MAIL SURVEY OF NATURAL RESOURCE ISSUES
ON PUBLIC LANDS IN THE WEST

***Results from a Public Survey***

Mark Brunson, Ph.D.
Forest Resources
Utah State University
Logan, Utah 84322-5215

Bruce Shindler, Ph.D.
Forest Resources
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

William D. Schreckhise
Brent S. Stedl, Ph.D.
John R. Tennert

Division of Governmental Studies and Services
Department of Political Science
Washington State University
Pullman, WA 991644870

Research Associates:

Rhonda Sue Guantt
Bambi Quinn
Kim McGeorge

John Briney
Anneka DePoorter
AnnaOlsen
Pat Hellem
Al White

Report prepared for the Eastside Ecosystem Management Team.



Table of Contents

I. Introduction 1
II. Survey Methodology, Samples and Response Rate 2
Samples 3
Representativeness 4
Knowledge of the issues 8
Differences between the Public and Participants 9
I11. General Environmental Values and Perception of Problems 10
Frequency distributions 13
V. General Questions about Federal Rangelands and Forests 14
Frequency distriiutions 18
V. Level of Knowledge, Perceptions and

Use of the Columbia River Basin 20
Recreation uses 21
A multiplicity of values 22
Environmental protection strategies 24
Protecting salmon runs 27
Frequency distributions - 31
VI. Trust, Influence, and the Role of the Public 39
Trust 40
Influence 41
The agency-public relationship 43
Frequency distributions 45
References . 50
Appendix A: Public Survey Comments 51
Appendix B: Survey Instruments 89
Survey Instrument Used in Eastside and Westside Samples 90
Survey Instrument Used in National Sample 100
Appendix C: Counties Included in Public Samples 110
Appendix D: Item-by-Item Results 114
Eastside Frequencies 115
Westside Frequencies 163
National Frequencies 212



l. Introduction

This report summarizes the responses to the Survey of Natural Resource Issues on

Public Lands in the West conducted in July and August, 1994. The purpose of the survey

was to assist the Eastside Ecosystem Management Team in its efforts to understand national

and regional public attitudes concerning the management of the Columbia River Basin. It

Is intended to complement other data-gathering efforts that are under way as part of the

broad-scale Scientific Assessment of the interior Columbia River Basin. Four separate

groups were included in the study:

L

Eastside Columbia River Basin Public: A random sample of citizens from
counties wholly or partly within the Columbia River Basin east of the Cascade
Mountains (including counties in Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah,
Wyoming and Washington). This group covers those citizens who live in the
immediate vicinity of the Eastside Team’s jurisdiction.

Westside Columbia River Basin Public: A random sample of citizens from
counties wholly or partly within the Columbia River Basin west of the Cascade
Mountains and citizens from metropolitan Seattle, WA While this group

, resides outside of the Eastside Team’s jurisdiction, it contains many parties

interested in ecosystem management problems in the Basin and who may be
affected by policies regarding these issues.

National Public: A random sample of citizens from the forty-eight contiguous
states. This group was included in the study to assess national interet, if any,
in the management of public lands in the Columbia River Basin.

Public Involvement Participants: Citizens who have requested placement on
the Eastside Ecosystemm Management Team’s mailing list, or those that have
participated in the Team’'s scoping process.’

The guestionnaire was developed by Eastside Ecosystem Social Assessment Team

members and university socia scientists familiar with natural resource issues and surveys.

Questionnaire design followed Dillman’s “Total Design Method” (Dillman 1978). Copies of

the instruments for the groups surveyed can be found in Appendix A.



Questions included in the survey instrument covered topics such as natural resource
management preferences for public lands, level of informedness concerning the region’s
environmental condition, environmental value orientations, and trust in those organizations
and institutions involved in policy making and implementation. Some of the questions and
guestion formats used have been incorporated in other research on public attitudes about
natural resource problems and were adapted for use in this study. Many new questions were

developed specifically for this study (e.g., questions pertaining to salmon and forest fires).

Il. Survey Methodology, Samples and Response Rates

Surveys--benefits and costs. A mail survey was utilized in this study for two reasons.
First, mail surveys allow for a degper probing of citizen attitudes and perceptions than do
other conventional means of data collection such as telephone surveys. Secondly, the mall
survey is generaly more cost-effective than personal interviews, particularly if a high level
of public interest can be presumed. The two factors together make the mail survey the
method of choice for data collection in this case.

Although surveys can provide a cost-effective and in-depth method for collecting
opinions and values, ‘several caveats must be recorded. Surveys can be limited by
unintentiona bias in question wording and the accidental omission of pertinant topics from
investigation. They also constrain the range of responses solicited from respondents because
elaboration on answers and the incorporation of context along with responses is usually not
permitted. Therefore, it isimportant to augment survey results with other methods of data

gathering such as ethnographic research, scoping meetings and small group discussions.




Further, responses to this survey are likely to have been affected by several major
events which took place during its implementation. There were many significant forest fires
on western public lands, several of which were within the Columbia River Basin during the
course of the study. The regional and national prominence of these fires were greatly
increased when 14 firefighters were killed in the line of duty in Colorado during July, 1994.
In addition, federal court action occurred to restrict grazing and logging activities in portions
of the Columbia River Basin in order to promote salmon recovery. The effort to protect
salmon has also prompted several spills and reservoir drawdowns on the Columbia River,
drawing both media attention and criticism. It is safe to say that all of these events could
have influenced survey results.

Samples: Names, addresses, and telephone numbers were provided by a nationa
survey research company (Survey Sampling Incorporated, Fairfield, CT) that maintains
comprehensive lists of publicly listed telephone directories. A random selection procedure
was utilized to select prospective households, and each survey requested the “adult in the
household with the most recent birthday” to fill out the survey (information concerning the
coverage of counties in the public samples can be found in Appendix B).2 With regards to
the participant survey, questionnaires were simply mailed to potential respondents from a
mailing list for the Eastside Ecosystem Management Project. Because this study is part of
the broad-scale scientific assessment of the interior Columbia River Basin, the public
samples were designed to represent entire regions as opposed to specific cities, counties or

rural areas. The participant survey was designed to probe the attitudes of those directly



involved in the land management resolution process. Sample sizes and response rates for

the four surveys are as follows:

Deliverable Surveys Response
Group: Surveys Returned Rate
Eastside CRB 1,211 413 34%
Westside CRB 1,207 376 31%
National 1,773 318 18%
Participant 2,094 797 38%

Representativeness.  In determining the size of a random sample of potential
respondents, we know a non-linear relationship exists between the size of the population and
the size of the random sample needed to describe it (the “Law of Large Numbers’
phenomenon). That is, beyond a certain population size, it makes little difference whether
you are surveying a city of 1 million people or the entire United States. Assuming no
response bias, the sampling error for a 400-person sample would be the same (+5.0%) for
the city or the nation for a dichotomous response variable (i.e., ‘yes and ‘no’) and somewhat
higher for multiple response variables such as a Likert scale. This means that for a sample
of 400 respondents with 50% answering ‘yes to a question and 50% answering ‘no’, we know
with a high degree of certainty that the actual value for the population should fall between

45% and 55% for either response. For a sample size of 300, assuming no response bias, the




sampling error would be +/- 5.8%. This sampling error introduces some element of known
variation in response for the survey samples reported here.

Another factor affecting survey representativeness is the sample response rate. The
higher the response rate, the greater the likelihood that the results represent the population.
AsDillman (1978, p. 52) states: ". ..each 10 percent increase in response rate decreases by
10 percentage points the range by which the distribution could be affected by refusals if the
actual feelings of nonrespondents are extreme in either direction” (emphasis added). Severd
factors can influence response rates, including the season when the survey is conducted, the
survey topic, the complexity of issues being addressed, and the number of opportunities that
participants are given to respond. Since time constraints required that this survey be
conducted in summer over a short period of time, and given the narrow subject matter of
many questionnaire topics, the response rates obtained are lower than other mail surveys
generaly conducted by university socia scientists. Mail surveys typically receive response
rates between 10% and 50%, sometimes going as high as 70% (Weisberg, Kronski and
Bower 1989; Babbie 1985).

Questionnaires were mailed to potential respondents in July, 1994. In order to
encourage responses to the survey, two waves of mail surveys were sent, followed where
possible by afinal telephone reminder. The questionnaire was printed in booklet form and
hand-signed with an ink pen to personalize the request for responses. A stamped envelope
and reminder notice were also mailed to prompt respondents to complete and return the

questionnaire. Respondents also were thanked for their participation in the study.



It is important to note at this time that due to low response rates, caution must be
excercised in generalizing results to the population. The number of responses obtained for
the national sample is especialy troublesome. Typically, nationa samples contain 1,000 to
1,200 observations for a sampling error of +3%; respondents for the national portion of this
survey numbered only 318. This fact essentially removes any possibility of generalizing the
results of the sample towards the general population.

Furthermore, analyses of results from the participant survey are included here only
briefly, as they represent not only the views of a very specific element of the public, but also
include the views of a conscioudly active element of the public with regards to the specific
issues being probed. The survey results for the participant survey included a supplemental
instrument which was not included in any of the public surveys. As aresult of this point,
we have included brief summaries of participant results merely to supplement the public
surveys and offer an additional means of comparison.’

Certain subgroups of the population may be more likely to respond to mail surveys
than other subgroups. While it is difficult to determine whether that occurred in this case,
an examination of the :;oci odemographic characteristics of respondents (Table 1) offers some
insights as to who responded and provides a basis by which the representativeness of the
respondents may be judged. In this case, non-white citizens are dightly under-represented
and the average age of respondents may exceed the average age of U.S. adults. Samples
drawn from telephone directories tend to underrepresent racial minorities, lower income

groups, the young, and highly mobile individuals (Leuthold and Scheele, 1971:249-257).



TABLE 1

Respondent Socioeconomic Characteristics

AGE
Mean age
Median age
Standard deviation

EDUCATION

Some grade school
Completed grade school
Some high school
Completed high school
Some college/trade school
Complete college

Some graduate work

An advanced degree

RACE/ETHNICITY
White

African American
Mexican American
Native American
Asian/Pacific Idlander
Other

IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATION

Vey liberal

Liberal

Moderate
Conservative
Very Consarvative

Eastside
%

53
ol
15

15
40
16
10

rorvooR

2
8
50
29
11

Westside

%

52
50
15

0
1
3
1
36
25
10
16

96
0
1
1
1
1

3
16
47
26

8

I3

National
%

50
48
16

14
38
23
10
14

-l>|—\|—\|—\|\)%

15
42
28
10

Participants
%

48
47
12

Ol —, O

25
17

rmpoo P

20
38
27

NOTE: Due to decimal rounding, percentages may not total 100%



Knowledge of the issues. A final point needs to be made before presenting the

results of the study. The degree to which survey respondents are informed about natural

resource issues in the Columbia River Basin must be commented upon. On any given
Issue people can have strong opinions and attitudes without having much information
upon which to base those attitudes. Such attitudes should not be disregarded or
discounted, since public policy in ademocracy can be driven by deeply held beliefs
regardless of whether those beliefs are rooted in factual knowledge. Accordingly, we
tried to assess the knowledge levels of respondents in order to better understand the
context of our findings. While it was not possible to “test” our respondents by asking
specific knowledge questions, we did ask them to self-evaluate their individual levels of
informedness concerning natural resource issues in the Columbia River Basin. Each
respondent was provided with a map of the region and its location in the United States,
in order to ensure that responses were directed to issues in the proper region of the
country. Responses to this question (Table 2) show that two-thirds of national
respondents considered themselves poorly informed (less than moderately informed)
while nearly half (42%) of Eastside respondents considered themselves better than
moderately informed on natural resource issues in their area.

The most obvious effect of the national sample’s relative lack of knowledge was a
greater likelihood respondents from this sample to choose responses of “don’t know” or
“uncertain.” It is therefore possible that less-informed respondents would have answered

some questions differently given a higher level of knowledge about the issues that were

the focus of this survey.




Differences between the Public and Participants: When comparing the participant
responses to those of the general public, it becomes critical to understand three very
important socioeconomic characteristics which tend to distinguish them from the general
public. First, the participants tend to be better educated than the general public. The
most frequent level of education indicated by the public samples was “some college/trade
school.” However, the most frequent response for participants was a so the highest
option available, where 32% indicated having obtained an advanced degree.

The second element distinct to participants lies in their ideological orientation.
Participants were just as likely to indicate either “strongly liberal” or “strongly
conservative’ asthe genera public, but they were less likely to indicate “moderate” than
the Eastside, Westside and national samples. These results indicate that participants
tended to be more polarized in their political views than the general public, with this
group being composed of individuals with more liberal orientations when compared to
the public samples.

With thisin mind then, it is not surprising that participant respondents consider
themselves to be notably more informed about issues concerning the Columbia River
Basin. Not only is this sample more educated in general, their propensity to be directly
involved in decision-making gives them access to larger spheres of information about

these issues in the Columbia River Basin.



TABLE 2
Respondent Subjective Informedness Concerning the Columbia River Basin

Q-4 How well informed would you say you are concerning natural resource issues
in the Columbia River Basin?

Not M oder ately Very
Informed Informed Informed
1 2 3 4 5
% % % % %
Eastside CRB 10 18 42 21 9
Westside CRB 12 18 49 16 4
National Sample 44 23 26 4 2
Participants 1 3 18 38 41

[1l. General Environmental Values and Perception of Problems*

In the first section of the survey, some general questions were asked about people
and the environment.  In addition, respondents were asked if they perceive any
environmental problems on public lands in the West. These indicators sought to assess
general orientations and attitudes about the environment and Western public lands. They

should be viewed ssimply as broad indicators of the “mood” of the sample with respect to

the natural environment.

Question 1 consisted of a series of five statements about the relationship between
human society and the natural world.  Respondents were asked to indicate their level of

agreement with each statement using a five-point Likert-type scale. Measures similar to
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belief held by fewer persons in the other two samples. More than two-thirds of all four
groups stated they believe that problems exist. Despite the apparent similarity of
responses across populations, caution should be employed in interpreting these results —
this question does not tell us if there is agreement on which problems are believed to be
serious, nor on the best ways to address those problems.

For the most part, responses by participants in Section |11 tended to be more
dichotomous than those of the public samples, with the exception of Eastside
respondents who tended to resemble participant respondents more closely than the
Westside or nationa respondents. Overall, there appears to be a trend among the
participants to favor biocentric values, with modes occurring in the most biocentric
option of each question. Similarly, while the participants tended to agree that
environmental problems exist within Western public lands, they appeared to feel more
strongly about this viewpoint, with 39% indicating a belief that “serious environmental

problems aready exist in the Western U.S.”
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this are used frequently in socia science research about environmenta attitudes; these
specific questions have been used in severa prior studies of Western public lands issues.
Such standard measures, if administered periodically to a sample drawn from the same
population, are useful in tracking trends in public opinion about the environment. They
also allow comparison of general environmental orientations across popul ations.
However, because of they encompass broad, fundamental views regarding humans' place
in the environment, they should not be used to infer attitudes or beliefs toward specific
problems confronting the interior Columbia River Basin.

The first two questions describe an anthropocentric (human-centered) viewpoint
about the society-environment relationship, while the three remaining questions are more
biocentric in nature. In general, response patterns show little difference between the
environmental orientations of persons living in the heavily populated western portions of
the Columbia Basin and those in the U.S. as a whole. However, persons living in the
study area tended to be dightly more likely to express anthropocentric viewpoints. While
these differences between the Eastside public and other publics are significant, they are
expressed as matters of degree rather than as a broad philosophical disagreement with
the more urbanized regions of the country.

Question 2 asked people whether they believe environmental problems exist in the
western U.S. and, if so, to what extent. Here we see that while responses overall are
fairly similar, the national public was most likely to express uncertainty about the state of
the environment in the West. Roughly one-quarter of the Eastside public leaned toward

the belief that there are few or no environmental problems on western public lands, a
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SECTION I11.

Q-1  Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for each of the following

statements.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1 2 3 4 5
% % % % %
Plants and animals exist
primarily for human use.
Eastside CRB 30 18 13 18 22
Westside CRB 34 20 18 15 14
National Sample 38 17 15 18 11
Participants 39 13 13 16 19
Humankind was created to
rule over the rest of nature.
Eastside CRB 30 14 12 15 29
Westside CRB 37 16 14 13 20
National Sample 39 15 15 14 18
‘Participants 45 9 12 13 20
Humans have an ethical
obligation to protect plant
and animal species.
Eastside CRB 3 5 10 32 50
Westside CRB 2 5 10 31 52
National Sample 3 2 7 28 61
Participants 4 7 12 28 49
The earth should have
far fewer people on it.
Eastside CRB 14 30 31 17 27
Westside CRB 9 10 35 19 28
National Sample 9 9 36 20 2
Participants 11 9 20 19 42
Wildlife, plants & humans have
equal rights to live and develop
on the earth.
Eastside CRB 18 11 15 24 32
Westside CRB 12 14 15 27 33
National Sample 10 14 13 22 40
Participants 23 15 13 17 32
13



Q-2 Recently there has been a lot of talk about whether public lands in the Western United
States are deteriorating due to current management practices. Some people feel there
are no environmental problems now while others feel that there are problems already.

Which view best describes your opinion in this area?

