo cs:tm;ttes of exact Krrtskal-6'L7allrs te5t 3tatlsttc 
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Table 5 .  Percentage of responding communities in Illinois providing various tree-related services. 

T??e of tree Commun~tv sizeil0" (%) U7aUis 
senqceprovxded < 2 5  25-50 50-100 100-250 250-500 5i)U-1000 >100O All test 

Piantlng 75 83 80 97 100 100 100 81 29 78* 
\Vater/mtilch 64 73 8 1 80 89 100 100 72 26 79' 
Pnine on request 78 83 86 96 94 100 la, 83 21 40' 
Cyclic pruning 54 52 73 86 89 94 8(1 63 41 80" 
Pest control 48 47 59 66 8 1 8 1 20 53 17 56' 
Removal 87 95 97 1 C% 100 100 100 92 26.15' 
Storm cleanup 92 97 97 100 100 100 100 94 15 09" 
Education 35 38 56 59 89 88 80 45 53 68' 
Recycling 52 59 87 89 83 94 100 64 68.81' 

'Differences between populatton size groups s~gnificant at p < 0 05, uslng Monte Carlo estimates of exact Kruskal-Wal11.s test statistic. 

Tree planting and pruning on request are the 
next most often provided public tree care services 
(81% and 83%) respectively). Both planting and 
pruning on request are provided most often by 
municipal employees, although private contrac- 
tors also play a substantial role. Community 
volunteers are involved in planting trees in 28% of 
the small communities, but their involvement in 
the tree programs of larger communities is limited. 
Twnty percent of the small communities indi- 
cated they do not provide any tree planting 
services, while all of the large communities said 
that they do provide tree planting. 

Cyclic pruning, landscape waste recycling 
services, pest control, and community education 
are less commonly provided tree services and are 
all provided more often in large communities 
than in small communities (Table 5). 

Communities with Active Tree Programs. 
For the purposes of this study, commtinities with 
active tree programs are defined as those that 
provide tree planting, watering, and mulching; 
that have a tree ordinance; and have either a tree 
boardlcommission or a departmentlemployee 

Figure 1. Percentage of responding communities with components of ass~gned responslbrllty for publlc trees. Only 
an active tree program. A community is considered to have an active 

2896 of the responding communities met all of tree program if it provides tree planting, watering, and mulching; 
the cnteria for having an active tree program has a tree ordinance; and has either a tree board/commission or a 
There was a large difference between small 2nd de par tment/emplo yee assigned responsibility for public trees. The 
large communrtles 2% of small corninunities heavy line in the graph indicates the percentage of communities that 
havrng active tree programs, while 89% of large satis@ this definition. 
communlries had active prograrns (Figure 1). 
Small communities usually protqded tree greatest need, the survey sought information from rnun~a-  
planting, Miatering, and mulching services but lacked tree palitles on spec~fic problems they were having with then 
ordinances, tree boards, and ind~viduats or departments trees, the types of assistance they \vould like to receive for 
with asslgned respons~billty for pxiblic trees. thrlr tree programs. and thcrr awareness of and experience 

with state and federal grant programs 
Problems and Assistance Needs Almost half of the respondtng communltles stated that 
To help state and federal agencies, as well as private organi- they are aware of certain common problems with their 
zations, target their assistdnce programs on the areas of trees Large communities were more Ilkely than small 

< 2.5 2.5-5.0 5.0- 10.0 10.0-25.0 25.0-50.0 50.0-100.0 ' 100.0 
Community Size i lo3 
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cornmunlties to report being akvare of such problems The 
most frequently reported problem for communities of all 
sizes was trees growing into utility lines The nest most 
frequently mentioned problems were hazardous trees and 
insec tsidiseases 

Several of the problem types differed significantly across 
the size groups Loss of trees to construction and develop- 
ment was a greater problem in large than in small communi- 
ties Insects and disease appeared to be of most concern in 
medinm-slzed communitles, whrle poor sumval of newly 
planted trees and lack of community offrclals' support for 
tree planting appeared to be of greater concern in both the 
smallest and the largest comrnunities 

