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HIGHLIGHTS

Based on perceptions of Idaho land-use planners, recreation data,
relative to other data, is the most important and least available
socio—-economic planning data input.

Among various types of recreation data, economic values for non-
market commodities are considered the most important and least
available by Idaho planners.

Relative to other types of socio-economic data, data of an income,
employment and industrial nature are considered the least important
socio—-economic inputs.

Planner reactions to questions of importance for population and
community oriented data reveal that these types of data are
generally of greater planning importance than industry, income or
employment data but less important than recreation data.

A substantial portion of all socio-economic data perceived to be
important by planners is felt to be unavailable or of uncertain
availability.

Most planners accept the county as the most appropriate geographical
planning unit for data based purposes.

Planning is generally done on a time horizon of fifteen years or
less. However, socio-economic projection data is needed for time
spans of twenty to fifty years by a majority of planners.

Socio-economic data is currently used primarily in a descriptive
sense. Lack of training in social and economic fields, limited
planning experience and inadequate staff generally preclude analytical
approaches to data application.

A majority of planners feel that continuing education programs would
be beneficial in providing skills necessary to improve their use of
community, population, industry, income, and employment types of
data.

The study underscored a need to provide planners with the expertise to
fully utilize socio-economic data. The ability to convert social

and economic data into objective information that can be entered into
the planning scheme is limited. Analytical and systematic techniques
for interpreting and integrating socio-economic data is planning
processes are of primary inportance. These techniques must be
mastered before the introduction of additional data will have mean-
ingful impacts.
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The Role of Socio—Economic Data

in Idaho Land-Use Planningl

by
Clem L. Pope
and

Ervin G. Schuster2
INTRODUCTION

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires all
Federal agencies to consider significant impacts due to implementation
of a proposed land use plan (11). The breadth of this mandate has been
reaffirmed on numerous occasions. The Council on Environmental Quality
issued guidelines governing the content of statements concerning proposed
Federal actions affecting the enviromment stating, in part, that:

Both primary and secondary significant consequences for the

environment should be included in the analysis. For example,

the implications, if any, of the action for population distri-

bution or concentration should be estimated and an assessment

made of the effect of any possible change in population patterns

upon the resource base, including land use, water and public
services, of the area in question (2).

lThe research reported here is the result of work jointly sponsored by the
Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, U.S. Forest Service and
the Forestry, Wildlife and Range Experiment Station, University of Idaho.

2Authors are graduate assistant and assistant professor, respectively,
College of Forestry, Wildlife and Range Sciences, University of Idaho.
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Thus, it is clear that Federal planning programs are expected to rest

on a broad data base, of a social and economic as well as ecologic nature.
The National Envirommental Policy Act requires that such data be utilized
in the planning and decision making process through a ''systematic, inter-
disciplinary approach" to insure the '"integrated use of the natural and
social sciences" (11).

The effect of this legal mandate on Federal land managing agencies has
been, and continues to be, substantial. Agencies now have legal respon-
sibility to produce a "detailed statement" thoroughly exploring all known
environmental consequences, even though this may lead to consideration of
effects and options outside the agency's actual control (3). The Council
on Envirommental Quality stresses that:

...the range of impacts which must be considered cannot be

limited to the traditional area of agency jurisdiction or

expertise. NEPA in essence adds a new mandate to the enabling

legislation of all agencies, requiring the development of envir-

onmental awareness for the full range of impacts of proposed

agency action (3).

Land managing agencies of the Federal govermment must be aware of possible
social and economic impacts that could result from a proposed action.
Failure on the part of the agency to consider all reasonably foreseeable
impacts, or discussion of these impacts in a perfunctory manner, can
result in a charge of non-compliance with NEPA (3). In this context,

the availability of relevant social and economic data, and the ability to

apply it for planning purposes is of critical importance.
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The United States Forest Service (USFS) controls the largest share of
the public lands in Idaho (15). This Federal agency recognizes as basic
considerations in planning and resource allocation actions, the effect on
"economic strength and social well-being'" (16). In addition, the USFS

has a declared policy to:

Promote and achieve a pattern of natural resource uses that
will best meet the needs of the people now and in the future (16).

Guidelines such as these, necessitate planning programs based on sound and
reliable socio-economic information.3 The Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act of 1974 specifically mandates the USFS to apply a
"systematic interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration
of physical, biological, economic, and other sciences" (7). Thus legal
requirements, agency policy, and realities of today's growing and often
competing demands for the resources of the public lands, make a comparative
analysis of alternative uses in terms of social, economic and ecological
benefits and costs imperative (14,17). Planning programs at the National
Forest level stress the need to relate management programs and activities
that utilize the capability of land to produce outputs to needs and desires
for those outputs (6,9,13). Complete and accurate socio-economic informa-
tion is vital if the agency is to satisfy legal requirements, follow agency
policy, and achieve effective resource allocation.

All public land managing agencies share similar responsibilities.
Legislation, agency objectives, and growing public demands placed on

resources of the public lands have caused the decision-making system to evolve

3Socio-economic data is considered synonymous with social and economic data
in this report, and refers to facts and figures which explain the structure
of society by describing the collective and interdependent members constitu-
ting the relevant social grouping, and their mutual utilization (production,
distribution and consumption) of the natural resources (social wealth).
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from a relatively simple process to a much more complex one (4, 5). A
broad array of decision elements, dealing with the human enviromment in
its ecological, economic and social dimensions, must be incorporated into
the decision-making process. The inability of the public land managing
agencies to successfully enter adequate and complete socio-economic data
into the planning process, or the lack of essential data, can result in
ineffective resource allocation as well as legally unacceptable decisions.
But what types of socio-economic data are essential to land-use planning?
Are they available to plannmers? Do major roadblocks exist hindering
effective application of the data? Can the role of socio-economic data
be strengthened to provide for more effective land-use planning? Answers
to these questions are important to guide efforts for improving the overall
quality of the planning process. The study reported here focused on
these considerations as they relate to the role of socio-economic data
in Idaho land-use planning. More specifically, the study endeavored to:
1. Identify the relative importance and availability of various
types of socio-economic data as preceived by the land-use
planners in Idaho; and
2. Investigate and describe the factors within the operational frame-
work of the planning process which control the manner and
extent to which socio-economic data is, or can be utilized.
The results presented in this report provide a basis for viewing the current
role of socio-economic data in the planning process. In addition, the
information has implications with regard to planning direction and initia-

tion of programs to increase the effectiveness of socio-economic data use.




STUDY PROCEDURES

Primary and large scale planning responsibility for the public lands
in Idaho reside with several federal organizations and the State government,
the USFS and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) together administer over
607% of the State land area (15). Several other Federal organizations also
have planning obligations within Idaho, in addition to various State
agencies. Study data were gathered through questionnaire responses from
planners associated with these public land managing agencies. Two
National Forest regions and fifteen National Forests were represented in
the study sample. The State Office and the six district offices for the
BIM in Idaho responded to study inquiries. Additionally, offices for the
Soil Conservation Service, Army Corps of Engineers, Envirommental Protection
Agency, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Reclamation, and National Park
Service were contacted during the course of the study; these organizations
are referred to in this report as the "Other Federal" agencies. State
agencies with planning responsibilities were represented by the Departments
of Parks and Recreation, Public Lands, and Fish and Game. Planners
contacted during the study were identified as individuals with primary
job responsibility in the area of resource planning, and therefore, assumed
to have an intimate knowledge of their organization's use of socio-economic
data for planning purposes.