Serious

environmental

No environmental problems already

problems exist in exist in the

the Western U.S, Uncertain Western U.S.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

% % % % % % %

Eastside CRB 2 7 11 5 29 21 24
Westside CRB 2 4 5 11 21 30 27
National Sample 1 3 3 16 23 26 28
Participants 4 13 11 2 14 18 39

IV. General Questions about Federal Rangelands and Forests

This section consisted of a* single question containing nine statements about public
land management. As in Question 1, respondents were asked to use a five-point Likert-
type scale to rate their agreement or disagreement with the statements. Each statement
was chosen to represent a potential policy or philosophy guiding federal land
management, including items about rural community stability, management of rare
species, wilderness designation, grazing management, and forest pest management.
Respondents were told these questions pertained only to federal multiple use lands, and
not national parks, monuments or state and local lands. Severa of these attitude items

have been used in previous studies of forest and rangeland issues.
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Three of the nine questions asked respondents to consider the balance between
natural preservation and the economic well-being of resource-dependent families or
communities. The same pattern can be seen in responses to all three questions:
Eastside respondents tended to favor economic over environmental concerns, national
respondents tended to favor environmenta over economic concerns, and Westside
respondents fell closer towards the middle, but generaly nearer to the national sample.

It is important to note, however, that even in the eastern Columbia Basin there
are a substantial number of citizens who favor environmental protection, just as a
substantial number of persons nationally lean toward economic protection. For example,
nearly half (44%) of Eastside respondents agreed that “survival of timber workers and
their families is more important than preservation of old growth forests,” yet one-third
disagreed. A dlight majority (53%) of Eastside residents support altering endangered
species laws to maintain timber and ranching jobs. Conversely, even though roughly half
of the national respondents disagree that endangered species laws should be atered for
that purpose, nearly one-third stated they would support such legislative changes. The
remaining 19% of the public neither agreed nor disagreed.

In a similar question, respondents were asked whether federal rangeland
management should emphasize livestock grazing over other uses. The Eastside
respondents were twice as likely to oppose this statement than support it. The Westside
and national samples both opposed the statement by about a 3:1 margin; however over

one-third of each sample was neutral on that issue.
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It is interesting to note that Eastside residents appear to be more concerned about
economic impacts of resource protection than their Westside counterparts. While the
timber job losses attriiuted to environmental protection have been greater in western
Oregon and coastal Washington than in the interior Basin, those |osses are relatively |ess
important to the overall economy. A smaller proportion of Westside respondents stated
they depend upon resource industries for al or part of their family income (23%)
compared to the Eastside sample (38%), so issues of natural resource economics may be
less salient to the Westside population as a whole. This is even more likely to be true
for national respondents; only 18% of whom derive all or part of their family income
from timber, ranching, agriculture, hydropower protection, tourism, or commercial
fishing.

Participant responses showed a relatively even split between assigning priority to
environmental values and favoring economic values. For example, when asked whether
survival of timber workers is more important than preservation of old growth, 47%
disagreed and 40% agreed. Similarly, 49% agreed that the economic livelihood of local
communities should be the highest priority for decision-makers and 43% disagreed. The
fundamental difference between attitudes of the general publics and participants lies in
extremity of beliefs. There were fewer neutral responses from participants than from any
of the public samples, and participants who held views towards these issues held them very

strongly; the most frequent responses occurred in either the “strongly agree” or “strongly

disagree” option.
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Economic concerns notwithstanding, a plurality of all four groups agreed that
greater efforts should be directed toward protection of wildlife, fish, and rare plants on
public lands. Support was strongest in the national sample, but even among Eastside
respondents, 42% believed more should be done, to protect rare plants, 54% want more
done to protect wildlife habitat, and 54% want more protection for “fish such as salmon.”
Support for the latter goal is especially relevant to this analysis. Only 8% of the national
12% of the Westside samples, and 24% of the Eastside sample opposed further
protection of salmon. More than two-thirds (72%) of Westside residents supported
further protection along with 68% of the national sample.

One attitude item stated that more wilderness areas should be established,
although no specific location for these lands was suggested. Roughly equal numbers of
Eastside residents agreed and disagreed with the statement. Additional wilderness
designations were strongly supported by the national and Westside populations, however,
more participants opposed this statement than supported it.

Finally we asked for responses to a statement saying that “insect outbreaks on
public lands should be alowed to run their natural course,” and found that fewer than
28% of all three groups would support such a policy. However, over twice as many
Eastside residents as national residents strongly disagreed with the statement, while the

national and Westside respondents were more likely to give a neutral response.
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SECTION V.

Q-3.  Please indicate your level of disagreement or agreement. with the following statements
concerning public lands such as federal forest and rangelands.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1 - 2 3 4 5

% % % % %

The economic livelihood of local communities
should be given the highest priority when
making decisions concerning public lands.

Eastside CRB 10 20 19 30 22
Westside CRB 14 29 13 30 15
National Sample 10 32 24 21 13
Participants 24 19 8 23 26

Greater protection should be given to
fish such as salmon on public lands.

Eastside CRB 9 15 22 30 24
Westside CRB 4 8 16 35 37
National Sample 4 5 23 38 30
Participants 13 19 13 18 37

Endangered species laws should be altered

to maintain timber and ranching jobs on

public lands.
Eastside CRB 15 15 17 25 28
Westside CRB 23 22 16 23 16
National Sample 24 27 19 17 12
Participants 37 11 5 17 30

Greater protection should be given to

wildlife habitat on public lands.
Eastside CRB 9 15 23 31 23
Westside CRB 6 16 19 30 28
National Sample 3 7 16 39 35
Participants 14 19 13 18 37

18



Strongly Strongly

Disagree Neutral Agree
1 2 3 4 )
% % % % %
More wilderness areas should be
established on public lands.
Eastside CRB 24 17 20 21 19
Westside CRB 14 16 16 27 27
National Sample 7 7 21 28 37
Participants 43 9 10 12 27
Greater efforts should be made to protect
rare plant communities on public lands.
Eastside CRB 14 19 25 26 16
Westside CRB 8 19 20 29 24
National Sample 4 8 23 34 31
Participants 18 19 13 18 31
Survival of timber workers and their families
is more important than preservation of old
growth forests.
Eastside CRB 14 19 25 25 18
Westside CRB 26 21 19 22 12
National Sample 23 31 24 14 8
Participants 30 17 13 18 22
I nsect outbreaks on public lands should be
allowed to run their natural course.
Eastside CRB 40 25 21 10 )
Westside CRB 27 24 25 19 5
National Sample 19 28 31 17 6
Participants 39 21 12 17 11
Federal rangeland management should
emphasize livestock grazing over other uses.
Eastside CRB 22 25 32 13 8
Westside CRB 21 27 36 9 7
National Sample 19 26 38 11 6
Participants 42 17 14 17 10
19



Q-20 Do you or any of your immediate family depend upon-the timber, ranching,
agricultural, hydro-electric, tourism or fishing industry for your economic livelihood?

Eastside Westside National Participants
No 62 77 81 40
Yes 38 23 18 60

V. Level off ‘“Knowledge, Perceptions and Use of the Columbia River Basin

The longest section of the gquestionnaire asked respondents to focus specifically on
the Columbia River Basin — how they use and value the region, their assessments of
threats to the regional environment, and their beliefs about specific issues or policies
regarding fire management and salmon recovery efforts.

The first question essentially reiterated the earlier item about individuals
perceptions of environmental problems but this time focused solely on “public lands,
rivers, and reservoirs in the Columbia River Basin — including all tributaries east of the
Cascade Mountains.” The most obvious difference in responses to the two questions was
that fewer people claimed to know about the condition of the interior Columbia Basin.
Approximately half of the national sample stated they were uncertain whether the region
“is deteriorating due to current management practices,” while 27% of the Westside
sample and 24% of the Eastside sample gave the same response. The number of
respondents who did not believe problems exist was virtualy identical to that for the
broader Question 2. Of those who believe that problems do exist, responses tended to be

weaker in magnitude.
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These results suggest two conclusions about public awareness of environmental
issues in the interior Columbia Basin. First, resource issues that grab front-page
headlines inside the region may receive little attention outside of the area. Second, even
those who believe problems exist in the Columbia Basin may believe conditions in other
areas of the West are worse, and perhaps more deserving of government attention.

Participant respondents were far more likely to indicate that there are serious
environmental problems in the Columbia River Basin than were citizens, and 71%
indicated that they felt that some degree of environmental problem existed. Not
surprisingly, only 2% indicated that they were unsure if problems existed, again reflecting
that many of these individuals consider themselves highly knowledgeable about issues in
the region.

Recreation uses: The salience of these issues to the national public is further
explained by the extent to which respondents visited the public lands in question. About
three-fourths of the national sample, after being shown a map of the Columbia River
Basin, said they had never visited public lands in the Columbia River Basin for
recreation. Only 5% in the national sample visit the area more than once or twice a
year. More than half (58%) of the Westside respondents visit public lands in the region
rarely if at all, and 46% of the Eastside sample gave the same response. Twenty-two
percent of the Eastside sample and 8% of the Westside sample visit the region frequently
for recreation. The participants indicated a much higher frequency of visiting public
lands in the region, further emphasizing their more concrete views about public lands

i SSUEes.

21



Persons who had visited the area for recreation were- asked to elaborate further on
their experiences. One question asked about motivations for making the trip. For this
guestion, we found virtually no differences across samples. people are most likely to visit
to escape the normal routine, view scenery, get away from other people, for excitement
and adventure, and for physical fitness. Most of the time when people visit Columbia
Basin public lands for recreation they do not experience conflicts with other users. While
some respondents said they could not remember’ if such conflicts occurred (especialy in
the national sample, whose visits may have occurred many years ago), only about one-
fourth of those who did remember said they experienced such conflicts.

A multiplicity of values: Recreation is only one of many uses of the Columbia
River Basin which citizens might value. Accordingly, we asked respondents to choose
three factors from an extensive list as the ones that were most important to them when
considering the future of public lands in the region. For the national sample, the values
chosen most often were (in descending order of importance): resources for future
generations, wildlife habitat, ecological health, wilderness, and wild and scenic rivers. All
of these, with the possible exception of the broad category “resources for future
generations,” are amenity values. Thus, for persons living outside the Northwest, the
Columbia Basin may be seen primarily as a place that is relatively uninfluenced by
human society and can serve as a nationally important reserve of biocentric values. Even
though the region is an important source of timber, livestock grazing, commercial

fisheries, hydropower and agricultural products, the production of commodities on public
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lands in the region is not a principal concern for those who live outside the region.
Fewer than 10% chose many of those values as being among their three most important.

For the Westside sample, the most important values were: resources for future
generations, wildlife habitat, quality place to live, ecological health, outdoor recreation,
and wilderness. There was some recognition of the region’s importance as alsource of
hydropower (23%) and agricultural products (10%), but Westside residents generally
valued the region’ s amenity resources more than its commodities.

Not surprisingly, avery different pattern of responses emerged among the
Eastside respondents who actually reside in the region. Responses in this group were
much more evenly distributed among the 18 choices; 12 of the factors were chosen on at
least 10% of the surveys, but only three were chosen on 25% or more. Nearly half of
Eastside respondents were concerned about resources for future generations, and 46%
valued public lands as contributing to a “quality place to live.” Amenity concerns are not
unimportant to Eastside residents, as 34% chose outdoor recreation, 18% chose
ecological health, and 24% value wildlife habitat. However, wilderness and wild and
scenic rivers were less likely to be key concerns for Eastside residents than more
pragmeatic factors such as hydropower (20%), or agriculture (15%).

Further insight into these results may be found in responsesto a later question
(Q-21) asking if people agreed or disagreed with the statement, “1 would rather livein
my community than in any other community.” Among Eastside residents, 73% agreed
with the statement while 13% disagreed. Westside residents were dightly less likely to

agree. In contrast, only 48% of people nationally agreed with the statement. These
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results suggest it would be wrong to argue that Eastside residents are unconcerned about
the impacts of resource extraction. Rather, they value their communities highly, and
therefore are concerned about their persona ability to be able to live in aregion where
economic opportunities often revolve around resource extraction. This is highlighted by
the fact that 48% chose “resources for future generations’ as one of the top three choices
regarding the future of public lands in the CRB. Westside residents value their
communities nearly as much, but they are less likely to find their economic opportunities
east of the Cascades and thus more likely to value the interior Columbia Basin for its
amenities.

Participant responses highly resembled public responses in one area. Strong
support for resources for future generations was indicated across all four respondent
categories. And in many questions regarding direct industry resource allocations,
participants highly resembled respondents from the Eastside sample, which is where
many of the participants lived.

Environmental protection strategies. Next, we asked about strategies for restoring
ecological conditions on public lands in the interior Columbia Basin. One question asked
about fire management and its relationship to forest health. Respondents were told that
fire has been suggested as a tool for controlling disease, insects, and excessive fuels, but
that some people believe its use is unnecessary and dangerous. They were then asked to
select one of four policy choices: fire suppression under all circumstances; complete
suppression in timber management areas, with pesticides and salvage logging as tools for

maintaining forest health; suppression in timber production areas, but with controlled fire
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used to maintain forest health; or suppression only when human lives or property are
threatened. Respondents could also indicate that they preferred some “other approach”
or that they were uncertain. About two-thirds of each sample preferred either the
suppression-with-controlled-fire option or a minimal-suppression policy that restores fire
to its natural ecological role. However, the national sample was split between those two
choices, while Eastside respondents were more likely to favor suppressing most fires but
using controlled fire as a management tool. Once again the opinions of Westside
residents fell somewhere between the other two groups.

Another question asked respondents to assess their attitudes toward nine potential
approaches to improving forest health and protecting biological diversity. The
management strategies listed included timber harvest methods for broad or specific
objectives, restrictions on human activities for habitat protection, and uses of different
types of insecticides or herbicides. A five-point Likert-type scale again was used, ranging
from “strongly oppose’ through “neutral” to “strongly support.”

Responses to items about timber harvest methods showed that most people who
had an opinion supported using selective harvest methods; fewer than 10% overall
opposed using such methods. Respondents also were asked about selective harvest in
gpecific circumstances. We found strong support (greater than 80 percent) in al three
samples for selective harvest to prevent disease or insect problems. Conducting selective
harvests to salvage burned or infested areas were aso supported by a majority of
respondents in all four groups, but the level of support was not quite so strong (60%-

64%). Clearcutting for salvage purposes tended to be supported by all four groups, with
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the level of support varying from group to group: Eastside respondents were the most
supportive (49% support, 31% oppose), with the Westside sample sightly less supportive
(42% support, 35% oppose). The national sample was dlightly more likely to oppose
than to support clearcutting for salvage, while participants were split evenly on the issue.

Support was gauged for three types of habitat-related restrictions: increased
regulation to protect fish and wildlife habitat; road closures in ecologically sensitive
recreation areas; and increased regulation of livestock grazing. Such restrictions found
more support than opposition among all four groups, although there was dightly less
support from the Eastside public, reflecting the general anti-regulatory sentiment found
throughout the rural West.

Chemical insecticide and herbicide use were the actions drawing the strongest
opposition of any mentioned. Opponents outnumbered supporters in ‘all four groups, but
opposition was much stronger in the Westside and national samples. Conversely, at least
two-thirds of all three public samples could support the use of organic products to
combat insect and disease infestations. Support was dlightly less strong among
participants.

When examined in combination, the results of this portion of the survey suggest
there could be fairly widespread public support both within and outside the interior
Columbia River Basin for a forest health restoration strategy that emphasized proactive
use of controlled fire, uneven-age harvests, and thinning from below, augmented where
possible with spraying of organic insecticides along with other non-chemical strategies of

integrated pest management. Opposition is more likely for proposals that utilize
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regulatory mechanisms and salvage harvests (especially clearcutting), although clearly
there is some support for using every tool in the forester’s arsenal except chemical
sprays.

Participant responses once again were more polarized than those of the public
groups, with few neutral responses. As with the public groups, participants strongly
selective harvest. The greatest differences between public and participant groups was
that the latter were less supportive of regulatory mechanisms and more supportive of
chemical sprays.

Protecting salmon runs: Before asking about salmon protection strategies, we asked
respondents to assess their knowledge about the salmon issue. About 73% of the
Participants said they were well informed about the status of salmon runs in the Pacific
Northwest, while 43% of the Westside, 40% of the Eastside and 13% of the national
sample gave the same response. Conversely, only 24% of Eastside residents and 18%
from the Westside said they had little or no information about salmon, compared to 57%

nationally. The results of the two subsequent questions about salmon protection should
be considered in light of that differential degree of knowledge.

First, we asked respondents to tell us which factors they believe are responsible
for the decline of Columbia Basin salmon runs. A list was given consisting of 11
contributing factors: foreign trawlers and drift nets; domestic commercia fishing; Native
American gill nets; recreational fishing; ocean warming (El Nifo); predators such as
seals, forest habitat destruction; rangeland habitat destruction; dams; irrigation; and

water pollution. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they considered the
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individual factor a definite threat, a probable threat, not a threat, or “don’t know.” Not
surprisingly, respondents in the national sample were.most likely to choose the “don’t
know” response.

Nationally, the factors seen as the greatest threat to salmon were (in descending
order of frequency): water pollution, foreign trawlers and drift nets, dams, and habitat
destruction. Each of those was chosen as a “definite threat” by at least 32% of
respondents. Using the same criteria, the greatest threats perceived by Westside
residents were: foreign trawlers and drift nets, water pollution, dams, habitat 1oss (on
forest land), predators, and rangdaqd habitat loss. Eastside residents blamed foreign
trawlers and drift nets, water pollution, dams, Native American gill nets, domestic
commercia fishing, and forest habitat destruction.