During the years covered by the surveys, several state 
and federal grant programs were available to assist cornmu: 
nity tree programs Such grant funds could be especially 
useful for smaller communities, which often lack the 
resources to support an active tree program Yet it appears 
that small communlties in Illinois are less likely to obtain the 
benefits of these grants than are the larger municipalities. In 
most small communities, especially those wxth populations 
less than 5,000, the person responsible for public trees was 
not aware of state and federal grant funding opportuni- 
ties-despite the fact that the state had sent information on 
zts grant program to all Illinors communities Large comrnu- 
nities were much more likely than small communities to 
have applied for a grant Among communities that did apply 
for grants, the larger communities were more likely to have 
been awarded the grant they applied for-even though the 
state had adopted procedures to ensure that at least some 
smaller communities would be funded A possible explana- 
tion for this finding is that lack of expertise and experience 
in preparrng proposals and in administering funded projects 
makes small communlties hesitant to apply for grants and 
less able to write effective proposals when they do apply 

Two-th~rds of Illinois comnlunities responding to the 
survey indicated they would like assistance to initiate or 
further develop their local tree program The most fre- 
quently desired type of assistance was help in applylng for 
community forestry grant funds A large number of the 
coinmunities also desired penodic free access to a tralned 
community forester, training workshops for employees or 
volunteers In proper tree selection, planting, and care, and 
assistance in concluctlng tree lnventorles Somewhat fewer 
communlties, but still a substantial number, requested 
assistance in identify~ng hazardous trees and In drafting a 
tree ordinance Generally, small colnmunltles were more 
likely than large communtties to desire asslstance with 
clrafting a tree ordmance, identrfying hazardous trees, and 
applying for grant f ~ ~ n d s  

CONCLUSIONS 
The communities of llllnois span the entlre range from tiny 
rural villages to major urban centers. This survey dernon- 

strated that lllinots municipal officials from communlties of 
all sizes have strong positive attitudes toward the value of 
trees to their communitles These communitles vary greatly, 
however, in their resources, problems, and needs relatlng to 
their publlc trees In provid~ng asslstance to these commun~- 
ties, state and federal agencies along with private organiza- 
trolls should keep in mind the different needs and 
opportunities presented by different sized communities 
Assistance aimed at larger communities can be a cost- 
effective means for benef~ting large and diverse segments of 
the population Many of these larger communities already 
have active tree programs and trained personnel In place 
with whom agencies can work to address high-pnority tree 
management problems and needs By contrast, many small 
communities lack the fiscal or technical resources to 
support even a minimal tree program and do not have 
personnel trained in the proper planting, care, and manage- 
ment of trees Also, many small communities reported not 
being aware of opportunities to obtain state and federal 
grants to help support local tree programs Therefore, fiscal 
and technical assistance to lnstltute basic tree management 
practices would be of substantial benefit to many of Ilhnois' 
citizens who reside in small communities 

A rnajonty of the respondents to these surveys believed 
that the state government should provlde personnel and 
technical assistance to help in the development and mainte- 
nance of community tree programs One way to meet the 
needs raised by this sunrey would be to have trained 
community foresters available throughout the state on a 
multl-county basis to provlde assistance to communities in 
developing or enhancing their tree programs These 
community forestry specialists svould provide technical 
asslstance to local rnuniclpalitles to help initiate or further 
develop community tree programs, including the develop- 
ment or updating of tree ordinances, conduct training 
workshops for municipal employees and community groups 
in the proper selection, planting and care of trees, provide 
information to communlties and regional planning agencies 
that senre those communities to assist in the preparation of 
cornrnunlty forestry grant applications, and coordinate 
community tree inventories and hazard tree assessments. A 
system similar to t h~s  already exlsts in Ohio 

The communitles responding to thls survey showed 
considerable interest in applyilng to state and federal grant 
prograrns for help in establishing and de~elopmg their tree 
programs In particular. small com~nunlt~es, whlch were the 
least likely to have applled for a grant in the past, mere the 
most hkely to say they des~red assstance in applylng for 
such fundlng An annually funded grant program at the state 
level would therefore appear to be an effectwe means for 
asslstlng local decision makers to create c;ustatn;tble urban 
forests In their commrinltles 

\iVhile these concl~~sions are based on data from the state 
of Illinois, we believe that simllar fintflngs would hold for 
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many states, part~cularly those vath a large number of small, 
rural communltles Illinois is close to the national average m 
terms of the proportion of its communities with populations 
less than 25,000 and In the proportion of ~ t s  cltlzens that 
1l-r.e In these small communities (U S Census Bureau 2002). 
The challenges faced by small lllinois communities in canng 
for therr trees most ltkely apply to many small communities 

in other states as well. CVe hope that the mfomatron from 
the surveys reported here wlll help to demonstrate the 
critlcal need for state and federal programs to assist 
municipalities ~mth  their trees and thereby contnbute to the 
quality of life of community residents 
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