The study involved two phases of questionnaire administration initiated
in January and completed in April of 1974. The first utilized a questionnaire
in conjunction with a telephone or personal interview. This phase was
essentially an attempt to inventory socio-economic data which was currently
being used in planning efforts or could conceivably be used. Planners

were asked to identify social and economic data which did, or could,

-5 =




-

play a role in their planning programs. A total of approximately 150
individual items of socio-economic data were identified. Following

this initial exploration, a follow-up questionnaire was developed to
determine relative importance and availability of selected data

examples previously identified. Forty questionnaires were sent to State
and Federal planners throughout Idaho. A total of 35 questionnaires were
returned and form the basis of this report.

The study's second-phase questionnaire contained 65 randomly ordered
examples of socio-economic data. These data elements were representive of
the data most frequently mentioned by the planners during the initial
(phase-one) survey. Respondents were asked to rank each data element using
the following four point ordinal scales for importance and availability.

Importance Ranking Scale:

Rank 0 -- Not Important: data not applicable or useful in the current
process of land-use planning and evaluation.
Rank 1 == Minor Importance: data used or could be used, however, it

is of minor significance, and plays no major role in the
planning process.

Rank 2 -- Important: data used or could be used as a significant
input to the development and evaluation of land-use plans.

Rank 3 Very Important: data used or could be used as a major
planning input, playing a very significant role during

land-use planning or plan evaluation.

Availability Ranking Scale:

Rank 0 -- Not Available: to the best of your knowledge and/or within
your resources for research this data element is unavailable.

Rank 1 -- Possibly Available: availability is questionable for this data
element. It could conceivably be located but it would certainly
be difficult and necessitate a wide ranging search of potential
data sources.

Rank 2 -- Definitely Available: data can be located, there is no question

as to its availability, however, aquisition would be more
time consuming than data of rank 3.




Rank 3 -- Immediately Available: data is immediately accessible
there is no doubt it is in the office and could be

located rapidly.

Arithmetic means were calculated for each data element based on
planner rankings to facilitate comparisons.4 Each of the 65 data elements

were classed according to type of data. Five categories of socio-economic

data were recognized:

1. Recreation -- this category covers data of a recreational nature.
2. Community -- this class is a miscellaneous grouping of data

dealing with land use and development as well as
growth potential and desire.

3. Population -- this class of data included information of a
demographic nature.

4. Income and Employment —— this category covers data dealing with
the individual as a wage earner and employee.

5. Industry -- data of this type relates to basic industrial
characteristics and production inputs—outputs.

Data elements were distributed among these classes as follows: Population =
10, Recreation - 16, Income and Employment - 14, Industry - 12, Community -
13. Responses were summed over each category to provide a means of identi-
fying relative importance and availability for each of the five classes.
This also allowed calculation of the arithmetic mean for each data class.

In addition, responses to the questions of importance for these 65 data
elements were "factor analyzed" to investigate underlying patterns of
response.5 This statistical technique provided a means of analyzing
planner responses and delinating clusters of data elements about which

planners most nearly felt the same in terms of importance.

4Ranking distributions, and mean scores for importance and availability
of each data element appear by data category in the Appendix.

5 L s o

Factor analysis is a statistical technique for detecting underlying
patterns and regularities among a set of variables utilizing their
correlation coefficients (8,10,12).
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The phase-two questionnaire also contained several questions dealing
with the planner's background and the planning framework. A variety
of factors which control the extent and manner of socio-economic data use
were considered. The planners' responses provide a basis for describing
the context within which socio-economic data are applied in planning
programs and for formulating guides for improving the effectiveness of

land-use planning efforts.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA: IMPORTANCE AND AVAILABILITY

Examining planner perceptions of importance and availability for
a variety of socio-economic data can provide insight into the role these
data currently play in the planning process. Such information can guide
actions toward providing a more complete data base for planning purpeses.
This section discusses planner responses to questions of importance and
availability for the five major classes of socio-economic data recognized
by this study. The discussion also considers individual data elements
in each data class which are notable due to high importance or low

availability, relative to other elements in the category.
¥

61t should be emphasized that the study was dealing with planner perceptions.

Planners were asked how they view socio-economic data importance and
availability. Since the results are based on beliefs, the relative importance and
availability of various types of data revealed by the study should not be
interpreted as absolute. For example, the true or actual availability of
some types of socio-economic data may be substantially different than
planner responses indicate. In terms of planmers, this is what they believe
the importance and availability to be. These beliefs are subject to change.
The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (RPA),
which was passed into law after data presented in this report were collected,
may be an important factor in this regard. Although the full implications of
this Act are not yet clear, it is conceiveable that this legislative mandate
could alter the perceptions of USFS planners in terms of what they view as
important data.
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Recreation Data

The sixteen data elements dealing with recréation were the most
numerous among the 65 appearing in the questionnaire. The planners
ranked these elements consistently high in importance (82% of the impor-
tance rankings were 2 or 3) and low in availability (79% of the availébility
rankings were 0 to 1). These percentages for responses in the upper
importance ranks (ranks 2 or 3) and lowest availability ranks (ranks 0 orl)
were the highest for any of the five classes of socio-economic data. 1In
addition, Table 1 shows a large proportion (78%) of the responses indicating
a specific data element as important or very important have associated
low availability ranks, denoting data considered not available or possibly
avaiZabZe.7 This indicates that a substantial portion of recreation
oriented data perceived as having potentially significant planning impli-
cations are not available for current planning applications.

Individual recreation oriented data elements which stand out in this
class of data, having high importance and low availability mean scores,
are concerned with economic valuation of nonmarket resources.8 There was
strong consensus that this type of information was important but, for the
most part, not available. Economic values for wildlife/fishery and
aesthetic/scenic resources were, for example, considered as very important
planning inputs by over 60% of the respondents. Availability of these data

was, in contrast, perceived as extremely low. For instance, over 75% of

7Tables 1-5 were tested using the chi-square statistic to determine if
dependency existed between planner responses to questions of data impor-

tance and data availability. The results indicated that planner responses
were statistically dependent. Results of these chi-square tests are presented
in the Appendix.

8

For supplementry information on individual data elements please refer to
the Appendix, where ranking distributions and mean scores for importance
and availability of each data element appear by data category.
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Table 1. Recreation Data -- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent)
tor importance and availability of sixteen recreation oriented
data elements., ]

Availability
Not Possibly Definitely Immediately Totals for

Impor tance Available Available Available Available Importance
Not

IMPOrtant ..wee A& 0% 0% 0% 1%
Minor
Importance..... 5 8 4 0 ¢ 17
Important ..... 11 19 9 1 40
Very
Important ..... 18 17 6 1 42
Totals for 2
Availability .. 35% 447 19% 2% 100%

1 ;
Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

2N = 546; total number of rankings for data elements in this category,

based on 35 respondents.

the respondents indicated that economic values for aesthetic/scenic resources
were not available. Projected economic values for wildlife/fishery resources

were considered not available or possibly available by. over 80% of the sample.