Certain patterns can be seen in these results. First, three factors emerged as the
greatest perceived threats seen by persons both within and outside the region:
commercia ocean fishing by foreigners, water pollution, and dams. Habitat |oss due to
terrestrial resource industries was perceived as a threat, but not quite so strongly.
Domestic and Native American fishing were also seen as secondary but important causes
of salmon decline. The factors least likely to be blamed were recreationa fishing and
ocean warming. Ocean warming my have been chosen less because of the low degree of
knowledge by the respondents on that topic.

We found relatively few differences across regions. It is worth noting that
terrestrial resource uses-forestry, range management and irrigation for agriculture were

dightly less likely to be blamed in the highly resource-dependent Eastside. Two factors
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widely considered problems in the Northwest were less well-known nationally: gill-netting
and seal predation. The general similarity in responses for the remainder of the factors
across regions suggests that while levels of knowledge about salmon protection are lower
nationally, there is not a serious problem with selective receipt of information outside the
Pacific Northwest:

We also asked respondents to consider the balancing act that confronts resource
managers and policy-makers who must address the salmon issue. Respondents were
given the following instruction:

“Recovery of Pacific salmon may require difficult trade-offs between

restoring natural environmental conditions (spawning habitat, increased

river flows) and socioeconomic considerations (employment, recreation,

irrigation, hydro-electric power). Where would you locate yourself on the

following scale concerning these issues?’

A seven-point scale was offered, ranging from giving highest priority to salmon recovery
“even if there are negative socioeconomic consequences’ to giving highest priority to
socioeconomic considerations even if salmon suffer negative consegquences.

Responses to this question differed only slightly across public groups. Close to
40% of each public sample chose a middle-of-the-road response. Of the remainder,
more people leaned in favor of salmon recovery than in favor of socioeconomic stability,
particularly Westside and national respondents. This result was found among all three
samples, but Eastside respondents were only slightly more likely to support salmon while
national and Westside respondents were about twice as likely to do so.

Again, participants consider themselves to be highly knowledgeable about salmon

runs in the Pacific Northwest, where 95% indicated that they felt they were “ moderately”

29



to “very informed.” While there were a number of similarities between participants and

the public in perceptions of perceived causes of salmon run depletion, participants were

more likely to blame all of the potential causes. They were especidly likely to blame

dams for the salmon decline, much moreso than the public groups. Participants tended

to favor salmon protection over economic concerns, and were much less likely than

public respondents to choose a middle-of-the-road response.
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SECTION V.

Q-5 Recent& there has been much discussion about whether public lands in the Columbia
River Basin (CRB) are deteriorating due to current management practices. Some
people feel there are no environmental problems now while others feel that there are
problems already. which view best describes your opinion in this area?

Serious
No environmental problems already
problems exist in exist in the
the CRB Uncertain CRB

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

\ % % W % % % %
Eastside CRB 2 7 13 24 25 17 12
Westside CRB 2 3 7 27 30 19 13
National Sample 0 2 3 53 18 14 9
Participants 4 13 11 2 14 18 39

Q-6a. How often, if ever, have you visited public lands in the Columbia River Basin f or

recreation?
Eastside Westside National Participants
% % % %
Never (Goto Q-7) 15 12 74 2
Rarely, no more than 31 46 21 13
once or twice ayear.
Occasionally, several 32 34 3 30
times a year.
Somewhat frequently, 13 7 1 32
at least once a
month on average.
Vey frequently, at 9 1 1 24
least once a week
on average.
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b. Thinking back to your last recreation tri. in the Columbia River Basin, how important
were each of the following reasons for going on the trip?

Per centage saying “moderately” to “very important”.

Eastside Westside National Participants
% % % %
Being with others 50 50 44 66
Learning about 72 73 82 77
nature
Viewing scenery 95 96 96 94
Physical fitness 59 66 40 69
Excitement 71 74 83 75
& adventure
Escape from 9 96 93 93
normal routine
Getting away from 79 74 79 83
other people

c. When you visited public lands in the Columbia River Basin, did other uses interfere
(crowding, noise, grazing, logging, etc.)with your activities? Note: Most respondents did
not indicate the source of interference if they answered “yes.” For those that did, see
public comments.

Eastside Westside National Participants
% % % 0%
Yes 20 18 15 37
No 70 71 62 49
Don't remember 10 11 22 3

Q-7  which THREE of the following factors are most important to you and your family
concerning the future of public lands in the Columbia River Basin?

Eastside Westside National Participants

% % % %
Quality placeto live 46 24 21 43
Outdoor recreation 34 31 17 17
Vacation destination 8 13 14 2
Wilderness 14 26 34 15
Wild & scenic rivers 14 18 23 6
Wildlife habitat 24 30 41 23
Salmon 8 18 12 8
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Eastside Westside National Participants

%o % %o %
Ecologica health 18 29 40 45
Solitude/spiritual values 10 11 7 11
Resources for future 48 42 48 48

generations

Timber production 10 7 5 25
Livestock grazing 6 1 4 12
Commercial fishing 1 2 2 1
Agriculture 15 10 7 14
Reservoir storage 11 7 3 3
Hydro-electric power 20 23 7 10
Economic opportunity 9 6 9 15
Other 2 1 2 5

Q-S Some people favor the introduction of fire in federal forest lands to control disease,
insects, and excessive fuel levels. Others suggest this use of fire is unnecessary and
dangerous. Which of the following statements (if any) comes closest to your views? (if
uncertain leave blank)

Percent of respondents from each group marking option indicated.

1. We should suppressfire in all federal forests.
Eastside Westside National Participants
7% % 8% 1%

2. We should suppress fire in all federal forests managed for timber, and use
pesticides or salvage logging if forest health is endangered.
Eastside Westside National Participants
16% 16% 9% 14%

3. We should suppress wildfires in federal forests managed for timber; however,
controlled fire may be used to protect forest health.
Eastside Westside National Participants
42% 37% 35% 34%

4. We should suppress wildfires in federal forests only if they threaten human lives or
property; otherwise we should allow fire to resume its natural role in forests.

Eastside Westside National Participants
21% 25% 28% 25%
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5. Other approaches preferred.

Jhstside Westside National Participants
4% 5% 3% 12%
6. No opinion/No answer.
Jhstside Westside National Participants
10% 11% 18% 14%

Q-9 Listed below are various management alternatives that have been suggested as possible
strategies for improving the conditions on public lands in the Columbia River Basin.
For each one, indicate your level of support or opposition.

Strongly Strongly
oppose Neutral support
1 2 3 4 . 5
% % % % %
Selective logging practices.
Eastside CRB 2 5 11 36 46
Westside CRB 2 6 19 36 37
National Sample 5 4 27 37 26
Participants 3 5 9 24 59
Clearcutting in bum or insect
infested area-s.
Eastside CRB 1 3 18 20 26 23
Westside CRB 16 19 23 22 21
National Sample 22 17 32 19 11
Participants 29 15 11 17 28

Selective cutting in bum or insect
infested areas.

Eastside CRB 4 6 18 40 32
Westside CRB 4 9 23 38 26
National Sample 6 5 29 40 20
Participants 7 9 16 31 38
Increased regulation to protect
fish and wildlife habitat.
Eastside CRB 16 19 20 - 23 21
Westside CRB 10 12 16 26 36
National Sample 5 9 20 30 36
Participants 27 15 10 13 35
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Strongly Strongly
oppose Neutral support
1 2 3 4 5
% % % % %
Road closures in ecologically sensitive
areas where recreation occurs.
Eastside CRB 13 14 21 26 27
Westside CRB 8 9 23 28 32
National Sample 4 8 21 34 33
Participants 13 13 11 19 45
I ncreased regulation of livestock
grazing.
Eastside CRB 11 13 30 23 23
Westside CRB 8 11 30 24 27
National Sample 6 6 35 28 26
Participants 20 15 10 15 40
Use of chemical insecticides and
herbicides.
East-side CRB 19 26 26 18 11
Westside CRB 28 26 29 13 4
National Sample 34 31 24 7 3
Participants . 30 16 17 20 17
Use of organic insecticides and
herbicides.
Eastside CRB 2 4 20 39 34
Westside CRB 2 5 22 42 29
National Sample 4 6 23 37 30
Participants 5 11 24 31 29
Selective harvesting to prevent
forest diseases and infestations.
Eastside CRB 1 2 7 36 o4
Westside CRB 1 3 12 42 42
National Sample 1 1 16 44 38
Participants 6 8 9 24 53
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Q-10 How well informed would you say you are concerning the status of salmon runs in the
Pacific Northwest? (circle your response)

Not M oder ately Very

I nformed Informed Informed

1 2 3 4 5

% % % % %

Eastside CRB 9 15 35 30 12
Westside CRB 5 13 39 29 . 14
National Sample 39 18 30 9 4
Participants 1 4 22 37 36

Q-11 Listed below are a number of factors that have been argued to be related to declining
salmon runs in the Columbia River and its tributaries east of the Cascade Mountains.
For each factor, please indicate whether you view it as a definite threat, a probable
threat, or not a threat to Pacific Salmon runs.

Definite Probable Not a
threat threat threat Don't
to salmon to salmon to salmén Know
% % % %

Foreign trawlers & drift nets.

Eastside C R B 60 29 3 8

Westside CRB 7 0 25 2 4

National Sample 58 22 2 18

Participants 65 29 3 3
Ocean warming (El Nino).

Eastside CRB 12 36 24 28

Westside CRB 17 40 17 25

National Sample 8 33 17 42

Participants 29 38 15 19
Predators such as seals.

Eastside CRB 22 35 29 15

Westside CRB 38 38 20 4

National Sample 8 21 44 27

Participants 36 32 29 4
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Definite Probable Not a

threat threat threat Don't
to salmon to salmon  to salmon Know
% % % %
Habitat destruction on public
& private forest lands.
Eastside CRB 31 39 19 11
Westside CRB 45 40 10 6
National Sample 36 36 7 21
Participants 48 22 27 4
Habitat destruction on public
and private rangelands.
Eastside CRB 27 37 25 12
Westside CRB 37 39 16 9
National Sample 32 35 11 23
Participants 44 23 30 4
Darns.
Eastside CRB 48 3 4 13 5
Westside CRB 48 39 9 4
National Sample 42 ‘33 8 17
Participants 72 19 7 2
Irrigation.
Eastside CRB 17 36 36 11
Westside CRB 19 49 20 12
National Sample 24 37 12 27
Participants 38 32 26 4
Water pollution.
Eastside CRB 49 38 7 5
Westside CRB 56 38 3 3
National Sample 62 22 3 13
Participants 48 38 11 4
Native American gill nets.
Eastside CRB 43 29 18 10
Westside CRB 31 41 20 8
National Sample 21 27 21 3
Participants 35 38 21 7
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Definite Probable ‘Not a

threat threat threat Don’t
to salmon to salmon to salmon Know
% % % %
Domestic commercial
fishing industry.
Eastside CRB 43 29 18 10
Westside CRB 31 41 20 8
National Sample 21 27 21 31
Participants 35 38 21 7
Recreation and sports fishing.
Eastside CRB 7 26 59 8
Westside CRB 8 83 N% 07
National Sample
Participants 11 36 48 . 5

Q-12 Recovery of Pacific salmon may require difficult trade-offs between restoring natural
environmental conditions (spawning habitat, increased river flows) and socioeconomic
considerations (employment, recreation, irrigation, hydro-electric power). where would
you locate yourself on the following scale concerning this issues?

The highest priority Salmon recovery The highest priority

should be given to and socioeconomic should be given to

recovery of salmon, factors should be socioeconomic

even if there are given equal priority. considerations, even

negative if there are negative

socioeconomic consequences for

consequences. salmon.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

% % % % % % %
Eastside 8 8 14 41 11 9 9
Westside 1 2 20 17 37 8 5 3
National 11 12 20 43 10 3 2
Participants 22 17 9 18 16 10 10
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Q-21 Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?: “1 would rather livein
my community than any other community.”

Strongly Strongly

disagree Uncertain agree
1 2 3 4 5
% % % % %
Eastside 4 9 13 36 37
Westside 4 14 13 39 31
National 12 21 20 27 21
Participants -3 12 15 30 40

VI. Trust, Influence, and the Role of the Public

Having asked what problems are facing the interior Columbia River Basin, and
having received reactions to proposed means of solving those problems, we next wished
to determine who should be solving those problems. Three questions focused on those
issues. one to assess public trust in various “players’ in the Columbia Basin resource
management arena; one asking about appropriate influence wielded by those players,; and
one outlining the role of the general p\ublic in the management decision process.

The questionnaire listed 13 entities as significant participants in the management
of federal forests, rangelands, and waters in the interior Columbia River Basin. For each
one, respondents were asked first to say whether they had no trust, limited trust,
moderate trust, or great trust in each entity’s “ability to contribute to good public lands
management.” Then they were asked to take the same list and indicate whether those
entities should have no influence, limited influence, moderate influence, or great
influence on public lands management. The constituencies and agencies on the list were:

Bureau of Land Management, USDA Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
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Army Corps of Engineers, Bonneville Power Administration, Congress, federal courts,
Native American governments, university research scientists, national public opinion,
Western U.S. public opinion, urban communities in the Columbia Basin, and rura
communities in the Columbia Basin. Uncertain responses are not noted in the table.

Trust: Entities can be considered to be generaly trusted by respondents of they
engendered more responses of great or moderate trust than of limited or no trust.
Nationally, these entities were (in decreasing order): U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
university researchers,” rural communities, Western public opinion, the Forest Service.
In contrast, only 5% of national respondents trusted either Congress or the Bonneville
Power Administration to be able to contniute to good public lands management. (One
reason for the BPA’s low rating was that 65% of people outside the region were
uncertain about its role.)) The most distrusted entities in the process were the U.S.
Congress, federal courts, BLM, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Only Congress was
distrusted by more than 50% of respondents.

Respondents living in the Columbia Basin west of the Cascades, tended to trust
university scientists, the Fish and Wildlife Service, rural communities in the region,
Western public opinion and urban public opinion. The number of persons trusting the
Forest Service actually outnumbered those trusting urban opinions, however more people
distrusted than trusted the Forest Service. The entities generating little or no trust
among a maority of Westside respondents included Congress, the Bonneville Power

Administration, the BLM, the courts, and national public opinion.
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Eastside respondents were most likely to trust (in descending order) rural
communities in the region, Western public opinion, university scientists, the Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service. The list of entities receiving little or no trust
from amajority of Eastside respondents were the Congress, federal courts, Native
American governments, the Army Corps of Engineers, national public opinion and the
Bonneville Power Administration.

Overall, it appears that the public places its greatest-trust is placed in local
residents, the Western general public, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Forest Service,
and university scientists. These participants were trusted by respondents both inside and
outside the region. However, unlike the national public, people living in the Columbia
Basin tend to be distrustful of most participants, ‘especially those in the federa
government or from outside the region. And trust in Congress — which almost certainly
will have to be involved if environmental restoration in the region is to succeed — is
exceedingly low in all three samples.

In most cases, participants’ responses followed in similar directions as those of the
general public, but levels of distrust were much higher. Particularly, there is a much
larger degree of distrust for urban communities, western public opinion, and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. In fact, the only entities participants trusted more than they
distrusted were rural communities and university scientists.

Influence= When the question turned from trust to appropriate influence of
various participants, respondents not unexpectedly preferred that the entities they trust

should be the ones having the greatest influence on resource management. Only one
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entity which was generaly distrusted, the Bureau of Land Management, was thought to
deserve moderate to great influence on management of public lands. Nationally and west
of the Cascades, the Fish and Wildlife Service was the entity most often chosen as
deserving moderate to great influence; among Eastside residents, the only constituencies
named more often than the USFWS were rural Columbia Basin communities and

western public opinion. People in all three groups also tended to say that the Forest
Service, BLM and university scientists should be influential in the process.

Respondents tended to feel that both rural and urban communities in the
Columbia Basin should be influential, but all three samples were more likely to say that
rural communities should be highly influential than to say urban communities should be.
All three samples also tended to value the influence of Western public opinion.
However, respondents living within the eastside region tended to say that national public
opinion should not be influential, while the national sample was split on whether their
views should get strong consideration.

The entities thought to be least deserving of influence were the courts, the dam-
building and -operating agencies, and Native American governments.

Similar to public respondents, participants rated levels of influence in accordance
with those entities which they hold larger degrees of trust (and which they profess to
represent). Particularly, highest levels of influence were attributed to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, rural communities, U.S. Forest Service, university researchersand U.S.
Bureau of Land Management. A significant anomaly exists between perceptions of trust

and influence in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Nearly 60% of participants indicated

42




they had little to no trust in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, yet 82% felt that this
agency should have moderate to a great deal of influence in public land management.

The agency-public relationship: \We also asked respondents to tell us more about
how the public should be involved in management of federal lands in the Columbia
Basin. Respondents were asked to choose the best option from a set of five models for
agency-public relationships, ranging from complete control by the agencies to a model
where resource professionals serve only to carry out public decisions. Responses to this
guestion were essentially the same for al three public samples. Two choices were
favored: that the public should serve primarily on advisory/review boards, or that the
public should “act as a full and equal partner” in management decisions. Both choices
were selected by about one-third of respondents, although there was a slight tendency
within the national and Eastside samples to favor the equal partner approach. Two other
models, in which the public merely provides suggestions to agencies or in which the
public tells the agency professionals what to do, were favored by 11 to 15 percent of all
three samples. A few people felt resource professionals should decide without any public
input, and a few offered alternative solutions. Participant responses were virtually
identical to those of the public samples except for dightly greater tendency to want to
limit the public’s role to making suggestions on'ly.