Community Data

This collection of data included the individual elements with the
highest and lowest mean scores among the 65 data elements rated by the
planners. As a group, this class was second only to Recreation in the
percentage of responses appearing in the upper importance ranks (ranks 2
or 3). Table 2 shows that over three quarters (76%) of the responses were
in the upper half of the importance scale, nearly half (47%) were indicating
specific data elements to be very important. Data availability is not
encouraging. A substantial portion (62%) of the responses ranking an

individual element as important or very important have associated avail-
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Table 2. Community Data -- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent)
for importance and availability of thirteen community oriented
data elements.l

Availability

Not Possibly Definitely Immediately Totals for
Importance Available Available Available Available Importance
Not
Important ..... 2% 3% 1% 0% 6%
Minor
Importance .... 3 11 3 2 18
Important ..... 6 13 8 < 29
Very
Important ..... 13 15 12 7 47
Totals for 2
Availability 24% 427 24% 10% 100%

lPercentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

ZN = 439; total number of rankings for the data elements in this category,

based on 35 respondents.

ability values in the lower half of the scale, indicating data not avail-
able or possibly available. Thus, as with Recreation, a large portion

of the data perceived as important or very important, have limited access-
ibility, and may not be available.

The data element in this category with the largest percentage of

responses (over 80%) in the very important rank, deals with "public(s)
opinions on relevant management issues'. This resulted in the highest

mean score for any of the 65 data elements. Other elements gleaning high
importance rankings in this data category were "pro&ections of land-use V//

patterns and shifts in land use'" and "land area by ownership and land

capability class". Approximately two-thirds of the plénners felt information
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offered by these two data elements to be very important. On the other
hand, availability ranks were extremely low. About three-quarters of the
respondents considered these two data elements as not available or possibly

avatlable.

Population Data
Availability responses for data elements in this category indicate that
planners consider population oriented data the easiest to obtain. The
percentage of responses in the upper half of the importance scale (ranks 2

or 3) is smaller than for Recreation or Community Data. Table 3 shows

Table 3. Population Data -- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent)
for importance and availability of ten population oriented data
elements.

_Availability

Not Possibly Definitely Immediately Totals for

Impor tance Available  Available Available Available Importance
Not
Important ..... 1% 1% Z 0% 2%
Minor
Importance .... 6 12 10 1 29
Important ..... 4 15 19 6 44
Very
Important «.... 4 7 8 b 25
lotals for )
Availability .. 15% 357 37 13Z 100%~

1 \

Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

?
"N = 340; total pnumber of rankings for data elements in this category,

based on 35 respondents.
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that over half (56%)of all the responses are clustered in the middle

of the ranking scales, where data is considered of minor tmportance or
important and possibly available or definitely available. Thus, Popula-
tion Data is characterized by relatively moderate importance and compara-
tively high availability.

Only one data element, among the ten in the Population category,
earned an outstanding mean importance score. 'Projections of total
population growth" was considered as very important by about 57% of the
planners. This individual element also had the highest availability
mean score of any data element in this data class; over 25% of the planners
said that this specific data element was immediately available. Most
of the remaining elements representing population data displayed the same
trends which characterized the group in general; a large percentage of
responses in the middle of the importance and availability scales (ranks 1

and 2).

Income and Employment Data

The category of Income and Employment Data had the smallest percentage
(8%) of responses indicating a given element as not available. Almost
50% of all the responses to questions of data availability were in the upper
half of the ranking scale (ranks 2 and 3), as Table 4 reveals. This is
second only to Population Data and indicates that data of this type are
considered relatively more available than data of a recreational,industrial
or community nature. Importance of Income and Employment Data varies
between being of mimor wmportance and importants 82% of the responses are

distributed between ranks 1 and 2. Only a small percentage of responses
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Table 4. Income and Employment Data -- Distribution of planner rankings
(in percent) for importance and availability of fourteen income
and employment oriented data elements.l

Availability
Not Possibly Definitely Immediately Totals for

Importance Available Available Available Available Impor tance
Not
Important ..... 1% 3% 2% 0% 6%
Minor
Importance .... 3 19 16 2 40
Important ..... 2 17 L7 6 42
Very
Important ..... 2 5 3 2 12
Totals for 2
Availability .. 8% 44% 38% 10% 100%

1 .
Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
2

N = 458; total number of rankings for data elements in this class, based

on 35 respondents.
indicate a given data element as n ¢ important (6% of the responses are
in rank 0) or wery important (12% of the responses are in rank 3). Data
of an income-employment nature are generally preceived as relatively
available, but of comparatively minor significance as planning inputs.

No individual element included in this category is a major exception
to the general characterization for this data class. The importance and
availability responses are primarily distributed in the middle of the
ranking scales (ranks 1 and 2 for both importance and availability). This
is similar to the class of Population Data. However, data concerned with
income and employment display even less ranking variation than population
oriented data. Planner perceptions of importance and availability for this

type of data appear fairly consistent.

®
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Industry Data
Data of an industrial orientation are not genérally considered to
be major planning inputs, as shown by Table 5. Only 12% of the responses

indicated some data element to be very important -- equaling the lowest

Table 5. Industry Data —- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent)
for importance and availability of twelve industry oriented
data elements.

Availability
Not Possibly Definitely Immediately Totals for

Importance Available Available Available Available ~ Importance
Not

Important ..... 4% 8% 3% 0% 152
Minor

Importance .... 8 22 ¥/ 1 38
Important ..... & 17 12 2 35
Very

Important ..... 2 6 3 1 12
Totals for 2
Availability .. 18% 53% 25% 4% 100%

lPercentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

2N = 381; total number of rankings for data elements in this category,
based on 35 respondents.

percentage of responses in this rank for any of the data classes. In
contrast, 15% of the responses denoted individual data elements as not
important, the highest such percentage for any of the data categories.
The remainder of the responses were nearly equally distributed between
ranks indicating specific data elements to be important or of minor
importance. As a group, these data were considered as the least impor-

tant planning inputs. Data availability was also low. Only Recreation
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Data had a greater percentage of responses in the low availability
ranks (ranks 0 and 1). Over 50% of the availability rankings for Industry
Data were indicating data as possibly available. Almost 407% of all the
responses for this group were identifying data elements of minor importance
or with important planning implications but only possibly available.
Individual elements in this class of Industry Data with high impor-
tance and low availability, relative to other elements in the class, were
"projections of industrial expansion and diversification", "projections

of industrial characteristics'" and "

employment and income multipliers

by industry". Each of these data elements were considered important to
very important by at least 63% of the planners, and not available or
possibly available by about 70% of the respondents. When compared to

other data elements ranked by planners these three data elements appear
relatively unimportant. Nearly all of the data in the classes of
Recreation and Community, in addition to several Population elements, have
higher mean importance scores than these three top ranked Industry elements.