Of the models listed, the one that most closely resembles the NEPA process as it
was used in the 1970s and 1980s is the one by which the public makes suggestions and
resource professionals decide what to do. Clearly that approach entails less participation

than the public feels is appropriate. It may be encouraging to the agencies that the
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public’s preferred approaches resemble models which are now being pursued under the

aegis of ecosystem management and Range Reform.
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SECTION VI.

Q-13 In recent years, many organizations and institutions have influenced

federal public lands policy. We would like to know how much trust you have in those
below that are direct& or indirectly involved in managing federal forests and
rangelands in the Columbia River Basin. On the left side of the page, circle the
number that indicates your trust in their ability to contribute to good public lands

management.

On theright side, circle the number that indicates the amount of

influence these organizations should have in public lands management.

“Uncertain” responses are not shown.

How Much Trust do You
Have in the Following:

Column A= % saying no to

limited trust.

Column B= % saying moderate to

49
40
35
82
56
54
52
27
62
53

35
22

great trust.

31
42
47

20
21
22
47
19
22
50
35

55

How Much Influence Should
Each of the Following
have:

Column C= % saying moderate
to limited influence.

Column D= % saying moder ate
to a great deal of influence

EASTSIDE SAMPLE

C D
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 33 50
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 30 53
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 30 56
U.S. Congress 67 20
Native American Governments 57 25
Army Corps of Engineers 53 24
Bonneville Power Administration 53 24
University Research Scientists 32 45
Federal Courts 56 24
National Public Opinion 52 27
Western U.S. Public Opinion 23 61
Urban communities in the 31 45

Columbia River Basin

Rura communities in the 19 63

Columbia River Basin
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How Much Trust do You How Much Influence Should

Have in the Following: Each of the Following
have:
Column A= % saying no to Column C= % saying moder ate
limited trust. to limited influence.
Column B= % saying moderate to Column D= % saying moderate
great trust. to a great deal of influence

A B WESTSIDE SAMPLE C D

53 26 U.S. Bureau of Land Management 34 46

42 37 U.S.D.A.. Forest Service 27 55

35 4 6 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 23 62

83 7 U.S. Congress 64 19
50 25 Native American Governments 48 3

49 28 Army Corps of Engineers 45 27

58 15 Bonneville Power Administration 54 1

22 52 University Research Scientists 23 50
54 21 Federal Courts 51 21
53 20 National Public Opinion 50 25

32 42 Western U.S. Public Opinion 29 53
34 35 Urban communities in the 29 50

Columbia River Basin
30 44 Rural communities in the 26 55

Columbia River Basin

A B NATIONAL SAMPLE C D

46 20 U.S. Bureau of Land Management 32 42
33 39 U.S.D.A. Forest Service 23 54
24 48 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 19 60
79 5 U.S. Congress 61 18
36 30 Native American Governments 39 31
46 18 Army Corps of Engineers 49 21
44 5 Bonneville Power Administration 47 8
19 48 University Research Scientists 23 48
52 18 Federal Courts 47 22
35 28 National Public Opinion 36 35
28 36 Western U.S. Public Opinion 28 4

33 26 Urban communities in the 32 39

Columbia River Basin
29 42 Rura communities in the 25 51

Columbia River Basin
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How Much Trust do You How Much Influence Should

Have in the Following: Each of the Following
have:
Column A= % saying no to Column C= % saying moderate
limited trust. to limited influence.
Column B= % saying moderate to Column D= % saying moder ate
great trust. to a great deal of influence

A B PARTICIPANTS C D

61 27 U.S. Bureau of Land Management 38 50

59 31 U.S.D.A. Forest Service 34 56
56 29 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 38 82

83 6 U.S. Congress 56 29
46 28 Native American Governments 44 38
74 11 Army Corps of Engineers 70 15

70 12 Bonneville Power Administration 69 16
27 53 University Research Scientists 29 53
53 30 Federal Courts 53 33
28 18 National Public Opinion 55 29
44 34 Western U.S. Public Opinion 33 47
51 25 Urban communitiesin the 41 39

Columbia River Basin
35 50 Rural communities in the 25 61

Columbia River Basin
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Q-14 In your opinion, what would be a realistic role for the public in federal lands
management concerning the Columbia River Basin (please circle one)?

None, let resource professionals (USFS, BLM) decide.

Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%
2 3 3 1
Provide suggestions and Jet the resource professionals decide.
Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%
14 15 11 18
Serve on advisory boards that review and comment on decisions.
Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%
31 32 31 30
Act as a full and equal partner in making management decisions.
Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%
37 32 39 32

The public should decide management issues and resource professionals should carry them
out.

Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%)

14 15 12 10

Other response given.

Eastside Westside National Participants
%) (%) (%) (%
3 3 4 10
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NOTES

1. This group represents a what statisticians refer to as a

, population, not a random sanple. This nmeans that all
i ndi vi dual s who signed their name at Eastside Team scopi ng
nmeetings were included, not a random sanple, thereof.

2. Previous research has suggested that sanples drawn from
muni ci pal tel ephone directories tend to underrepresent
racial mnorities, |ower income groups, the younﬁ, and those
individuals with highly nobile occupations (Leuthold and
Scheel e 1971; Dillman 1978).

3. For specific results and anal yses of the results of the
participant survey, please consult "Results: Survey of the
Nat ural Resource |ssues in the Colunbia River Basin of
Partici pants of the Eastside Ecosystem Managenent Project.”
Septenber 1994 (Tennert, Schreckhise and Briney 1994).

4, Each of the followng four sections of this report addresses
a different topic area of the questionnaire. Frequency
distributions tor questions discussed in each section are
shown at the conclusion of that section following a
descriptive/interpretive narrative.

5. USFWS and university scientists both received the greatest
nunber of responses for "noderate" to "great trust" (48%.
However, only 19% of respondents indicated they had "no" to
"limited trust" for university scientists, as opposed to 24%
for the USFW5
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Appendix A: Public Survey Comments
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COMMENTS

0030 @2) No Questi on.

0071
0092
0100

0108
0133

0164

0209
0227

0285
0303

0348

Q3c,qg,i) Twice the conmpany | worked for was sold, the conpany
and ny job were elinnated. | found a new job and finally a
new career

Q19) Anerican ltalian
Q13) ?

Q6B) N/A
Q11) N/A

422) MWy wife is a nenber.

Qc) Yes, but'may have to hunt or control animal popul ations
to prevent outbreak of disease or rabies. _

CJg) But nust have popul ation control to prevent diseases and
rabl es.

Q3g) Gve themretraining for other jobs.

Q3h) Only di sease causing insects nust be controll ed.

Q14) [Oher] The public cannot provide suggestions if they are
not educated. Educati on.

Q17) AA degree.

Q19) Mott.

Q17) Associ ate degree.

Q1l7) RN. . : . :
Corn) | believe more HUVMAN conservation/limtation measures

would result in better |and use.
QL7) Anerican.

Q6c) [Yes] Grazing in the nountains greatly affects elk

habitat.
Q20) Construction. o
Q22a) RVEF, Oregon Hunter's Association

Q3a) Provided sustainabl e managenent practices are used.
d,e,f) Either this or sell public holdings to private

interests. _
g) Let the lunber cos. re-educate and retain and relocate to

other jobs. _
h) Use environment safe neans of controlling.

Q8) [ her] Not sure.
Qoa) If it means sustai nabl e.
i) If that's what it does.
Q14) Cnlglif those serving are inforned and intelligent and

responsi bl e.
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0381

.0397

0402

0427

0436
0469
0477

0478

0486

0520

0585

0604

Q8) Shoul d suppress wildfires when they represent devastating
negative inpact on wldlife habitat, human |ife, non-
commerci al property.

Q13 1,2) Depends upon whether they continue current
del eterious practices or reform and begin to place nore

enphasis on stewardship and |ess on protection of private
commercial interests.

Corn) Note, | worked "part-tine *"permanent"" for the USDA
Forest Service for 7 years. | surveyed for |ogging and
recreation roads in the Sierras and Cascades. | have lived in
all three Wst coast states. | have a great interest in

natural history and have kept abreast of many environnental
Issues in the Northwest and G eat Basin regions.

géc) [ Yes] Logging (clearcutting), crowding, and noi se.

Q7) Don't know ar ea.
09) Not famliar wth area.

Q2) Many probl ens, though deserve attention are often over
expl oi t ed.
Q7) Not famliar to respond.
420) Not any nore.
c,h) Previously partially relied on.

Q19) [ O her] Human.
o6c) Never been there.

da) Wo knows?
d) There's enough room
Q3h) D/K
Q4) | live in PA
Q19) M xed.
Q22b) Was.

Q6a) Tw ce. _ .
Q7) [ her] Keep all foreign countries out of our forest and
m neral s.

Q) Probable no nore than has been over the past century.
Q7) Not informed enough to answer.

08) [0 her] Fires only as a |last resort.
dl) [Gher] Contam nated water.
Q19) [ O her] Anerican bl ack.

@3h) Wat kind of insect?
i) Wiat's best for the land? 2 years of grazing, 2 years of
ot her uses?
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0607
0610

0640
0676

@) | don't really know nmuch about this.
Q3h) | don't know really.

i) ?
Q8) Unsure.
Q9a,b,c) ?
Q13) | don't know about the others. | trust Indians to know
and show respect to all life and | guess WIldlife Service
woul d be the sane. wsave Qur Environment" _
Corn) I'm for environnental. issues and in preserving our
natural resources for our future survival and of all other
life on Earth.
014) Vote on it.
Q7) [ Resources for future generations] restated.

Q9a) Very.

0718 @6c) [ Yes] Logging hard to find/roads crowded.
Corn) | do not think the habitat of one creature that is on the
endangered |ist (snail darter) should stop all devel opnent.
Lets develop nore even handed nethod.

0721 Corn) | do believe that there should be a bal ance of

0731
0743
0829
0834
0879

0909

0949

0952

conditions, that there is no one single cure, however we need
to consider nore of the human factors than that of wildlife or
nat ure. In resent years it seens that every decision has
favor the wildlife and not people. Wat happens if people are
EUt out of work and cannot find or do anyPh|ng else? \Mat
_alpé)ler}s ?t o their famly? Don't we owe them nore than
Wi ifer

422) UP Leg. Sportmens O g.

Q13) Al things should be in "noderation".
Qéb) Any river.
Q13 12,13) ?

Q6éb) Any river.
Any water front.

420) Enpl oyed by non-tinber division of a primary tinber
cor por at i on.

Q8) [Gher} No fires.
Corn) The government has '"their fingers in things that are none
of their business. Too many in the governnent that are not
very bright; like the President.

Q6a) Once.
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0957

0965

1012
1012

1015

1040
1051

1065 Q)

1097

07) (O her] Both production and preservation.

@c) [protect] respect and cherish.
Q2) due to over devel opnent and people noving into those
regions. (West of Rocky M. front range)

Qeb) N A

Q9g) Kills birds.
Q1'b) Seasonal . _
Q17) Lunber and steel mlls.

Q7) [Oher] Balance use of forest habitat and natural wldlife
W th econom c base.

Q14) Only in the strategic planning.

Q14) [ @ her] Business and communities should determ ne federal

| and managenment policy.
Q190 [t her] Irish-Anerican.

They are interconnected. "Rule over" al SO neans "protect."
Q3) The fed i s not suppose to be in the |and busi ness.
d) Not by creating nore refuges.
e) What good is a wlderness if no one can go there?
g) Od growth is waste. Use it don't let it rot.
The key phrase is use. | hate waste and leaving it to rot or
burn is waste period.
Q6a) (Any nore)
@8) Careful harvesting could elimnate the whole issue and
prevent waste.
Q9a,b) Connect ed.
Wiy bother to save |and no one can get to see. Just severely
puni sh peopl e who abuse the privilege.

g) Not ny field.

h) if they work.

1) Elimnate waste.
QIlf) if not properly constructed.
Ani over use is a threat. The key is. to use it wiselv, just
like the tinber and not waste what we catch.
Q12) Man shall have dom nion over them That neans both use
and protect.
Corn) The US government is not suppose to own land. Check the
Constitution People. #8 Who's idea was it to let nore water
go till they found out that very act was bad for the sal nons?
[f we don't use it we loose it. Either way if we don't use it
wisely we loose it. It's crone.

014) [Q her] Educate public then |et public offer inforned
suggestions or nake intelligent choices.
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1120

1132
1139

Qc) Stupid question.
Qe) Stupid question.
Q3f) but who will take care off thenf?
Q6c) [kYes] Lo g| ng of tinber and throw ng of slash over the
enbanknent ( |s the reason for this?). For a high fire
rating sunmer.
Q7) [G her] Fishi ng.
Qoc) They take good kind and | eave bad.
h? Stupi d question.
Q@ 1h) Even though | am one.
Due to comercial/drift etc... taking it all.
013 3) Not sure who calls the shots?
4? They screw it up for us.
Any of the governnent goes with whatever fills their pockets
not what is best for the people.
Q14) A very good question.
422) Keep O egon/Washington G een.
Corn) Nope Thank you. Been hoping for this survey.

422) AMC nenber.

Q14) [ her] Only unregul ated private interest should nmake use
and manage the lands 1e...free capitalism

1175 Corn)  You will recycle this questionnaires when you are

1181
1188

1209

1216
1229

t hrough, right?
Q13) No opi ni ons.

Corn) Ad growh tinber and salnon harvesting may be going the,
way the whaling industry did... and the commnities involved
may be forced to adjust.

Q3qg) Literally?

e8) (G her] Human life (not property) should always be
protected; sone fires should be fought to conpensate for man-
made fires; controlled burns should be used where needed.

014) [Gher] Uncertain.

Corn) Reported by a |ifelong Mine resident.
Qa) Sone.
e) Under sone control.
Q2) Live too far away formthe Western states.
Q3b) They are protected and replenished in our state of Mine.

i) Know not hing about this issue, living in Mine.
Q7) [ her] None. | amover 75 and will never get out West
again.
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1233

1250
1258
1268

1272

1292

1294
1299

1314

1348

1361

Q9) | have no know edge of this area of the US.

Q1) Mine is engaged in sonme of these same problens.

Q13) | have no knowl edge of the above questions.
Corn) How did I, a retired state of Maine worker get this
questionnaire? | was state Registrar of Vital Records and
Statistic. Retired 10 years ago.

420) No |l onger but before retirenent.

2) No | onger.

rn) My husband, to whom this was addressed, has been dead for
3 years. He was very active in the Resource and Devel opnent
Og. and Soil and Water Conservation of N.M and our county.
} ﬁﬁ1”0t know edseabl e but have answered the survey as to ny

eel i ngs.

41.7) Associate Degree.
Q8) [Gther] Controlled burns should be all owed.

Q8) [ her] Burning early and late in the season especially
cheat grass.

Qe) Pretty fundanental - except for fleas, cockroaches,
mosqui toes, poison ivy, piranatts, knuckle heads, ect.. _
Q19) Zul u, Egyptian, Absinian, Mrocoain, Ubenqi, Masai,
Tutis?

@2) This applies to the entire Wstern hem sphere too.
0111) Popul ation control.

Q14) [ her] None of the above seem pal atable to ne!
Q19) [ her|] Central American.

Q13) Not knowledgeable Of these agency.

Q@) Too general of a statement.

Q8e) Fire as a |last resort for forest health.

Q14) If the public is not going to have a say in the deciding
vote, they should vote for the managenent that does, and they
shoul d have terns |ike the Senate does.

Q19) True Anerican, 1/4 Irish, 1/4 German, 1/4 English, 1/4
Cher okee.

@21) | haven't found a better place yet, but |'m open.

Q1i) Don't know extent of nettin?._
422) Does National Ceographic fall into any of the above? If
yes - | do belong to NG S

03i) Mbst Federal land (not including Parks, monunments) should
be converted to private ownership - no nore should be
acquired.

Qéc) Loggi ng
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1369 Corn: Dear Sirs. The decrease in the salmon runs cannot be
bl amed on any one source. The Cowlitz River on the western
slopes, of the Cascades is one exanple of which | am very
know edgeabl e. Tacoma City Light built two dams on that R ver
never installed fish |adders and then built a hatchery which
isn"t working. No matter how hard we yelled and screaned,
they would not put in those |adders. They said they would
truck fish around the dams for many years they never trucked
a single fish. Then lo and behol d our own Lewis County PUD
put the third damon the river. No fish ladders. W yelled
and argued to no avail. Now t hey want to repopul ate the
Cowitz with Salnmon they would shut down all fishing in
streans for 10 years and truck the fish back and forth around'
the dans. This is just another ploy so that Tacoma City Light
after a few years can say its not working and quit. The
Cowitz Rver was one of the finest Salmon Rivers on the West
Coast. As a child | can remenber 8o+ | b Sal non bei ng caught
in the river, but no nore. | fear that this scenario has been
repaired many tinmes, by other government owned public
utilities all for the sake of saving a few dollars. Natura
Spawning is far superior to hatcheries and if the sal mon can
get upriver, it's the end of the story.