These high Industry Data elements stand out as being more desirable and some-

what less available than other types of industry oriented data.

Overview
In the preceding discussion, planner preceptions of availability and
importance have been related to a variety of socio-economic data types.
This information is summarized in terms of category mean score and
corresponding rank relative to the other data classes in Table 6. This

tabulation shows that Population and Income-Employment Data are relatively
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Table 6. Mean score and relative rank for importance and availability,
by data category.l

Mean Score Rank Based on Mean =
Data Category Importance Availability Importance Availability
Recreation ..esesesene 2.21 0.88 1 1
Community eeeeveascnna 2.10 1.21 2 3
Population ....cveeess 1.87 1.50 3 5
Income-Employment .... 1.52 1.41 4 4
INdUSELY secsarovsncsns 1.34 1.14 5 2

lThe arithmetic means (averages) are calculated from planner rankings for
importance and availability based on ordinal ranking scales with the following
upper and lower values:

Importance: 3 = very important, 0 = not important

Availability:3 = immediately available, 0 = not available

ZRanks based on descending order of importance (high to low) and ascending
order of availability (low to high).

the mosF available, a not too surprising result due to the wealth of
census data in these areas. The classes of Community and Industry rank
as third and fourth most available types of data, with mean scores for
availability very close together. Recreation had a mean availability
score substantially lower than any other class of socio-economic data.

The mean importance scores displayed a slightly wider variation.
The classes of Recreation and Community Data earned the highest mean scores,
with values over 2, which denotes important data. Population had the
third highest mean score, followed by Income-Employment and Industry in
that order.

Factor analysis, conducted on planner responses to the questions of

data importance for each of the 65 data elements, revealed two factor
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groups which were exceptionally well defined. The combination of items

in these two clusters appeared logically as well as statistically related.
This process of statistical grouping reinforced and clarified relationships
which were only superficially apparent previously.

The largest and strongest clustering effect brought all data of an
industrial, income and employment nature together. This is evidence of an
extremely consistent outlook among the planners relative to the importance
of these data. It has already been noted that Income-Employment and Industry
Data were low in relative importance; as Table 6 shows these classes were
fourth (next to last) and fifth (last) respectively. The factor analysis
makes it clear that planners share similar outlooks concerning the importance
of industry, income and employment data. Planner consensus is that these
types of data are relatively low in importance.

The second major factor group is a selective collection of recreation
oriented data elements concerned with economic values for non-market resources.
Elements clustered in this group all received high importance and low avail-
ability rankings. The implication derived from this factor group is that planners
share a feeling that economic values for non-market commodities are among the
most important socio-economic inputs to the planning process.

Planner preceptions of importance and availability reveal several areas
where socio-economic data considered at least potentially important have
limited accessibility for planners. Table 7 displays the ten most important
and ten least available data elements as perceived by planners. Only
sixteen data elements are represented in Table 7. As the table shows,
four data elements are among both the ten most important and ten least
available. Based on planner perceptions, these four elements, 'projections
of land-use patterns and shifts in land-use', "projected economic of wild-

life/fishery resource", "economic value of aesthetic or scenic resources",
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Table 7. Mean score and relative rank for each of sixteen data elements, representing the
ten elements with the highest importance mean score and the ten elements with
the lowest availability mean score.
Mean Score Rank Based on Mean?
Data Element Importance Availability Importance Availability
Public(s) opinions on relevant
land management issues, . ., . . . 2.80 1.00 1 23
Projections of land-use patterns
and shifts in land use, . . . . . 2.66 0.63 2 5
Projected economic value of wild-
life/fishery resources. . . . . . 2.63 0.80 3 10
Economic value of aesthetic or
scenic resouUrces. . . .« s+ s s o » 2,63 0.23 4 1
Land area, by ownership and
. land capability class . . . . + . 2.60 1.06 5 25
Projections of total popu- y
. lation growth . . « & &+ « 5 s + & 2.54 2.00 6 63
Economic value of big game
TEBOUTCEB » 5 & s 5 s & bl e e v » 2.46 0.71 7 6
B Land area, by ownership and
N8e ClABS % % wals b & G cehiE 2.46 1.54 8 52
Projections of recreational
use levels, by activity . . . . . 2.44 0.97 9 22
Projected development of trans-
‘ portation system. « « + &+ « o« & 2.42 1.20 10 33
Impact of land management alter-
natives on property tax revenues,
by types of tax . . « « « « « & & 2432 0.53 12 3
Recreational use levels, by land
owner and activity. . « « « o .» 1.89 0.77 28 8
. Recreational use levels, by
activity and age, sex, race,
income and employment . . - « .+ & 1.88 0.71 29 7
Economic value of game bird resources
| by species. « « « ¢ ¢ o 4 o+ 0 . 1.85 0.58 30 4
Socio-psychological personality
‘ profile at resource users, by type
Of Uses ¥ w5 e s s s s s e e e 1.82 0.31 33 2
\ Underemployment rates, by ages,
gex, race, income and education - 1.20 0.79 56 9

1The arithmetic means (averages) are calculated from planner.rankings for importance and

availability based on ordinal ranking scales with the following upper and lower values;
. Importance: 3 = very important, 0 = not important

Availability: 3= immediately available, 0 = not available

2R::mllcs based on descending order of importance (high to low) and ascending order of avail-
ability (low to high), relative to the 65 data elements appearing in the questionnaire.
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are, relative to other data elements, the most important and least avail-
able socio-economic planning inputs. The types of data represented by these
data elements, and others with ranks reflecting relatively high importance
and associated low availability, perhaps deserve added consideration during
attempts to improve data availability. These are the types of data that
planners perceive as significant planning inputs but have limited access-
ibility for planners. Thus, efforts to improve data availability might

be best directed if emphasis is placed on providing those data demonstrating

high importance and low availability in terms of relative ranks.9

FACTORS AFFECTING THE USE OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA

Numerous factors affect the extent to which socio-economic data are
used in the planning process. An obvious factor -- availability of impor-
tant data -- was considered in the preceding section. In this section
two other major factors -- assumptions concerning time and space together
with planning expertise -- which affect the planner's ability to utilize
socio-economic data are discussed. It is vital that these additional
factors be considered in conjunction with data importance and availability
to better understand the role of socio-economic data in Idaho land-use

planning and to develop more efficient planning programs.

Planning Parameters: Time and Space

Assumptions of time and space are key factors which control the form

of input to, and output from, the planning process. Social and economic

9There has been a recent major effort by the State of Idaho to improve the
accessability of data relevant to planning and decision-making. The State
has compiled and published a '"Directory of Idaho Information Sources'" to
assist planners in local, State and Federal agencies locate data and infor-
mation needed in planning and decision-making. This source book is avail-
able from the Statewide Planning Information Service, Division of Budget,
Policy Planning and Coordination, Statehouse, Boise, Idaho.




e

= 9 =

data must be considered in a well defined geographical and time context.
Thus, to be useful, socio-economic data must be based on assumptions of
time and space compatible with those made in the planning process. Failure
in this regard tends to limit the value of potentially important data |
since it becomes difficult to fit nonconforming data into the existing
planning framework. It is critical, therefore, that planner preferences
and assumptions with regard to time and space be recognized.

Responses generated by the study indicate that a majority (70%) of
planners feel their basic planning responsibilities are multi-county in

scope. Table 8 shows that this tendency dominates in the USFS and BLM

Table 8. Planner perceptions of primary geographical planning responsibility,

by agency.
Agencyl
Geographical U.S. Forest Bureau of Stare and

Level Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal
COUNLY sovsesssonnsannnnns 13% 0% 0%
Multi—county ....ssesssess 87 83 28
SEALE c.escssscsasasncanss 0 17 44
VI Lo R [ A e 0 0 28
e oo S L 100% 100% 100%

A total of 28 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 15, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 6, State and Other Federal - 7.

2 :
Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

portion of the sample. State and Other Federal agency planners relate to
a larger geographical area; regional or statewide in scope. A wider range
of geographical considerations (mational, regional and local) are recognized
by all Federal agencies as required by the "multi-objectives" of the Water
Resources Council (18, 19). However, in the USFS and BLM, it was generally

felt that basic planning responsibilities exist at a level where the effects
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of a major planning effort and subsequent implementation would presumably
be clear and demonstrable.

Table 9 shows that planners generally feel their planning horizon to

Table 9. Planner perceptions of planning horizon, by agency.

Agencyl
Time U.S. Forest Bureau of State and
Horizon : Service - Land Mgmt. Other Federal
L2 T, 7 o g A ORI AL S0 22% 43% 10%
6=10 - years «.'eee. . sas s 33 i 43 40
1A=15 -years ot e eses 23 0 30
Over 15.years .itcvucasoee 22 14 20
Total2 v o) ate (aie e ¥ie e aram el w s 100% 100% 100%

lA total of 35 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 18, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other
Federal - 10.

2
Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

be less than sixteen years into the future. However, while accepting a
planning horizon of fifteen years or less, the planners needed projection
data over a much longer time span. A majority (84%) of planmers desired
a twenty to fifty year time span as a basis for socio-economic data
projections. Relatively few planners (13%) felt that projections extend-
ing beyond fifty years were necessary or desirable, while the remaining
planners felt projections based on a time span of less than twenty years
was adeqﬁate.

Time and space are flexible parameters which vary depending on the

type and objective of the analysis being conducted. It is important that

the range of these basic planning parameters be defined at every step of
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the planning process, including data collection. The most universally
acceptable geographical unit appears to be the county. Data projections
must be based on time spans much longer than the accepted planning horizon.
Planner responses indicate that socio—economic projections should range

between twenty years and fifty years to be most useful.

Operational Considerations: Planning Expertise

Application of socio-economic data will be affected by expertise
available to, and involved in, the planning process. A variety of social
and economic data, conforming to planning needs and assumptions, could be
available to planners; but without skills and methods needed for application,
these data may either under or mis-influence planning or decision-making
processes. It is important to examine the operational fzamework of the
planning agencies to determine if the capability to utilize additional
socio-economic data exists or whether internal barriers would limit
effective data application.

Table 10 shows that a majority of the USFS and BLM planners characterize
their current use of socio-economic data as descriptive. Over two-thirds
of the USFS planners felt their use of social and economic data to be in
a descriptive manner. Planners of the State and Other Federal agencies
considered their use of this type of data to be both analytical and
descriptive in nature. Such a distinction is important. It provides
insight into the role of socio-economic data and into the ability of the

agencies to apply currently available data. Both descriptive and analytical
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Table 10. Current use of socio-economic data indicated by planners, by

agency.
1
Agency
U.S. Forest Bureau of State and
Type of Use Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal

DesCriptiVe aui sivsalswsiae e 677% 57% 10%
Analy e Al R oty v s : 0 0 20
Descriptive and

Analytical . easennis e 33 43 70 .
TR R .+ 2 oo ved Bhuads 100% 100% 100%

lA total of 35 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.5. Forest Service — 18, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other &
Federal - 10.

2
Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

uses of data have valid and important functions in the planning process.lo &
Use of socio-economic data in a descriptive sense provides a planning

backdrop. In this manner, potentially relevant social and economic factors

can be displayed and brought to the level of planner consciousness. When &

the ability to enter data objectively into the planning system, by use of

analytical methods, is completely absent, descriptive applicat_ions remain

as the only means of integrating data into the plann_ing process. Such use ®

of data ideally results in an awareness and consideration of the important

and sensitive factors. In this type of process, planner subjectivity is

paramount. Any influence socio-economic considerations may exert on plan 3

development and evaluation will not be traceable.

10There is a certain subjective elements associated with the meanings of
"descriptive'" and "analytical". Individual planners will tend to define.the

| terms somewhat differently, which may blur the distinction between descrip- ®
| tive and analytical uses to some degree. The distinction is impor tant
however, since it may reflect the degree of sophistication shown in an
agency's use of socio-economic data.
®

l |
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A combination of descriptive and analytical planning applications
will promote the widest and most beneficial range of socio-economic
data uses. Systematic and objective use of available data, which allows
it to be entered directly into the planning process, through analytical
techniques, will provide an effect that is both visible and documentable.
Complete and effective planning requires complementary applications of
descriptive and analytical techniques for handling socio-economic data.

The inability of the USFS and BLM to use social and economic data
in an analytical manner could stem from several conditions. A large
proportion (over 60%) of the planners associated with these two large
land managing agencies indicated that they had become involved with the
planning process within the last five years. In contrast, their associa-
tion with the agency covered a much longer time span. A majority of the
USFS and BLM planners had over sixteen years of agency experience. As
Table 11 shows, this substantial lag between joining the organization
and assignment of planning responsibilities is not apparent in the State
and Other Federal agencies. The likely indication is that the USFS and
BLM, faced with a large volume of planning requirements within the last
five to ten years, have called upon employees initially involved in other
areas of resource management and thrust them into the planning breach.
This has apparently not been the case with the State and Other Federal
agencies, where personnel may have entered a planning position shortly
after joining the organization. A result seems to be that State and Other
Federal agencies have planners with adequate experience and background
such that they feel capable of using socio-economic data analytically, while

the USFS and BLM generally do not.




Table 11. Number of years as a planner and number of years with current
agency, by agency.

Agency1
U.S. Forest Bureau of State and
Number of years Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal
with as with as with as

agency planner agency planner agency planner

b 1 ¥ o S i A W s B 4 71% 0% 437% 30% 30%
6-10 years ..... T e o | 12 0 57 20 20
11=15-YEeara .aev.edsenesses 25 12 17 0 0 10
Oxer 15 years < .sauianean o a2 5 83 0 50 40
Tol:al2 ....... sessesnerrne 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

lA total of 34 respondents weée distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 17, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other Federal -10.

2Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

Respondents' educational backgrounds were resource oriented. From
the standpoint of formal education only a relatively small (23%) portion
had training in fields dealing mainly with social and economic types of
information, as Table 12 shows. Planners affiliated with the USFS are
predominately (78%) forestry graduates. This could be expected since the
USFS has a distinct forestry responsibility; it is the traditional
preserve of the professional forester. Other agencies maintain a greater
diversity of educational backgrounds. This perhaps reflects a broader range
of responsibilities. In the USFS and BLM, individuals with backgrounds
in handling data of a bio-technological type -- from an educational and -

experience standpoint -- have been called upon to accept planning duties
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Table 12. Degree background of planners, by agencyl.