1378 @Qi19) European Anerican

1398 @s5) | amuninforned on the issue, but ny intuition says that

probl em exi sts.
422) | used to be a nmenber of G eenpeace, PIRG

1399 dc) Animals take care of thenselves

1444 gec) Time spent there was at much |ess than peak times such as

| ater Cctober, md-April. _ _ _
Q9a) Sel ective neans with priced legal advice I wll clear

cut.
Q9d) Not in favor of regulation, why not education.

Q9f) Limted consuner of |ivestock products. _
Q9i) Not sure we fully understand the system to nmake this

deci si on.
1506 g8e) Suppress fire to protect forest health.

1511 qs8e) #2 but use controlled fire as an absolute |last resort for

ecol ogi cal bal ance.
Corn: Gov. is the problem W are here to protect Cod's
creatures. Peopl e/workers can retain or relocate - |and,

plants and aninmals can't.

1513 Q19) 1/16 I ndi an
1522 Corn: SAVE THE FARMLAND IT IS OQUR FUTURE
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1539
1540
1545
1556

1562
1574
1580

1607

1610

1612

0111) Cornorants
Q22a) National Geographic

@a) This should be two separate questions.

Q6c) Loggi ng/ noi se
Q7 other?_#l thru 10
©111) Loggi ng!

Q@ e) Equal cannot be used in this context.
Qéc) Noi sy notorcycles, congested canp areas.

Q3g) Survival is extremely inportant - great attention nmust be
made to create jobs for themin theit comunities - plant

trees!

Q9g,h,i) LEAVE THE FOREST ALONE .
Q13) Too nmany organi zations and one of them does its work

right.

Q9k) Degree? Controls? _
Q14) "Public" needs to be defi ned.

Q3c) [public lands] for everyone
Qé6c) It greatly spoiled ny enjoyment to see the great brown
bare patches left by logging and the (2] scared ne.

1619 Corn: Sirs, Throughout the las fifty odd years, | have fished,

1632

hunted, canped, hiked, snowmbiled, etc. in our great
outdoors. | believe in conservation and preservation of our
wildlife and environment and public lands, but | also believe
that they should be [(?] for all the above reasons plus

economi c reasons., | do not believe people should be deprived
of their livelihood to protect sone species that may or may
not be endangered. | think that there are many creatures and

ﬁlants t hat may become extinct with the passage of tine. |
ave not seen a dinosaur in nmy back yard ever and that does
not seemto be a problem to Me or anyone el se. | do not
believe the animals or plants or anything el se should be
reckl essly wasted but as for rights |I believe those are
restricted to mankind. | am located far fromthe area of
Kour survey but the problens are everywhere. Thank you and |
ope nmy conmments are of some interest to you

Q21) Chicago...A great city!!!

1670 03g) | would rate the survival of a human as nore inportant
then that of old growth forests.
1700 Corn: As a resident of Louisiana, | amonly aware of those
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1704

1715

1751

1756
1788
1816
1851
1894

1949
2003
2013

2015
2017

2045
2055

2058

i ssues when they appear in the press or on TV.

ﬁ;aﬁ Wuld agree with giving a priority if it wasn't the
I ghest.
Q6a) W were there 15-20 years ago.

Q6c) From M. Adanms summt the devastation of clear-cutting is
visible and a blemsh to otherw se gorgeous wi | derness area.
Logé:[u ng trucks far exceed speed limts on narrow nountain
roads excreting toxic funes.

Q17 other) Econom c opportunity nmust be able to coexist wth
preservation of wldfires.

Q3i) A "neutral" answer often indjicates insufficient
information about the topic to forman opinion.- | aminformed
on many of these issues.

Q@ b) But not to abuse nature.

Q14 ot her) conbination of 2 and" 3

g6c) Overpopul ation in general everywhere you go!

g7s) wWithin the limts of #8 and #1o0.

Q11j,k) If properly nonitored using escapenent quotas, as in

Al aska. _ _
Q111) hatcheries concentrating the gene pool.

Corn:  Save our |and!
©111) Pol lution
Q2c) |f protect=take care of, | strongly agree. | f

protect =prefer over humans, | strongly disagree.
Q3i) Return non-mlitary federal lands to state control.

Q111) Canada's sewage. W need legislation to stop this!

Q8e) Agree with #4, but there are no natural forests left.
Along wth logging fires mean even less of a natural role for

forests.

Q9d) Wth enforcenent.

Q14 ot her% Agree with #4, but corporations and profit will
continue having the nost influence and negative effects.

@0) My husband is with fish and wldlife.

420) | get a check from ny husband's retirenment from Arny
Engi neers. He worked on Bonneville dam

QAd) W have too many immigrants in the country who are not
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2063

2095

2109

2113

2120

2130
2168

2184

2190
2203

2218

2228
2235

go{ring. And the governnent is taking care of it with tax
ol lars.

Q3b) Get rid of the fisheries, they hinder our sal non.
Qéc) Young unruly youth with |oud nusic.
Q111) Il managenent in the dept. of fisheries.

Q3g) But, everyone has survival rights.

Q19f) Just an Anerican.

Q3g) They can nove to where the tinber is, i.e. the Southwest.
013) Anyone cold be trusted if we knew why they acted certain
ways, [?], why would BLM want to ensure continued
forests/rivers?

Qi9f) Jew sh

o6c) [l ogging] Continually destroys ol der trails.

Q11) and nmaybe on a year to year basis a multi(?] problem
413) The job of the federal courts relates to existing |aw,
not the setting of policy.

Q14 other) | haven't figured this one out! | don't so nuch
care about a denocratic decision, so nuch as the right one!

g6c) Oten too many people at recreation areas.

0111) The water used for farm ng and hydropower outweigh the
l'ife of sal nmon.

gé6c) Noi se distracting fromthe enjoynent of scenery and
wildlife.

Q3f) Natural preserves.

Qe6c) Traffic congestion and garbage.

Corn:  No progress can be made regardi ng depleted sal non runs
until Native Anmerican fishing practices are corrected!

Qd) My viewis rather that we should [imt how many are born
Q3a) but they should be given serious attention.

Q3g) "survival," yes _

Q3h) sonetimes - maybe nost tines

Q111) Natural cycle

Q111) All they can be if excessive. _
Q14 other) | think people should be infornmed with facts.
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2245 Corn: | read a great deal on these issues.. People and their

2249
2249

2283

2337

2353
2358

2368

jobs are Ver¥ |nPortant - yet we can't let this concern
destroy all the old tinber - salnmon - etc. Peopl e who use
governnent |ands for grazing, etc. should pay reasonable fees.
It’s always been sad that people are hurt as econonic/
progress job changes/environnental changes take place. save
tpe jobs for people and protect our resources -- tough
choi ces!

Qéc) Unsightly clearcuts! (Cowled favorite spots.

Q13) What about allow ng influences by nature preservation
organi zations, such as National WIldlife, and, nost of all,
the Nature Conservatory?!

Qéc) Too many people
Q111) Ccean deterioration

Q8 other) #2 wWith reservations - how you fight the fire is
important - Lets not lose nore lives if possible.

Q9b,c) Depends on the situation.

Q13) 43% voted for Cinton, what does that show us?

Q14) Do you trust anyone putting an ow before food on the
table - and noney for education?

Q14 other) A big question - | haven't an opinion to research

one.
Q7 other) Gold M ning

Qéc) Qunfire in the distance -- This is a frequent occurrence
- Probably tar%et practice, but unnerving and interferes wth
SO

itude of hiking and canpi ng.
Corn:  Sorry I'mlate. |'ve been crippled up and couldn't think
strai ght.
Q6a) ?
Q6b) ?

Q7) Al this is Oegon 1-6.

Q11 other) (2] netters way back 30 years. They nade | aw 7"
nets but they doubled nets so 3 1/2" nets.

Q13) About 15 years ago | started soap boxing- whenever the
i ssue cane up no cutting in the Bull Run area- it will spoil
our water so- Note enclosed.

Q22) N W Steel header.

Corn: | am opposed to the nethod of authority used in the
spills which recently killed some 90,000 sal non. Bureaucratic
deci si on nakinP is most often flawed.

| feel salmon fishing by all, sport, commercial, Indian, ect.,
should be closed for 5 years to replenish stocks. W shoul d
consi der the human interest first, but with a great deal of
respect for nature. W don't want our lands and rivers raped,
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2377

2386

2403

2408

2413

2422
2447

but we should be able to use themw sely al so. W should stop
the destruction of our rain forests world-w de. W should be
able to use and enjoy our natural resources, replace what we
can, respect what we can't replace, and renenber that, surely,
some species of wldlife are adaptable.

Q3) Sections 1 and 2 ask sinple questions about very conpl ex
topics, couching themin very argunentative terns. | do not
believe the topics in question are well served by this type of

questi oni ng.

@3h) O look into natural pest control- i.e. |adybugs or
conpani on pl ants.

Q9g) Wth chemcal use, plants may eventually becone inmmune
to insecticide, thus beconing vulnerable to sane and other
i nsects. _ _

Q11c) Nature Inaction

Corn:  Thanks for the opportunity to play...

Qa; (?] but not to
Q b) care for _ _
Qéc) Loggi ng destroying making area barren

Q8 other) | think a conbination of all of the above
Q111) Public awareness and concern about all of the above.

Q19 ot her) European

Corn:  To Whom It May Concern: | found your survey and the
idea behind it interesting. | have thought about your
questions and answered themto the best of ny ability. ut |
found your several questions to be somewhat bias tomaréathe
ecol ogical issue of nature vs. people. | question why you
i ncluded statement d.(The earth should have far fewer people
on it) in Question 1 and who would deternm ne how to proceeded
to correct this? The world population is grow ng and
interacting wth nature every day, it is i 11ogical to think
peopl e would or could go back to the "good ol d days" when the
country was all virgin forest and the human popul ati on was
small. Nature and wildlife species preservation are inportant
but you also have to take into account the needs of a grow ng
urban human popul ation. Mankind is not going to conveniently
di sappear. Public |lands now are |argely being used for human
consunption by grazing cattle, |ogging the tinber, and

recreational use and are no |longer strictly just w | derness

ar eas. Because the land is in use will influence which
speci es of plant protection where nature can be unrestricted.
W derness habitat should be sonething separate from public
lands. It is time consunin%, expensive and counterproductive
to try and redo an area of land to put it back the way it was
before devel opnent. Mre wlderness areas on public land wil
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2449

2451

2475

2478
2485

not solve the environnental problem caused by the use of

public lands, it just develops small areas that cannot
I ndependent |y survive and renmoves pieceneal areas of land from
use. The area being used for human consunption needs

practical managenent to keep it productive and viable for
future use. Perhaps the prospect of decreased productivity
and | oss of revenue will help notivate public |and users to
| earn new management techniques to inprove rather than destroy

the public [ands resource. Wth public land ringed by
civilization, to control outbreaks of insects by fire or
letting a fire go is both dangerous and inpractical. It

t hreatens the surroundi ng human popul ati on and property as
wel | as naking the public |ands unusable for |ong periods of
time for both animals and people. Selective cutting and in
severe cases clear cutting for insect control avoids the
danger of fire escaping its human nanagers (which has happened
in the pastL. | love and raise a variety of aninmals and enjoy
wat ching the native birds and squirréels but | feel it i§
totally ridiculous to stop all dam devel opment, restrict
agriculture, irrigation and city growth, and rel ease nassive
anmounts of water needed for hydroel ectric power and drinking
water in households in the city and county just to insure the
rotection of one fish ~ salmon in the Colunbia River Basin

t is an excessively extreme course of action for a state with
a drought problemin the Eastern section. ~(n'any news program
you can see the sport fishing boats lined up end to “end
covering the river at the opening of the fish season. (Qyer
fishing both in the river and ocean has depleted the
popul at 1 on. And the scientists cannot say whether this
extrene neasure will guarantee the salnon's recovery - in
fact, in a recent news report it was reported that the rel ease
of water raised the oxygen |evel of the water so high that the
youn% salmon fingerlings died. To be fair also in inproving
the habitat - all water sports including kayaking, white river
running, water skiing and wind surfing that would disturb the
wat er environment should be banned.

Qéc) fishing has been poor
Q7 other) clean up of Hanford Nucl ear Dunp
Q111) paper MIIs dunping toxins

Q6c) Theft[?], nore security + control over + vehicles +

drugs usage! Cet invol ved!
©111) Pol lution, alumnum nuclear waste

Q6c) Too much change from natur al
020) No | onger

@8 other) 3.5 sone fires allowed at |ow fuel |evels.

Q3g) Wrkers are nore inportant, but the particular kind of

.work they do for livelihood may to change.
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414) #3 plus elect Congress and President to oversee.
Q22a) Nature Conservatory

2497 @8 other) Your statement choices don't match question. wMan
made fires or natural," nman nade fires or nman nmade acci dental

2512 Q14 other) Public should determ ne direction of the policy and
professionals should [?] specifics as in #4.
Q19) I ri sh Anerican

2558 @6c) Logging truck accident held up traffic. Logging trucks
very noisy early in norning.

2560 Corn: A well thought out survey!
2612 Q19 other) 100% American!!!

2615 @b) Rule is a very shovey word.
Q2) Sone.
Q11 other) Water shed.

2616 Corn:  Sorry for delay!! 1've been on vacation
Q3g) Not a fair question!
Q6c) Cear cuts, grazing, and diseased forests (East).

2618 @3n) Depends upon the use of the land prior to the out-break
@éc) It has been hard to find a canpsite- Traffic on hiway 97
I S terrible- Logging is unpleasant to | ook at.
Q8 other) Fires should be assessed individually.

2627 Q6c) Crowding
Q8) [3,4] Sonewher e between.
Q14 other) One resource professional agency i.e. USF &W
be responsible w/50% public participation. Too many groups
NOW.

2629 Q3g) Allowing tinber workers to cut down remaining old growh

forests can only slightly prolong the current (or 1980’s)
lifestyles of tinber workers and their famlies: it is dooned
sooner or |ater whether or not any old growh is preserved.
Q6a) W plan to go nore often when our 3 small children are
ol der (we have 3 under age 7 now).
Q7) Ve should make sure we understand the role of fire in
maintaining forest health, and how nmuch decades of fire
suppression has altered the natural ecology- we controlled
burning as necessary depending on forest status.

2639 g6c) Crowd.

2657 @2) | have 'worked and am working for federal %gencies and
state(s) (OR &« ID) as a biologist (fish and wildlife). The
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system needs total revamping. W are not protecting our
western public |ands for ourselves and future generations.
Change is vitally needed now...

Q3g) Retraining prograns need to be devel oped.

Q3i) . It alreadg does enphasi ze grazing- that is part of the
degradation problem Current and past.

Q6a) [4] For 10 year period.

Q6a) [5] For 8 year period.

Q6c) Gazing, logging, road development, all interfere with
ecosystenms  (fish, wildlife, pl ants, and people etc.)
Overdevel opnent of recreational areas

Q9d) Needed now. _ _
Q9e) O obligation of roads in certain areas as needed.

Q9f) Needed now.
QI other) Political systems- U S. vs. Canada fisheries (as

an exanpl e) Uneducated public as to threats and no
understanding of ecological systems. -|nfighting where no one
admts they are part of the problem -So they wont work
together for a solution. Let's get past this...

013) Doing a poor job of public [ ands managenent. Not managi ng
just doubl espeaks. They are doing a poor job. Any project flys
with them whether it danages environment or nations wetlands

ei t her.
2670 Q6c) Loud nusic, 1loud motorcycle €ngines.

2673 Q6c) G azing over grazed |and

2708 ge6c) Lake Chelan | ooks |ike Mercer Island or will soon! Too
much building and devel opnent is occurring.
Q11j) Because | believe it is appropriately regul ated.

2709 g6c) Crowding, noise, overgrazing.
Q3h) There no longer is a natural course; too nuch human

i nfluence already.

2710 @) Wong word.

2716 Corn: Gazing fees should reflect the true economc costs and
not be subsidized by the taxpayers.

2722 g8 other) As long as fire origins are natural

2755 @é6c) Public lands are nuch nore crowded now than when | used
to visit as a child in oregon- but | am accepting of growh.
Q7 ot her) | value all of these it is difficult to keep a
bal ance when popul ation increases.
Q8 other) O wunless it gets worse as each area should have a
limt to acreage burned before intervention.
Q11c) A threat because of man-nmade obstructions to sal non;

taken advantage of by sea lions, ect.
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2760

2761
2762

2770
2797

2808

2843

2849

Q6c) Sorry for the cross-outs. | had originally thought you
meant the Astoria/ Gorge area as the Colunbia BaSin Aréa.

QI other) Mst of the fishing aspects of the salnmon problem
woul d be nmuch less of a threat (3) if they were nmanaged nore
closely over recent decades, Dams, nets, etc. are all threats
now because the decline is critical

Q11 other) Ccean pollution.

Q3g) Jobs.
Q9a) Selective. _ _ _
©13) For the good of the environment! Live with the |and.

Q| other) Mtor boats.

Q6c) Logging, and their practices that have altered and

destroyed many tributaries. _
Q9) Leave for foot traffic restricted to roads- that woul d be

cl osed, or horses, bikes, etc. Just no notor vehicles.

Q10) Don't believe all facts are shared because of specia
I nterest groups involvenent.

Q14 other) Shoul d devel op common purpose for the agencies to
carry out.

Q18) Depends on issues.

Q11h) Tri bes. _ _
QI other) Water use of Colunbia River.

Qd) Less you maybe?

Qle) ([?], no Rights, yes.

Q3a) Long term perpetuating.