Agencyz
U.S. Forest Bureau of State and

Type of degree Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal
FOrestry .esssesesansces wra's 8% 28% 30%
Resource3 R Vel o S et s e 6 42 40
Social Science/

Technferls ¢ .1t 16 28 30
7S S Lo s Te -1 00K 100% 100%

1Tabulation based on bachelors degree. Ten respondents also held masters.

ZA total of 35 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 18, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other
Federal - 10.

3This degree class includes resource degrees of a biological nature,
excluding forestry, e.g., range, wildlife, agriculture...

4This degree class includes all social science and technical degrees of a
non-biological nature, e.g., economics, landscape art., engineering....

5Percenfages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

as agency planning functions have increased. When faced with data of
a socio-economic coloring, these planners may often lack skills to
analytically integrate the data into the planning process. This tends
to limit the use of the data to primarily descriptive types of application.
State and Other Federal agency planners also have strong resource
oriented educational backgrounds. However, these individuals received
more training in social and ecoﬁomic fields than USFS or BLM planners.
About two-thirds of the State and Other Federal planners indicated that
their university course work included three or more economics courses,
this compares to 22% for the USFS and BLM planners. The gap was not so
striking, but still present, in sociology where 907% of the State and Other

Federal planners took at least one course in this area compared to 60% of
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the USFS and BLM planners. In addition, the State and Other Federal
planners were immediately involved in the planning process indicating
they were probably hired, to at least some extent, for their planning
expertise or potential. These planners feel able to use socio-economic
data analytically. This possibly reflects their greater familiarity with
this type of data and the planning process in general, than their counter-
parts in the USFS or BLM.

Staffing was considered inadequate to meet current planning demands

by over 85% of the planners, as Table 13 shows. Two-thirds of the planners

Table 13. Staff adequacy as viewed by planners, by agency.

Agencyl
U.S. Forest Bureau of State and
Adequacy Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal

Planning staff

adequate ....eiseenass 6% 14% 20%
Planning staff

not adequate .i.evsess 94 86 80
Total2 ................... 100% 100% 100%

lA total of 35 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 18, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other
Federal - 10.

2Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.

felt that the addition of some social or economic skills to the planning
staff would be desirable. This is a major USFS concern, as Table 14 shows.
Every USFS planner considering staffing inadequate, also felt addition of

some sort of social or economic expertise desirable. The USFS is facing
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Table 14. Additional staff skills desired by planners who felt staffing to
be inadequate, by agency.

Agencyl
U.S. Forest Bureau of State and
Desired Skills Service Land Mgmt. Other Federal
Social -- Economic c.csss 100% 33%Z 50%
Biological —- Resource ... 18 66 25
General -- Technical ..... 35% 83% 62%

lA total of 32 respondents were distributed among the agencies as follows:
U.S. Forest Service - 17, Bureau of Land Mgmt. - 7, State and Other
Federal - 8.

planning pressures and requirements which demand skills in handling data
of social and economic natures. These skills are currently lacking on
that agency's predominately forestry oriented staff. If socio-economic
data are to be applied analytically in the planning process, necessary
skills must be developed or acquired.

The BLM is reacting to planning requirements in a manner different

from the USFS. BIM planners felt primary staffing needs were for additional

resource skills -- mainly wildlife/fishery and hydrology/watershed --
and general technical skills -- primarily in the form of planning coordin-
ators. The BLM's concern with acquiring social and economic expertise

is minor compared to the WSFS, even though BLM use of socio-economic was

characterized as descriptive by a majority of that agency's planners.
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It is evident from the discussion thus far, that the USFS and BLM
do not have analytical techniques to effectively complement the primarily
descriptive uses socio-economic data currently receives. The educational
background of the planners, and their relative newness to planning
suggests that anmalytical methods will not evolve without assistance. And,
indeed, the USFS planners indicated quite strongly that additional staff
is needed in social and economic fields.

Table 15 shows that a majority of planners, regardless of agency

affiliation, opt for programs in continuing education which promise to increase

Table 15. Recommendations by planners for future programs to improve the
use of socio-economic data in planning, by major data class.

Type of data

Future Income-

Program Population Recreation Employment Industry Communi ty
Research seovveses 12% 57% 12% 21% 18%
Continuing

education .... 59 22 67 58 73
Current programs

adequate .... 26 6 35 9 6
Research & cont.

education ... 3 15 6 12 3
Total2 csessssss 100% 100% 100% 100%Z 100%
lBased on 33 respondents.

2

Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
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their ability to apply socio-economic data of a population, income-employ-

ment, indﬁstry, or community nature. Research was considered desirable

and recommended by the planners in only one category —- recreation.
Planners displayed a hesitancy to recommend programs in research

that would substantially increase the information base. Responses

indicate that planners are desirous of acquiring better methods for applying

socio-economic data, in lieu of additional data. In the minds of the
planners, programs in continuing education are of greater priority than
research tc generate or provide additional data. Data of a recreational
nature is a clearcut exception. Even planners of the State and Other
Federal agencies, who indicated their use of social and economic data

to be analytical, responded in favor of continuing education. The impli-
cation seems to be that planners feel refinement of the methodology for
applying socio-economic data is necessary before generation of additional

data will become a desirable objective.

STUDY CONCLUSIONS

The study reported here was undertaken to provide a base for viewing

current use of socio-economic data in land-use planning. Planners for

public land managing agencies throughout Idaho were contacted. Information

dealing with the way planners view importance and availability of social
and economic data, in addition to the operational parameters dictating
application, were collected.

Barriers to complete and effective integration of socio-economic
data in the planning process were revealed. There are gaps in both the

availability of important data and methods for its utilization in planning



=92=

efforts. Planners supported future programs in continuing education for all
types of socio-economic data except recreation. Presumably, continuing education
is hoped to provide the skills and techniques necessary to use the data in
planning programs. A majority of planners lack the education, experience and
staffing assistance to integrate socio-economic data into planning and
decision making processes in an analytical manner. Some type of assistance
is necessary if planners are to develop procedures to apply social and economic
data analytically and complement the predominately descriptive use such data
currently receives.

What do the results of the study mean in terms of management and research?

In the following discussion, some of the important implications are suggested.

Implications for Research
Several factors revealed by the study deserve consideration in research
programs designed to improve socio-economic data use in planning. Theée
major considerations are summarized as follows:

1. Recreation Data, especially economic values for non-market
recreation resources, are considered the most important and least
available types of data. Additionally, this was the only class
of data where a majority of planners believed research programs
offered greater benefits to their planning efforts than continuing
education. This would indicate that recreation research should
receive added consideration.