Q3c) Long term perpetuation with strong inplications such as
bani shnent .

Q3g) As inportant! 1'd pick you over any tree. _ _

@3h) Should work in conjunction with agricultural objectives.
Q5) Not to the extent of say the east coast.

Qod) Sensible adjustnents! No increase.

Q9f) Adjusted. only.

Q9g) Limted use only!

Q11f) Wth limted or no access.

Qlijk) If other things were under control.

Q14) [3,4] More than review | ess than nmanage.

Q20) Since tinber dollars finance schools, did you know that?
Washi ngton state needs change.

Q3h) Don't know consequences of this.
Q3i) Not know edgeable of this issue.

Q5) Probably
Q8 other) Don't know enough about pro’s/cons to comment.

Q20h) Hotel designer
@2) No.
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2859

2868
2873

2899
2919
2922

2929

2930

2935

2937

2946
2964
2968

2978

B other) My limted understanding is that (4) is best

ecol ogi cal | y. . o _ _
Q21) Cdimate (5) Community (1) (Political, socio-economc).

Q11 other) Chemicals in water.

Q7 other) Establishment of fees to offset danage by visitors
sent to Dept. of Treasury-State. _
Q8 other) Unqualified to answer intelligently.

Q20) Until our co-op mll was forced to close.

Q6c) Too many people, too nmany Rvs.

Q9e) It would depend on itemby item place by place.
Q13) \Very.

422) | amenrolled in a environmental conservation program at
Skagit Valley College, Munt Vernon, Washington. Skagit
Fi sheries Enhancenent.

Q18) (Question unclear.

Qe) Humans life is far nore val uabl e and precious

Q9h) How expensive?

Q9i) Not only.

Q11c) Get rid of some! W have to.

Q11j) People need to eat.

Q14 ot her) Prof essi onal s provide data. (people, public)
decide: it is our land, we pay taxes.

Q19) White. Not many of us left.

géc) Al these.

Corn:  Thanks for chance to give input!
QI other) Intro of bass.

Q6c) Too nmany people.

Q9b) Repl ant.

Q9c) Replant.

Q9f) Collect what its worth.
QI other) Oher species.

Qe) W have a responsibility to be good stewards of natural
resources and wildlife, but plants do not have "rights" and
human life is nore valuable than plant and animal life.

Q3a) Depends on |and use, pollution concerns, special
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circunstances and availability of alternate econom c base.
Q3i) Depends on "other" uses.

Qod) Statement is too general, and |I am not versed enough
regarding current regulations.

Q9f) Don't know current regs.

Q9g) Only if necessary and no organic alternatives.

Q1 other) If regulated. _

Q14) Sone issues should be put to public vote. (3)

2987 Corn:  Thank-you. | shall. But feel free to share themwth
t hose concerned.
Qla) They exist because God wills it.
Q1b) Bhagavad-gita. Holy Bible.
Q1c) Boy Scout | aw.

3000 gea) [#2] Correction

3006 Q3e) W have enough. _
03g) Again we have set aside enough.
Q7) ([#4] Have enough.
Q8 other) Slash fires only.
420) Retired. Yes when | worked.
Q22c) [Yes] Wien enpl oyed.

3009 Q11 other) W should try to balance nature not adhere nature
natures uses only what is is necessary not excessive.
Q22a) WIldlife group.

3010 Q7c) [ Yes] ~Noi sy, rude canping "neighbors" ugly clearcuts
detract from views _
011) [Don't know] Not sure, need nore info.

3017 Q13) Lots. Lot s.
3021 Qi1 other) Wong science.

3023 Corn) | live on state land and drive through state & fed | ands

to get to work. The thing that disgusts nme nost is the
garbage (sic) dunmping that goes on public
l'and. Mre, effort should be nmade to
patrol our, public lands to stop the
destruction due to vandalism

Q6c) [Yes] People's trash. _

Q1 other) Not enough infornation.

Q12) See Q11-L.

3034 Corn) Thank you! o _
dl) Can not see denolishing a dam as an alternative.

3038 Corn) I've lived in the area for two years so | don't know if
['mthat good a source for this infornmation
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3050

3086

3086

3089

3096

3099

3104

Qde) Only necessary ones!

Qéc) [ No], Lived close by and could pick ny tine.

(JI? | f "humans® are a priority over fish, then fish nust be
replaced as a food or produced w/ other mneans.

Q6c) (Yes] To sone extent, crowding & noi sy people were
distracting & slightly annoying. They treated the wi | derness
nmore like a city park, i.e. radios, littering, loud voices, -
basically didn't respect the area or the other users.

Q1) Insufficient waterfow in some streans due to over use by

farmng, conmercial, residential users resulting in warm
stream tenperatures. This helps kill fish

Q22a) Not yet.

Q22c) Not yet.

Q8 ot her We should use fire in the spring &« fall to kil
di seased tress & consune excess wfuels" to | essen the chances
of serious -hot fires during the summer.

Q@ a) Use to nme includes non-predatory enjoynent and al so hunman
is top of life chain so is ultimate user of all below.
Q11a) If it takes within 15 mle limt.

Q11i) Not as allowed presently.

Q6c) Too much boati ng.

Q6c) Too many tree huggers telling me everything I do is

"Politically Incorrect". .
@0) Anyone who thinks they don't depend on all of these is

only fooling thensel ves!
Q22b) NRA, OHA
Q22c) NAHC

Qde) No, if there is a choice between'wldlife or man - man
shoul d have priority.

3108 Q) Biggest problens are the dans - which are there and

3109

cannot be taken down, the offshore drift nets and the |ack of
a conprehensi ve and consi stent management policy.

@ b) 111 conditioned statenent.

Qc) Dtto

Q2) Poorly (sic) conceived question

Q3h & i) I nvestigate cause & mtigating sol’n. Can not

obj ectively address as isolated condition.
Q7 otherg Bal anced use return on value of resource.

Q8 other) Rigorously (sic) controlled slash fires/burning has
sone legitimte use. Use of pesticides nust be carefully
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3120

3133

3141

3158

3164
3165
3201

3212

3226

3229
3243

3255

~control | ed.
? ) [Corn by "factors" in question] Alleged.
Corn by choice #3] Long term
Q1 other) Deer fishery/hatchery breeding at extreme |evels
a potential threat.
Q14 other) Develop nultiple use plans with consideration of
cost, enforcenent & return on resource investment.

Q8 ot her) Nature has always used fire to cleanse itself
agai nst pesti ci des.

Q9b) Repl ant .

Q9c) Repl ant.

Qéc) [ Yes] Crowding.
Q19) [#1] =Native Anerican
(#2] I ndigenous Anerican

Q6c) Grazing on public lands has let to habitat degradation,
resulting in a decrease of many native plants | |ove.

Q;;B W should not export our natural resources such as
ti nber.

@é6c) Crowdi ng.
Q6c) [Yes] Somewhat crowded on popular trails.

Q6c) [Yes] (razing-stream danage.
Q8 other) #4 with restrictions on property protected.

Q6c) [Yes] Wien backpacking, | don't enjoKing_viemﬁng | ar ge
areas of clear cut forest -Also, while this isn't usually
considered an environmental issue, | encountered people with

radios in a wlderness area -the death penalty should apply

for these people.

Corn) | feel-fees should be charged for use of wlderness areas
& the $ used for their upkeep & protection, provisions could
be nade to let low incone inner city youths etc use wil derness
areas for free.

QI other) Overall pollution of waterways.
Q14) (#3] Help guide decisions.

Q6c) [Yes] Logging.

Corn) [Section 3 - "see map insert"] \Were?
Q17) Licensed as professional engineer.

Q b) Stewardship. _ _ _
Q3g) There are other solutions than cutting old growh. This
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3260
3272

3278

3283

3295

3297
3301
3304
3323

q_ufes?ti on is like asking "when did you stop beating your
w fe?".

Q3h) Don't know.

Corn) [Section 3 - "see MAp insert"] No map

Q7) Circled #4, #5, & #6) Hard choi ce.

al) pends on nunber of sal non

Q22c) Wat does this nmean? There are "wise use" groups that
support sound environmental practices, and there are '"wi se
use" groups that oppose anything to do wth sound
environmental practices.

Q6c) [Yes]  Crowding.

8b€ [[Crossed of f "was created"} Evol ved.

c Crossed off m"an ethical"] Self survival

Q1) [ Conment Animal s don't have rights

Q13) [ Comment They have all had their hands on various
aspects of the past nmanagenent & have done a |ousy jobs & a
list of goals should be established on which the western
popul ation agrees & definite steps taken w thout political

I nfl uence.

Qéc) [Yes] -CNerPrazing on Hart Mn before curtailment. dear
cutting when select cut should be used. -Over grazing on
Steens Mn continues. -Increasing violation by others uSing
small 4 wheelers to go around "road-closure gates".

Q7) Al are inportant.

Q14 ot her) The problem is "the public can & is being

influenced by sonetines deceptive info, well produced by
bi ased parti es.

Q1) [a & b] To coincide.

Q3e) Better managenent.

Q3f) | amfroma tinber famly.

Q3g) To many export logs to foreign countries we shoul d
export lumber not logs. And becone better tree farns.

Q3h) Its all going to be gone. Better nmanagenent.

Qe) Note: | hunt and fish. _ _ _
Q14 other) Transition to equal partners if msngt. continues.

Q19) Anmer- Asi an
Q111) Al the above together
Q22a) Ducks Unlimted

Ql4c) Wth some input on decision-naking.
422) One Comment: No nore damns!

12




3338

3354
3356
3359
3374
3390
3391
3403
3418

3425

3456

3473

3474

Qéc) [Yes] Crowding.
QI other) Native Anerican rights.

Q6c) [Yes] Crowding.

Q6c) [Yes] Too nany people.

Q6c) [Yes] Crowds; noise.

QIl other) Contaminates in water.

Q6c) COrowdi ng.

Q19) (CGrcled Wite and Native Anerican) Both.

Q8 other) W should not suppress wild fires.

8333_ Badly phased (sic) question. These issues are not at
Q6c) Gazing on Gande Ronde, cow manure in G ande Ronde.

Q9e) Trails only.
Q13) ONRC, Headwat ers.

Q6c) [Yes] The clear cuts were a scar on the |andscape and
during the week we could hear chain saws.

Q7) Note : This enconpasses sal non and ot her endangered
Speci es.

Q8) Controlled fires are o.k. Look at what pests did in S.
Dakot a.

Q111) Sguawfish, Shad.

Qc) Ethics is not the issue: nor is the riﬂht to exist.
There are valid practical reasons that benefit the majority of
peopl e for conserving our environment.

Q3g) Tinber workers are going to run out of trees anyway
Pecause t hey are unconcerned about the future' health of the
orests.

Q6c) [Yesf W der ness backpacking - too crowded _
Q111) Failure of fisheries nmanagers to nmake conservation a
high priority. Too much backing down to political pressure
fromIndians, commercial fishernen, etc.

Q13) [#5] Nati ve Anerican governments do not govern.
Indians are cheating brazenl?/ on catch quotas and ot her
regul ations. (#9] Courts will do what they believe is the
law. public opinions do not influence them

Q11) W don't know enough of the sal non habits!
©20) | used to be a marine engineer
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3475

3489

4003

4007

4010
4013
4029
4047
4048
4055

Q6a) [Never] \Went to see Dylan, et al. at the Corge.

Q9a) This seens too vague t0 conment on.

Q13) [#4) Vérg limted.

Q14) [#3] Maybe like jury duty.

Q19) [Wite] w1ce People"

Q111) Poachi ng.

Q20) [No] Not anynore.

Q3g) Loaded question?

Q3h) Wiat is "natural" anynore??

@) I'mnot famliar with this area now.

Q6a) [#3) Several years back

Q7 ot her) To be nearer relatives. |ve been w dowed for 4
years now.

Q9c) For firewod

Q11) I’m not definite on these, therefore no answers. |I'm

informed, and know the salnon are nore few than ever.

Q13) Cant give answers here. My husband was the one who was
interested in things such :as these. |'mselling ny propert
and going to western Washington where ny daughter "|ives. w§
son & his wife are pPhD’s at the University in Bernidje MN
They plan to |eave when they retire.

Q21 Not sure, for |'ve lived here since 1946. But being
alone is not good, now.

Q6c) [Yes] Crowded

Q6c) [Yes] Logging.

Q3h) Depends on whether insects are exotic.
Q111) Draw downs.

Q17) AAS

Q7) #s5, 10, 11, 12, 14. If all is done properly we wll have
#10.

Q12) Sone type of bal ance

Q13) People should have the say!

Q20) Mning, grazing, other - mning.

Q5) [#5]1 One exanple is the mature (old growth) forest in
nort hwest Montana & Northern Idaho, nostly (lodge pole pine)
that was burned in 1910. The life of lodge pole is 80 to 120
years. 84 year old |lodge pole forests are dead or dried
creating another 1910 fire (by logging for wood for hones
situations if not used) that burned 3 mllion acres in 3 days.
Afire of this size can & woul d cause snoke & ash over a very
| arge area contributing to air pollution. Also killing a
| arge nunber of plant, birds, animals directly because of the
fire. And | eaving many to starve because of |ack of food.
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4056

4057

4073

4075

Al 'so high tenmperature intensity (of the fire) will sterilize
ground so that nothing will grow back. The trees can be
logged. This would hep the econony and provide raw wood for
use.

Q13) The public is only 1/2 inforned. 1/2 truths & |ies.
Gover nnent aPents are public enpl oyees payed publ1c taxes.
They should listen to the people that are totally inforned on
the subject in their jurisdictions.

Qle) Stand by for non 1st. To do this we nust protect & use
our environnment for man's well being.

Q2) [#5] There are problens have conme fromthe post.
(Example: C ark-Fork R ver Basin by Butte, Ansonda, Deer
Lodge, M ssoula, Montana caused by mning. There are mines in
western U S. that are not causing environnental problens by
reclaimng | ands and by staging a 'problem before it gets
started. Exanple: McLoughlin M ne - Homest oke Co - Norther
Calif. Kelseyvill - Calif.

Q3i) |If used properly, grazing, logging, mning, recreation
can co-exist.

Q6c) Too many people = overuse of trails. - _
Q8) [#5] Scientific evidence should be publicized hel ping us
to decide what role fire should have.

Qa) They shoul d co-exist.

Q1b) Was created as one of nature to live in harnDnK.

Q2) The public |ands are being destroyed by ranchers who
| eave their trash |aying around.

Q5) Everywhere 'there are humans there are environnental
probl ems. o

g6c) [Yes] People riding ATv’s.

@B ot her) We shoul d use control fire for forest health
regardl ess of intended use.

@) [b] Depends on what you plan on doing. [f] sane.

Qe) Not a good question.

Q3b) It is too late for lack of fish |adders.

Q3c) They are not necessary if properly nmanaged.

Q3i) Proper.

Q5) Past [refers to managenent practices.]

Q9i) This wll encourage incorrect diagnosis.

Q1i1a) Wy only 1.

0111) A lack of considerate and correct managenment deci sions.
QL3) They make decisions based on politics not biologically.
Based on Bi ol ogi cal deci sions.

Q18) Doesn't it depend on the issues?????

Corn)  Local comunities & agencies should JONTLY agree on al
deci sions.
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4109

4113

4135
4137
4148

4156

4161

4179

4188
4199
4210

4213
4221

Q3g) This is unfairly stated. Once the old growth is cone
the jobs will be also, Tinber workers |ose either way.

Q6c) [Yes] (Cearcut. Logging in the Cascades is obscene.
Q7) #10] Sustained. (including 1 thru 17).

Q9b) This is our abused concept.

Q9f) Fees should be raised to narket val ue.

Q9g) \Very selectively when absolutely necessary.

Q11) [g] One purpose [h] the dams (i) need to be regul ated
(31 over fishing [k] can be easily regul ated.

Q8 other) Number 4 except 'that we need to reduce fuel |oads
first to prevent conplete destruction

Q11) [1] Hatcheri es.
Q14 other% The public at the county |evel should control and

carry out all managenent & issues.
Q6c) [Yes] Crowding, noise.
Q3g) Stupid question

Q6a) [#2] O 3.
Q17) ([#3] 31/2 years.

Q2) Sone of the nost serious problens are frommning waste
that happened many, many years ago and are just now being
addressed.

Q8 other) Statenment #3 & the use ochesticides for sal vage
logging if forest health is endangered.

Q9e) Except when dangers of fire exists.

Q1 other) Gov’t bureaucracy.

Q19) [#71 American.

Q11 other) Unwillingness of many to see there is a problem
Q14 other) Becone nore know edgeabl e & concerned about envr

| Ssues.
Q6c) [Yes] Crowding, | ogging.
Q19 other)  Anerican.

Q6c other) Clear cuts destroy beauty |eave a terrible ness
mle after mle.

Qé6c other) Crowding, w ndsurfers.

Corn) | don't like questionnaires at all. The reason to el ect
our government as we do is to leave it in their rule. God
will allow whom he wll.

Qla) Cen. 1:28, 1:29.

Q1d) Dunb question.
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4228

4236

4239

4249

4256

4258
4263

4265
4277

4286
4297
4305
4313

4317
4330

4331

4336

4348

Q6c) [Yes] BLM |essees restricting access to public |ands.
Q14 other]) Professionals should be protected frompolitics.

Q6c) [Yes] To many people in canpground.
Q9a) |If done correctly.

Q| other Govt bureaucracy stupidity inconpetence.
Q14 ot her Vol unt eer |abor & nmoney from outstanding groups
like or. hunters, DU, RMEF etc.

Q14 other) | doubt that a consensus of public opinion exists.
Q1 other) Nuc Power sta.
Ql other) Silting.

Q6¢c) ([Yes] Too many |aw enforcenent types!!
Q7) |[refers to “THREE" in question] Should be ten.

Q8 other) Trees with pesticides problenms should be |ogged.

Q3g) Renewabl e resource, restore what is taken.

Q8) W should have | ogged Yellowstone or put out the fire.
What a waste of tinber 1t turned out to be.

Q9) [g & h] Wiat ever is nost effective.

%11) [b & c¢c] No possible control so can't be considered.
ane.

Q11) ([g-1] | would rather have electricity than sal non.
Q13) Don't know.

Q1 other) Unlimted Native American fishing for any reason.
Qc) Qur ideas of protect nmay differ.

Q6c) Altered river flows due to entire dam system for hydro-
el ectric power generation. Noise pollution from | ogging
trucks, crowds on the man-made reservoirs.

Q19) Anerican. | am mxed- white, Indian, etc. Heinz 57.
Q111) Fish and Game Agency.

Q14 ot her) The public should vote for local and state
officials and representatives who have the authority to make
Columbia River Basin |land and water usage deci sions.

Q19 other) Gernan American.

Q17) Bachelor's of Science.
Q19 other) M i x

Q14 other) Those making a living and resource professionals.
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4355
4356

4385

4399
4409
4416

4419

4446
4447
4448
4466
4478
4480

4489

4517

Q11c) |In fish and | adder areas.

Q6c) Logging- clear cuts, horrible views.
Q13) Not enough information

Q6c) Everywhere | go, man has destroyed the scenery with
their trash.

Q19 ot her) American.
Q19 other)  Norwegi an Anerican

Q17) B.A in 1924, CP.A in 1931
Q21) Spokane 1927/1994.

Q3c) Jobs?

Q3g) Bal ance needed with econom c issues.
Q31i) Define. other uses.

Q11g) Controlled.

Qli) Control sake.

Q11j) Control

Q19 other)  Human. _
422) | go ny own way, use ny own mnd.
Q6c) Jet skis.

Qli) Absolutely.
Q9e) But not people or livestock
Q20) - Banki ng.

Q19 other) Earned Anerican.
422) Do not think much of environmental groups.

Q31i) Affects livelihood and feed fromw ldlife- we farm
val ' eys and feed off of state |ands. o
Q1 other) Native Anericans are exploiting sal non. Fishing
fl eets have technical resources to clean out supply of fish in
open seas.

Comm: | enpathize with people who attenpt to produce a good
survey. Mst need to be inproved.
d) Anbi guous.

Thi s depends on species involved.
géc) COrowdi ng.

Q7 ot her) 6,7,12,13,14, are all renewabl e resources if
managed proEerIy. _ _ _
Q9) Does this nmean inorganic and organic?
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Q| other) There are no truly indigenous hunmans in the

west ern hem sphere.

4530

4531
4538

4539

4545
4549
4552
4580
4581

4582

4594
4604
4611
4630

Q13) See Q11.

Q6c) Too much | ogging and grazing in Deerlodge and Lobo
National forests (hﬂg

Q8 other) Log, not burn.

Q7 other) Al are inportant.
Q11 other) (One big threat is drawing down water behind dans
(increased flow).

Qdl other) Conbi nation of factors especially over
exploitation of stocks.

Q2) Al we need are a few |ess Environnmentalists.
Q6c) Sedinent 8 Algae in water

Q6c) Noi se.

Q6c) Mdtorcycle (noise).

Q7 other) Geat Horse Riding Area.
Q8 other) Too nany forests are already devastated by fire.
8| other) Using alternative sites to spawn.

other) Politicians.
Q14) de help us if the public shoul d deci de managenent

i ssues and resource professionals should carry them out.
Qé6c) Logging trucks raising dust and nmaking noise.

Q1 other) Over fishing of the ocean.

Qllc other) oORvV’s.

Q) The human race because of its nental processes does not,
initself, decide this issue naking "equal" a qualifying
judgenent of who?

Q2) It's easy to point fingers- just because the west has
native grown elements does not mean that they have to grove
for the peaceful conscience of others whose natural resources
must be renewed by their own effort. The correction is
everyone's responsibility. NOT JUST THE \\EST.

Q3a) Sone priority. For whose convenience- the fishermen?
Q3b) WII the flea be next? There's a long list of fish and
not all ills are traceable to water- especially in the
mount ai n west .

Q3d) Poachers beware!

Q3e) Over half of our wild land is already controlled by
gover nnent .
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4637

Q3f) Wat are the scientists doing about it except in test
tubes? A little el bow grease please
Q3g) The old growh forest is a mnor factor here where bugs

and fire and natural |ongevity rule.
Q3i) In high fire potential areas- grasslands- yes.

Q4) | daho. o
Q5) Cut out the criticismand get to work on known problens.

Q6a) No transportation. _
géc) The areas did not have noticeable effect- weekends only.

Q11c) They have to |ive too!
012) Do sonething about the DANS

@) | feel there is a serious problemin the western U S. due

" to inmproper managenent on the governnent |evel. They need to

4640
4654
4671
4681
4686
4694
4695
4698

4706

4708

wei gh both sides not just the environnental side or the
I ndustry side.

Q3g) There needs to be nore thought put to devel opi ng our
forests to facilitate both tinber jobs and productive forests.
Q31i) Federal rangeland can be used. For both |ivestock
grazing and other public uses if managed right. There is nore
than enough to go around.

Q7 ot her) That there be resources in the future for both
environmental and economc factors.

88 ot her) Each forest should be judged on a case by case
asi s.

Q| de) Due to inproper managenent on the part of state and
federal governnent.

Q19 ot her% Aner i can.

Q13) Don't deal with sone agencies.

géc) Crowdi ng, noi se.

Q6c) Crowding, grazing.

Q6c) Crowds- horseflies.

Q19 other) 'American.

420) Sone.

Qéc) Loggi ng.

Q6c) Crowding, pets.

Q8 ot her) W feel if sone |lands (forest, range) aren't
allowed to burn, someday they'll all burn.

Qod) | believe we have good |aws already. Let's enforce them-

not create nore conplex regul ations.
Q3) Gazing fees should be doubl ed
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4710

4729

4731

4740

4754

4756

4761

4769
4791

4795

4811

Qla) Sone.

Q13) There should be just one- not nany.

418) Radical .

Q8 other) Control fire for tinber Iogg|ng13 wast e.
u

Q14 other? Public shoul d voi ce opl nion, t professionals

have final say.

Qle) WIldlife and plants don't have as nuch right as hunmans

0.
Q1 other) Sguawfish.

Q8 other) Forests need t0 be cleaned and then let the snall
fires burn (logging, firewood, etc.).

Q9f) Too nuch already.

Q20) W all depend.

@2) The only exception is there are too many uninforned
liberals that claimto be environmentalists.

03i) None of the above.

Q9e) Except if tinber harvest is occurring.

Q14 ot her Local public should have the primary role.

Q19 ot her NOYB

Q20) Everyone does of course.

Q22) Yes.

Corn: Your questions expose your biases.

Q14) Regional.
Q19 other)  Human.

Q14 other) The neet|ng | ve been to, they already have a plan
and there is nothing we are going to do to change it.

Q19 other) Irish.

Q6c) Grazing- COW s*#*#* all over riparian and canp areas.
Q11f) Biggest threat.

Q5) Drove through on vacation July 20~ Aug. 1. Were's
Columbia River Basin? OR |daho, MI?

corn; | 1ike green trees, Iand wat er, fishing, canping,
hiking, and life but not all rules and nnney changes. | pick
up ny self.

corn: Sure don't know how | got to fill this out? Don't

understand a lot of this. Sorry.

Q6c) Motorcycl es, |ogging, clear-cuts!
Q8 other) Suppress fire- but salvage log only by air-
hel i copter, no new roads!
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4830

4837
4844

4858
4867

4875
4893
4899

4903
4932

Q22a) Mul e Deer Foundati on.

corn.  Too many clear-cuts. Too many roads in forest... Not
enough re-forestation. | love the beauty of the outdoors, | am
an avid hunter and fisherman. | think we've danaged the beauty
of our forests by clear-cuts and paved roads. Sone dirt and
some gravel roads are okay- too many paved roads- a lot are

too accessible, which hurts wldlife. _Basically l"d like to
see a return to the early 60’s or md to |late s0’s. Gary
Hertel 2112 View Court The Dalles, OR 97058

Q6c) As a deer and elk hunter and enthusiast | don't like to
see the over harvesting of tinber. |t destroys the animal's
habitat. Better managenment and |ess clear-cut Ioggin?. Pl ease.
corn. | believe we depend on all of the industries listed for

our |ivelihood.
Q19 other) Caribbean American.

Q8 other) No fire suppression. Too expl osive after years of
suppression. Probably good idea soneday.

Q1 other) World population grow h.

@ c) Not protect but not to waste

Q1d) Stupid question. _

Qle) Aninals and plants have no rights.

Q3i) Miltiple use.

Q8 other) This is a very tough question with nany vari abl es.
Qé6c) Crowdi ng.

Q7 other) Public- private partnerships. For better nanagenent
of public lands, to maintain healthy econony and environmnent.

Q22b) Rock Creek.

Qle) Animals have no rights! If society agrees to save or
attenpt to save a species, then so be it. But not every plant/

animal is going to survive forever. Not even nman.
Plant/animals were put on this planet for our (mankind)
enjoynent. | feel we are obligated to care for these beings as

best we can, but not to the point of self-destruction. Those
t hat cannot adapt...?

Q3c) These |aws shoul d be re-evaluated regularly.

Q3g) Make a final decision on how nmuch old growth we need as
a country, then preserve this quantity only.

Q7 other) Both groups are equally inportant. A bal ance nust
be found.

q Ifghijﬁ? Singularly not a problem but collectively these
factors definitely threaten sal non popul ati ons.

Q13) Regi onal area- also if the public is educated with
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4935

4936

4937
4943

4953
4957

4961

4963

respect to the issues. Then 1711 raise to #5.

Q13) North western U S. public opinion

Q14 other)  Resource professionals role should be data
collection (i.e. studies) and presentation of this data to the
public so the people can make infornmed decisions on issues.
corn.  The extrem st on either end of the scale nust not be
heard. A balance nmust exist. Let the public decide which
I ssues are nost inportant not radicals!

Qé6c) Vandalism safety.
Q11 other) Not protecting the Hanford Reach in WIld Status

Q8 other) #4 but forests should be restored to their original

state.
Q13) Don't know.

Q6c) Crowds, boat ranp, |oud stereos.

Q1d) Wio says?

Qle) hbbod% has rights.

@) Mostly because of poor managenent by forest service- BLM
and other government agencies- too nuch waste to taxpayers. Do
not hi ng policy- Let it rot- let it burn.

Q11d) Salnmon live in water

Q6c) Crowded.

Q8 other) Have people on welfare collect firewood.
Q20) Retail.

Q1e) Plants-animals don't have rights- in human terns.
Q2) Sonme problens but not serious enough to be a crisis.
Q18) NDB. None of your damm busi ness.

Q19 other) N A Doesn't natter.

Qia) Not all life-plant aninmal are for human use.

Q1d) Wio are we to say there is a purpose.

Q2) | have observed "Big Ben" Nat’l Park, Texas. \Were |ive
stocked actually raped the land & gov’t has had to purchase
Q3a) |In due consideration people and |and.

-Q3c) There should not be conplete shutdowns.

Q3d) Sane as above.

Q3f) Low terrain vehicles need nore regulation

Q3g) Od growth nust be preserved but tinber worker can be
regul ated not shut down and out.

83h) I nsects nust be controlled by better method than cut and
urn.

Q3i) No- nanage in balance rotation and by nunber grazing
all owed. Those using land nust restore.

Q9e) Roads have to be kept open for fire danger and need to
be posted. Violators fined heavily and prosecuted.

Q9g) There are chemcals that are not harnful to life.'
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4964
4966

4974
4986
4991

4993

4999

5000
5010
5016

Ql11a) A very big threat to salnon returning to spawn.

Q11c) Seals need to taken off endangered species act. Sea
Lions need to be controlled.

dli) Indian privileges are too liberal. _ _

Q1lj) Donmestic commercial is over regulated in conjunction to

I'ndian privileges.

Q13) Native Anericans have too many rights, and seemto be
manuf acturing nmore religious rights. US.  CGovernnent and
states overlap and urban and rural.communities are fighting
back to the established organizations who are far renmoved from
the actual problens existing, therefore, effort tine and noney

I's wasted.
Q14 ot herg As |ong as we can vote free, as a free person.

Q19 ot her Native U S. A Since Myflower |anding.

Q21) | like ny state. . .
Corn:  This is a good questionnaire survey and good food for

t hought .
Q6c) dd car bodies and dead cow along Urmatilla River.

Q6c) G azing.
@8 other) Conbination of protection of |ives and property and
to protect renmaining old growh.

@é6c) Unneeded pollution (garbage).

Q1 other) Dry weather.

Q3g) It should be done in a controlled manner- not just black
and white.

Q6c other) Logging trucks, road hogs;
@ other) No 3, but 100% suppression. Sone could burn free-

depends. _ _
Q| other) Destruction of spawning grounds.

Q19 other) American citizen.

Q1) GCenesis 1:26 _
Qi1d) Abortion? No! Let God kill off the people.
Q2) Overgrazing deserts. dear-cut |ogging-bad. Selective

| oggi ng- o. k. _
Q3) Let's not go over board on all this. Be tenperate.
QI other) Mdtor boats.

Q13) Sorry, | cannot say. Just have no idea.

Q6) [?2] My conpani ons.

Q6c) Overcrowded- peopl e everywhere.

Q11) Get rid of sea lions and other predators and stop
commercial fishing in certain areas. WII| guarantee sal non
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5017
5020

5022

5032

5041

5041

5044
5054

5055

5056

5059
5065

rehab. Decline has not one thing to do with dans.
Qe) Animals don't have rights.

Q6c) Sheep grazing- past |ogging activity.
Q20nh) Gane and Fi sh Dept.

Q6c) Sone conflicts over canping sites.

Q11 other) Lack of |aw enforcement, re: fishing regulations.
Q8 ot her) W shoul d suppress man-caused fires in federal
forests. However, controlled fire may be used to protect
forest health.

Q13) | believe in the mpjority, not the few and far between
tree huggers with the big mouths!

Q13) | believe in the majority, not the few and far between
tree huggers with the big nouths!

Q6c) (Other people's activities at the canpground.

Qéc) Over grazing, development, dams, have negatively
affected hunting and fishing in the CRB.

Q11d) Sea Lions.

Q11f) xxxx! !l #1 killer.

Q1 other) Doing nothing, political gridl ock, business as
usual attitudes.

Qéc) Al of the above.

Q8 other) Exanple Yellowstone National Park.
Q15) Not pertinent.

Q19 other) Not pertinent.

Q13) As in all things, some good sense needs to be used. Many
of the above do not have that in their institutions. W can
get a lot of good done if we work together and forget our own

[1ttle sel ves.
Q6c) O owdi ng.

Qé6c) O owdi ng.
Q17) 2 degrees. a B.A and a B.S.

5073 Corn: Wiy in God's world woul d you waste postage sending this

5080

5087

to me?

Q2) See ny comments to question #5, it applies.

Q5) The answer reflects ny feeling due to ny opinion of the
m nd set of people.

Q6c) Nei ghboring canpers.
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5091
5096

5111

5122

5127

5163
5165
5175

5181

5209
5210

5215
5219
5267

5273
5274

Q6c) Crowdi ng.

Q6c) Noisy ATv’s tearing around!

Q6c) Sonetines crowding and noi se.
Q1 other) Sea lions. _
Q11) Solution: Have nore fish farns.

Q@3) Peopl e know the open range | aws and should by | ands
accordingly. That's what fences are for. Al so, ranchers shoul d
be responsive to | and owner conpl aints of danage.

g6c) Crowdi ng, logging.
Q11k) Wthin reason.

Q13) All an equal anount.
Qb) Fellowship with God.

Q3g) Replant as they cut.
Q11f) |f done right.

Q6c) Too nuch grazing and indiscrimnate logging. Gazing is
killing our deer and elKk.

Q! other) Over harvesting of renewable resources.

Qéc) Logging roads, scars on nountainsides.
Q11 ot her G eed of hydro-power interests.

Q14 other) People in the CRB.
Corn: No map.

Q e) Because of diverse environnental conditions, this is not
a meani ngful question to ne. The environment often dictates
unequal rights and opportunity to devel op and survive.

QI other) Introduction of other fish species.

Q14 ot her) Hel p shape key policy and major issue i.d. and
resolution and vote the nost inportant- initiatives/issues.

Q11f) rel

Corn.  The root problemis TOO MANY PEOPLE ASKI NG TOO MJCH COF
FINI TE RESOURCES. Qur planet, our nation and our state are
severely overpopul ated, and becom ng nore so every day. Qur
culture is built on an unsustainable, one could even say
suicidal, foundation of eternal srowh. |'mafraid the answer
is far too massive in scale to be addressed by any one group
or agency you have nentioned in your survey. Qur whol e species
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nmust face reality and find a sustainable |ifestyle based on
sonmet hing other than nore people and nore consunption of
resources!