2. Other types of socio-economic data also showed gaps between
availability and importance. The relative importance of various
data categories and the specific data elements shown in the
Appendix can provide a guide for the development of new research
to supply potentially useful socio-economic data to the planning
process. For example it appears that additional data of the
type found in the Community category would be more useful to
planners than data of an industrial nature.
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3. It is important to realize however, ohly in the class of Recreation
Data, did planners support research programs. This would imply
that without assistance, in the form of additional staff or
training, programs to supply additional data will have limited value.
Current problems in applying data tend to limit the role this type
of data can play in the planning process.

4. In view of the preceding point, research programs should make an
effort to recognize existing planning constraints -- in the form
of educational, experience and staff limitations —-- and provide
assistance to the planner. Research should not only make the data
available, but also concentrate on helping planners relate data
to their planning efforts; emphasis on communication and interpretation
of results should be strengthened.

5. Development of methods and techniques for analytical use of
socio-economic data would appear a valid research-oriented function.
Programs of this type could assist planners to more effectively
utilize available data and provide the ability to cope with
additional data in the future.

6. It is important that research programs recognize the same time
and space parameters as the planning process. Without this
cooperation research data will not mesh with the planning frame-
work. The county appears as the most appropriate and adaptable

geographical unit. Data projections are most useful to planners
based on a time span of 20-50 years.

Implications for Management

Management has a responsiblity to comply with existing legislation and
consider all impacts on the social, economic and ecological environment which
may result with the implementation of a land-use plan. The ability to fully
satisfy legal and policy requirements are controlled by organizational,
time and budget factors. However, it is incumbent upon the land managing
agency to consider all reasonable foreseeable impacts '"to the fullest extent
practicable'" (2). The current ability to handle socio-economic data is
limited and must be addressed if legislative directives are to be discharged.

Several points reported in this paper have implications for management and
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the improvement of social and economic data use in planning:

1. Programs to provide planners with a better understanding of the
methods in handling socio-economic data should be supported by
management. Continuing education programs received considerable
planner support as a means of acquiring skills necessary to apply
data of a social or economic nature.

2. Additional staff with expertise in the social and economic fields
would be beneficial and provide skills and manpower necessary
to apply socio-economic data. Almost all planners referred to
the planning staff as inadequate; a large proportion were desirous
of additional staff with social and economic skills —-- especially
the USFS.

3. Management should encourage research in recreation to provide
planners with data that is considered important in this area.
Planner responses indicated this to be a major area of concern
and the desire to acquire additional data appeared substantial.

4. There needs to be an awareness that current planning efforts often
lack desirable socio-economic inputs. This is a result of both
unavailable data and expertise. From a priority standpoint, it
would appear advantageous to provide for methods to integrate
socio-economic data into the planning process before encouraging
generation of additional population, income-employment, industry
and community types of data.

The overriding conclusion seems clear: with the exception of Recreation

Data, the role of socio-economic data in Idaho land-use planning is sharply
limited by an inability to transform these data into useable planning information.

For management, programs of continuing education seem compelled. For research,

a renewed committment to communication and interpretation of results is
appropriate. Thoughtful programs of relevant research together with expanded

efforts in continuing education and research communication should improve

the overall quality of land-use planning in Idaho.
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APPENDIX A
®
This Appendix contains the actual response data, in terms of percent,
for each of the sixty-five data elements ranked by the planners in terms
¢ of importance and availability. Planners' ranked each socio-economic data
element using the following four point ordinal scales:
1 Importance Availability
0 - not important 0 - not available
1 - minor importance 1 - possibly available
2 - important 2 - definitely available
3 - very important 3 - immediately available
L
Arithmetic means have been calculated for each data element to facilitate
comparisons. However, since the ranking scales are ordinal, nothing is implied
concerning absolute magnitudes. An individual data element with a mean value
L]
two times greater than another data element cannot be interpreted as twice
as important to the planners (1). This Appendix provides additional data on
how planners perceive specific sorts of socio-economic data.
L
@
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Table 1. Recreation Data —-- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent) for
importance and availability, plus mean score, for each recreation
data element.l L
Importance Availability
Data Element g 1. 2 3 Mean 0 1 2 3 Mean ®
Economic value of aesthetic or
Seeniic EeSoUTCEeS . « = & w 0% 3% 317 66% 2.63 Ti% 237 074 0% 023
Projected economic wvalue of €
wildlife-fishery resource . 0 6 26 69 2.63 Ffre dar A7 N0 0580
Economic value of big game
FEGORICaT . W s s e e 3 9 29 60 2.46 44 41 15 0 071
Projections of recreational use L
levels, by activity . . . . QF 9 “38853 2.44 27 56r 12 6 0.97
Economic value of recreation,
BYRaGBIVIEY . . . e e s 3 8 43 460 2.31 29" 59° 12, 0 0.82
Economic value of tourist ®
Bradal I e st e e F 11 37" 49 2.+ 30 15 59127 0 112
Economic value of fisheries,
DYLSPREIeg. Mt o s . a e s 3 14 34 49 2.28 41 35 24 0 0.82
Recreational use levels, by ®
Ac Gty IO e e A 3 9 46 43 2.28 23438 23] i )
Economic impact of hunting, by
typesefehuntine . . . . % 3. 4" 37 46 2625 27 56" 18 ) 0.91
Recreational land values . . . 6 6 49 40 2522 15 55 24 6 1.21 *
Recreational use levels, by
month rand activity. . k. . 3 17 40 40 2. 17 40 3F N1 6 0.89
Recreational facilities, by
type, capability and land- ®
BWRBENG o ) e @ e O 23 51 .26 2.02 JIaE e 40, 1051
Recreational use levels, by
activity and age, sex, race, in-
come and employment . . . . 3 23 <51 20° . 1.88 47 35 18 G S ROTT

Recreational use levels, by land-
owner and actiwvity. . . . . 0% 317 49% 20% 1.89 S07% 2474237 0% O TF
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Table 1. (continued)

Importance

Data Element 0 1 | 2 3 Mean

Availability

0 1 2 3 Mean

Economic value of game bird

resource, by species . 9% 26% 37% 29%Z 1.85

Family ownership of recreational
vehicle, by type of vehicle and

familySsize: . . + v o e 9 4O E295 23 1,37

52% 39% 9% 0% 0.58

29.,-56: 15 0,0.Q38%

1Percentagesrounded to nearest full percentage point.
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Table 2. Community Data -- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent) for
importance and availability, plus mean score, for each community

data element.l

Data Element

Public(s) opinion on relevant
land management issues.

Projections of land-use patterns
and shifts in land-use.

Land area, by ownership and
land capability class

Land area, by ownership and
use class .

Projected development of
transportation systems.

Land area, by ownership.

Impact of land management alter-
natives on property tax revenues,
by type of tax.

Forest land ownership, by acerage
and ownership class

Real estate values, by land-use
class

Transportation system, by mode
and use level .

Socio-psychological personality
profile of resource users, by
type of use .

Homeownership, by place of
owner residence and ownership

purpose .

Home occupancy, by owner/renter

Importance Availability
0 1 2 3 Mean 0 1 2 3 Mean
0% 3% 14% 83% 2.80 230°57% 17%Z 0 3% 1.00
0 3l 2904169 2.66 46 46 9 0 s [ e
@ 6 29 66 2.60 29. AT W12 12 1.06
0 bG35 2.46 6 437 43 9 1.54
0 Il 34 54 2.42 17 510 026 6 1,20
0 127938 150 238 0 1247 4l 2.:29
6 LSS 62 2.32 56 34 9 0. 0.53
D)8 L (R 2504 D Zis 32 540, 20235
6, 20 40 3% 2503 18 42 36 3 1523
&IOS A 0N 34 2/03 12~ 50 29 9 1235
14. 17 400 29 1.82 74 921 6 Q. @3l
35 507 12 35 082 225 .53 25 0 1.03
40% 49% 9% 3% 0.74 942 667 19%. 6% 1.22

1Percentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
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L] Table 3. Population Data —- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent) for
importance and availability, plus mean score, for each population
data element.!
L] Importance Availability
Data Element 0%l 2.3 ~Mean 0 . X 2 3 Mean
® Projections of total population
BOOEN: o o s o e w5 mO# 0% 3% 40% 57% 2.54 3% 23% 46% 29% 2.00
Projections of urban/rural
populations . . « « . . o = grr9s 54 2 2.17 9138 98 1.59
o Population density . . . . . . 023 46 3 . 2.06 6 20 S57- NS5
Pop. density/concentration by
map presentation . . . . . Faal 3729 191 17 37 37 "SR IE
Urban/rural population sizes . 3.-32 41 26 1,85 9 12 62 1SS SNSH
L
Total pop., by age, sex, race
and education . . .« .« . - . 331 46 20 - 1.82 0 38 44 18T Saan
In-out pop. migratiom, by
urban/rural classes . . . . N33 41 21 ..1.76 75 38 31 6  ISA0
® o .
| Projections of in-out pop.
| migratiol . « o s o6 ¢ w0 6 34043 Y 3270 21 - 5324 G Qa2
In-out pop. migration, by age,
sex, education, income, and
9 employment. . . . « + « + 117 31, 43" 14 1.60 18 46 30 6 1.24
In-out pop. migration, by
origin-destination. . . . . 14% 51% 29% 6% '1.26 38% 41% 15% 6% 0.88
®

lpercentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
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Table 4. Income and Employment Data -- Distribution of planner rankings (in
percent) for importance and availability, plus mean sore, for
each income-employment data element.!l ®
Importance Availability
Data Element 0 SE" 2 3  "Mean p--1 2 3 _Meam ®
Projections of personal and
fanbilySINcome. = = « 1 - 9% 26% 49% 177 1.74 12% 58% 274 3Z2 1.21
&
Average levels of personal and
family fncomes < . .« o s OENES SaT 12 1565 Or 22141 38 & hEl6
Mean and median annual personal
IRCONEI-IEE o o s 4 T s & 31 "S54 49 1.66 37 ' 24 55 S18 RdTR?
®
Origins of family income, by
geography and income source EESSA7 31 2058 60 Y590 41T E0 131
Distribution of annual dispos-
able family income, by income
CHAGHZ T e e e 9 37" 40 ‘14 1760 L2 432 0 1588 [ ]
Mean and median personal disposable
IV I Ty S0 s it Tar o e 11 (N b ST TR I AR o ) gs 152080 9 1539
Distribution of annual average
family income. . . . . 9343 37 11 “FINEe 6L 42,539 18 1.715 [ ]
Seasonality of personal and
family incomes . . . . . U 40 34 1% ST 124 58" 30 0 18
Labor force, by age, sex, race,
and edutation. . . v % - 14 34 40 11 1.49 3. 3B SNTEL N TGS : ®
Unemployment rates, by age, sex,
race, income, education. . T7s 384" 40 048 3 B4 gy 6n UEShG
Number of family units, by size
and ‘income class .. . ... 1F 34, St ~LLA8 6 42 36 ¥15+" 1761 L 2
Seasonality of unemployment . QT3 46, 3k TS Q36 w915 - 1./8
Mean annual personal income, by
age, sex, race, education. 1. 854 29 6 1.28 9 38 47 6 1.50
&
Underemployment rates, by age,
sex, race, income and
GHUCAELOR. + = » & & s a s 236 3% 3% 3% 1320 24% 67% 9% 0% 0.79

lPercentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
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Table 5. Industry Data —- Distribution of planner rankings (in percent) for
o importance and availability, plus mean score, for each industry
data element.l
Importance Availability
o
Data Element 0 1 2 3 Mean 0 1 2 3  Mean
Projections of industrial ex-
® pansion and diversification 6% 26%Z 40% 29% 1.91  27% 62% 12% 0% 0.85
Projections of industrial
characteristics. . « « « & 6 200 43 23 1.8% 2F 61 "HE S OnmEeEEas
Employment and income multip-
ik liers, by industry . . . . 9 29 40 23 1.77 18 55 28" G aeiae
Value added, by industry. . . 16 34 41 19 1.44 17 62 14 7 1.10
Value of output, by industrial
and size class . « . + . & 200 34 31 14 1.40 9" A1 44 L 6N
® Annual payroll, by industrial
and size class . . « . . . 23 23" 49 6 1.3% 13 42 45 ° 0O 1.32
Number of employers, by indust-
riarial and size class. . . . I g 11 1.34 0 28 63 63 L.55
L]
| Industrial assets and resources
held, by industry. . . « & srLaant Bn. ¢ 148 200750300 B T kol
Annual profits, by industrial
| and size class « « . « + 2357 AT - 6 1.03 18 76 6 D  0.88
o
Retail sales, by industrial and
gizerelass . .+ o o w & @ @ 34 31 34 0 1.00 1o 52 29 10 138
Business failures, by industry
End BIZE. & s e o Wb ®i o 34 43 14 9 0597 3L 59 .6 G
®
Industrial characteristics on a -
monthly basis. . . . . . . 41% 36% 24% 0% 0.82 36% 45% 19%Z 0% 0.84

') lpercentages rounded to nearest full percentage point.
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APPENDIX B &

This Appendix presents the results of chi-square tests for Tables

1-5 in the text (pages 9-16). These tables were tested to determine if

L
| statistical significant dependency existed between planner responses to
' questions of data importance and data availability. The results of these
tests are shown in the following table. A strong dependence between
®
Table 1. Calculated chi-square values and associated
degrees of freedom for Tables 1-5 of text (pages 9-16).
Calculatedl Degrees of ;
Table Number and Title Chi-Square Freedom ®
1. Recreatton Data, . . .....cdeeeee 15595 62
2, Community Dataeesssscssaseecss 28,95 9
3. Population Data«eseeeeeeseesss 43,55 9 ®
4. Income and Employment
| Data---............-------- 35-36 9
:
| 5. Industry Dataeessscssssssscesss 23,52 9
®
1These calculated chi-squares are all significant at the 1% level
(dependency exists).
| 2Due to numerous small (less than 5) experted cell values, row
| one (data not important) was deleted to insure a valid chi-square
for this table. ®
responses for availability and importance is indicated in every case., It
is impossible to state with certainty the direction of this dependency, ®

that is whether availability is dependent on importance or vice versa. It

does, however, demonstrate a significant link between planner perceptions

of data importance and data availability.
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