5275 Q6c) Crowds and litter.
5.284 ge6c) Crowdi ng.

5296 @6c) Gazing and | ogging.
Qs other) | do not believe federal forests should be managed
for timber but | do believe fire should be suppressed unless
used to protect forest health.

5319 q@7) ?

5319 q7) ?
Q11) ?
Q12) 7

5326 Q6c) | like to fish at Ringold Springs, however, sonetines
there is so many people in so small an area | have had to wait
2 days to get a place to fish even though I am canped there
and | amup and ready to fish at the crack of dawn.
Q1 other) Poaching.

5330 @3) Ranging stock, in my opinion, is responsible for a great
deal of pollution in our wetland/drai nage areas and damage

(sone).
Q6c) Too many people trying to enjoy the same things.
(B other) The Sundance Fire: | have never seen such (note) a

Pealt?y new forest as the one that follows a fire (20 years
ater).
Qod) | think we're o.k
Qlc) Part of a natural food chain. Kill nore seals if there
is a problem Corn: W use catch and rel ease as a conprom se
here in N. ldaho. | think it is a very successful program
Corn: | think we are on the right track in realizing our
m smanagenent costs of the past and trying to correct them
However, | view some of the efforts as being too nuch like a
Pendulun; the swng is alnost to the far conservative sw ng.
t hi nk resources should be managed |ike a garden; keep It
heal thy and harvest the bounty when it's time. | also know how
I nsects and di sease need special attention when they are
resent. Al the tinber that can burn up in just one fire is
ow much the environnentalists can save in 10 years. So their
efforts are alnmost minisculed by a big fire. | think
environnental i st voices are being shouted too loudly. Let's
use conmmon Sense.

5340 @6c) Roads poor condition. Crowding.
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5348 Corint is a well known fact that very old trees produce
oxygen at an extrenely lower |evel than younger trees. | feel
the old trees should be harvested to make room for healthier

younger trees, therefore forests.
5357 Q11 other) Trash fish.
5377 Qéc) Crowding.
5385 Q13) Depends on how inforned they are.

5398 @14 other) The public |and should be sold to the public, the
ovt. legally, other than mlitary base should not own the

and.

5414 g6c) Crowding- heavy use in limted area.
QI other) D sease (INS).

5433 @é6c) Float trip through Hells Cougar- No problens.

5451 Q6c) Access problemto Juni per Dunes WIderness. No | ega
access. Those who don't ask (such as ATv’s) ride in. Those who
ask for permssion to cross lands are told no. Access shoul d
be legal -and controlled in some other way! | feel strongly
about this. The Boy Scouts have difficulty because of trying
to foll ow "the rules". Feel free to call nme about this. Dan
Val ker 582- 3696.
Q11fg) Could be managed to be acceptable.
Q11jk) What else are they for? Needs to be nmanaged.

5455 Q19 other) None.
5458 @6c) Grazing.

5461 Q6c) Noise, access.
Q11k) Controll ed.

5478 g}ﬂ Depends on if the plant is a noxi ous weed- then |
i sagr ee.
Q11 ot her) For?et about tribal treaties and deal with the
probl em of rebuilding sal non popul ation. They have too many
fishing privileges and need to cone into nodern day probl ens
and becone part of the solutions as the rest of us nust!
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S UR V E Y O F NATURAT. RESOURCE | S S UE S

ON PUBLIC TANDS I N THE WEST

In recent years there has been nuch debate apout natural resource issues
the United States. In this survey we want to find out what you think abo
these issues in general, and nore specifically as they concern public Ian
in the Western U.S. W want to understand how citizens feel about possib
policies and managenent decisions that could affect natural resources in
the region. |f possible, we would |ike to have the adult in the househol
with the most recent birthday to fill out the survey. The study is bein
conducted by university researchers in cooperation with the u.s.p.a. Fore!
Service, Bureau of Land Managenent, Environnental Protection Agency and
U.S. Fish and Wldlife Service. Your househol d-has been drawn in a randor
sanple.  Your participation in this survey is conﬂletely VOLUNTARY
however, in order to gather a fair inpression of how citizens feel about
these issues, it is inportant that as nany people as possible respond to
the survey. Your answers will be kept COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. The
identification nunber at the bottom of the page is only for mailing

purposes; no record of these nunmbers will be retained once the survey is
conpleted. Al inquiries should be directed to Brent Steel at Washington
State University (phone: _ Y. If you would like a COﬂE of the
results, please include a note with your address and "COPY OF THE RESULTS

REQUESTED' written on it...
Respectful |y,

Brent S. Steel,Ph.D.
Washi ngton State Univ.
1812 E. McLoughlin Blvd.
Vancouver,. WA 98663- 3597

OMB Approval #0505-0020 01



DI RECTI ONS AND OVERVI EW

This survey contains separate sets of questions gpout several areas c
Nat ural Resource issues. I n each section you will. be asked a nunber c
guestions concerning each of these specific areas.

Pl ease comrent on any question in the survey that you feel deserve
addi tional attention.

YOUR ANSWERS AND COMMENTS ARE sTRIcTLY CONFI DENTI AL THROUGHOUT THI' S SURVEY

SECTION 1
In this first section we would like to ask you sonme general questions abou
peopl e and the environnent. For each question or statenent, please circl

the response which nost closely represents your view

Q| Please indicate your |evel of agreenent or disagreenent for each o:
the foll ow ng statenents.

Strongly Strongly
D sagree----- Neutral ------ Agr ee
a.Plants and animals exist 1 2 3 4 5
primarily for human use.
b.Humankind. Was created to 1 2 3 4 5
rule over the rest of nature.
c.Humans have an ethical obligation 1 2 3 4 5
to protect plant and ani mal species.
d.The earth should have' 1 2 3 4 5
far fewer people on it.
e.Wildlife, pl ants & hunmans have 1 2 3 4 5

equal rights to live and devel op
on the earth.

Q2 Recently there has been a lot of talk about whether public lands in the
Western United States are deteriorating due to current nmanagenent
practi ces. Sonme people feel there are no environnmental problens now
.while others feel that there are probl ens already. Whi ch vi ew best
describes your opinion in this area? (please circle your response)

1o _ 2--mn- - ¢ J—— -4 5 6 _7
No gpvironnental / Serious
probl em exists now Uncertain envi ronment al
In the Western U. S. probl ens al r eady

exist in the
92 Western U. S




SECTION 2

In this second section we would |ike to ask you sone general questions

concerni ng FEDERAL RANGELANDS and FOREST LANDS that are owned by the pub:
and managed by the federal governnment for nultiple purposes. These lands
do not include national parks, npational nonunents or state andlocal lanc

Q 3 Please indicate your level of disagreement or agreement with the
follow ng statenents concerning public Iands such as federal forest

and rangel ands. (please circle your responses)

Strongly Stron
D sagree----- Neutral ----- Agreeg Y

a.The economc |ivelihood of |ocal 1 2 3 4 5
comuni ties should be given the
hi ghest priority when maki ng
deci sions concerning public |ands.

b.Greater protection 'shoul d be 1 ? 3 4 vt o5
given to fish such as sal non
‘on public | ands.

c.Endangered species |aws should 1 2 3 4 5
be altered to maintain tinber
and ranching, jobs on public |ands.

d.Greater protection should be 1 2 3 4 5
given to wldlife habitat on
public |ands.

e.More W | derness areas shoul d 1 2 3 4 5
be established on public |ands.

f.Greater efforts' should be made 1 2 3 4 5
to protect rare plant commnities
on public |ands;

g-Survival of timber workers and 1 2 3 4 5
their famlies is nore inportant
t han preservation of old growth
forests.

h.Insect outbreaks on public |ands 1 2 3 4 5
should be allowed to run their
nat ural course.

i.Federal rangel and managenent 1 ) 3 4 5

shoul d enphasi ze |ivestock grazing
over other uses.
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SECTI ON 3

In this section we are interested in your views of public lands, rjvers a
reservoirs in the Colunbia R ver Basin--jncludi ng all tributaries east of
the Cascade Mountains (see map insert).

Q4 How well infornmed would you say you are concerning natural resource
issues in the Colunbia R ver Basin? (circle your response)
-3
Not 1------- 2 e / _______ d-veen-- 5 Very
| nf ormed | nf or med

Moderately | nformed

Q5 Recently there has been nuch discussion about whether public lands ir
the Colunbia River Basin (crB) are deteriorating due to current
nanaPenent practices. Some peopl e feel there are no environnental

problems now while others feel that there are problens already. Whic
vi ew best describes your opinion in this area?
1------- A 3-a----- —4------- 5em 6 7
No envi ronnent al / Serious
probl em exists Uncertain envi ronnent al
now i n the cRrB. probl ens alread
exist in the
CRB.

Q-6a. How often, if ever, have you visited public lands in the Col unbia
R ver Basin for recreation?

l1.Never (Go to Q7) _
2.Rarely, NO nore than once or twice a year.

3.0ccasionally, several tines a year.
4.somewhat frequently, at |east once a.nmonth on average.

5.Very frequently, at |east once a week on average.

b. Thinkin% back to your last recreation trip in the Colunbia River
ow i nportant were each of the following reasons for going on

Basi n,
the trip?
Not Moderately Very
Important--——Important-——-Important
1 .Being With others 0o 1 2 npoS 4 pg
Z-Learni ng about nature 1 2 3 4 5
3.Viewing scenery 1 2 3 4 5
4.Physical fitness 1 2 3 4 5
5.Excitement & adventure 1 2 3 4 5
6.Escape from nornal routine 1 2 3 4 B,
1 2 3 4 5

7.Getting away from other people

c. Wien you visited public lands in the Colunbia River Basin, did
-other uses interfere (crowding, noise, grazing, |ogging, etc.)
wth your activities?

1. Yes———————— >please expl ain:
2. No
3. Don't renenber 94




Q7 Wich THREE of the follow n? factors are nost inportant to you and
your famly concerning the future of public lands in the Colunbia
R ver Basin? (please circle three responses)
1. Quality place to live. 10. Resources for future generations.
2. Qutdoor recreation. 11. Ti mber production.
3. Vacation destination. 12. Livestock grazing.
4. Wlderness. 13. Commerci al fishing.
5. WIld & scenic rivers. 14. Agricul ture.
6. Wldlife habitat. 15. Reservoir storage.
7. Sal mon. 16. Hydro-el ectric powver.
8. Ecological health. 17. Economic opportunity.
9. Solitude/spiritual values. 18. Oher

Q8 Sone people favor the introduction of fire in federal forest lands tc
control disease, insects, and excessive fuel levels. (Qhers suggest
this use of fire is unnecessary and dangerous. \Wich of the followr
statenents (if any) comes closest to your views? (if uncertain |eave
bl ank a '

1. We 'should suppress fire in all federal forests.

2. We should suppress fire in all federal forests managed for tinber, an
use pesticides Or salvage logging if forest health is endangered.

3. We should suppress wildfires in federal forests managed for tinber;

however, controiled fire may -be used to protect forest health.

4. W should suppress wildfires in federal forests only if they threaten
human lives or property: otherwise we should allow fire to resune
its natural role in forests.

5. Ot her

Q9 Listed below are various managenent alternatives that have been
suggested as possible strategies for inmproving the conditions on
Publ ic lands in the Colunmbia River Basin: For each one, indicate you
evef of support or opposition. =
Strongly ‘Strongly
oppose———-———Neutral----—-support
a. Selective logging practices. 1 ) 3 4 5
b. Cearcutting in burn or insect’ 1 ) 3 4 5
infested areas. :
c. Selective cutting in burn or insect 1 ) 3 4 5
i nfested areas.
d. Increased regulation to protect 1 2 3 4 5

fish and wildlife habitat.

e. Road closures in ecologically 1 2 3 4 5
sensitive areas where recreation

occurs. 95



O 9 continued. [ Strongly Stronqég

oppose- - - - - - Neutral ----- sup
f. Increased regulation of |ivestock 1 ? 3 4 5
grazi ng.
g. Use of chemical insecticides and 1 9 3 4 5
her bi ci des.
h. Use of organic insecticides and 1 -2 3 4 5
her bi ci des.
I. Selective harvesting to prevent 1 2 3 4 5

forest diseases and I nfestations.

Q10 How well informed woul d you say you are concerning the status of
salnon runs in the Pacific Northwest? (circle your response)
Not I 2°5-S--=3------ Wg------- 5 Very
I nf or med / | nf or med

Moderately | nfornmed

Q11 Listed below are a nunmber of factors that have been argued to be
related to declining salnon runs in the Colunbia River and its
tributaries east of-the Cascade Muntains. For each factor, please
i ndicate whether you view it as a definite threat, a probable threat
or not a threat to Pacific Sal non runs.

Definite Probabl e Not a
t hr eat t hr eat t hr eat Don' t
to sal non to salmon  to sal non Know
a. Foreign trawers & 1 2 3 4
drift nets.
b. Ccean warming (El Nino) 1 2 3 4
c. Predators such as seals 1 ) 3 4
d. Habitat destruction on 1 2 3 4
Public & private forest
ands.
e. Habitat destruction on 1 ) ‘ 3 4
public and private
rangel ands.
f. Dams. 1 2 ' 3 4
g. lrrigation. 1 2 3 4
h. Water pollution. 1 2 3 4
i. Native Anerican 1 2 3 4
gill nets.
j. Domestic commercial 1 2 3 4
fishing industry,
k. Recreation and sports 1 2 3 4
fi shing.
1. G her 1 96 2 3 4




Q 12 Recovery of Pacific salmon may require difficult trade-offs peatween
restoring natural environmental conditions (spawning habitat,
increased river flows) and soci oeconom ¢ considerations (employment,
recreation, irrigation, hydro-electric power) . Were would you locat
yourself on the follow ng scale concerning this issues?

lmmmm e - 3= 47" -W-S-- 5--------- RN 7
/. . / : N
The highest priority Sal non recovery The hi ghest priority
shoul d be given to and soci oeconomi ¢ shoul d be given to
recovery of salnon, even factors should be soci oecononi ¢
if there are negative given equal priority. considerations, even

if there are negative
consequences for
sal non.

sSoci oeconom ¢ consequences.

Q13 In recent years, nmany organizations and institutions have influenced
federal public lands policy. W would like to know how nmuch trust yo
have in those below that are 'directly or indirectly involved in

"managi ng federal forests and rangel ands in the Col unbia River Basin.
On, the left side of the page, circle the nunber that indicates your
trust in their ability to contribute to good public |ands nanagenent.
On the right side, circle the nunber that'indicates the anount of
i nfl uence these organi zations should have in public |ands nanagenent.

How I\/u.ch Trust do You How Much Influence Shoul d
Have in the Fol | ow ng: Each of the Foll owi ng Have:
1. No "trust at all 1. None at all
2. Limted trust 2. Limted influence
3. Uncertain 3. Uncertain,
4. Moderate trust 4. Moderate influence
2. Great deal of trust S5, Agreat deal
1 2 3 4 5 1. U S Bureau of Land Management 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 _3 4 5 2. U.s.D.A. Forest Service 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 3. U S Fish and wildlife service 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 4. U S. Congress 1 2 34 5
1 2'3.4 5 s. Native American Governnents 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6. Arny Corp of Engineers 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 7. Bonneville Power Administration 1 2.3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 8. University Research Scientists 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 9. Federal Courts 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 10.National Public Qpinion 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 11.Western U.S. Public Opinion 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 45 12.Urban conmmunities in the 1 2 3 4 5
Col unbi a R ver Basin
1 2 3 4 5 13.Rural communities in the 1 2 3 4 5

Col unbi a Ri&?r Basi n




Q14 In your opinion, what would be a realistic role for the public in

federal |ands managenment concerning the Colunbia River Basin (pleas
circle one)?

None, |et resource professionals (USFS, BLM decide.

Provi de suggestions and let the resource professionals decide.
Serve on advisory boards that review and comment on deci sions.
Act as a full and equal partner in making managenent deci sions.
The public should deci de nmanagenent issues and resource

prof essi onal s should carry them out.

O her:

I N

SECTION 4

In order to check the representativeness of our survey.results we peed tc
ask sone questions about your background and political orientations.
Remenber that all responses will be CONFI DENTI AL.

Q 15
Q 17

Q 18

Q19

Q20

Q 21

Q-22

Year of birth ‘ Q 16 Sex: 1. Female 2. Mile
Your highest |evel of education?

1. Sone grade school 5. Sone college or trade school

2. Conpl eted grade school 6. Conmpleted college (B.A, B.S.)

3. Sone hi gh school 7. Some graduate WOrK

4. Conpleted high school 8. An advanced degree

On donestic policy issues, would you consider yourself to be:

Very liberal 1------—- 2-m s R §rrmmmm—— 5 Very conservative
Moder at e

Wiat race or ethnicity do you consider yourself to be?

1. Wite _ 4. Native Anerican

2. African Anerican 5. Asian or Pacific I|slander

3. Mexican Anerican 6. Qher--->

Do you or any of your inmmediate famly depend upon the tinber,
ranching, agricultural, hydro-electric, tourismor fishing industry
for your economc |ivelihood?

1. No a, tinber d. fishing _ g. tourism
2. Yes-—--- > b. ranching e. other agriculture recreation
c. farmng f. hydro-electric

Do you agree or disagree with the followi ng statement?: "I woul d
rather live in nmy comunity than any other comunity."

Strongly I 2=m———— 3 -V-€- g 5 Strongly

di sagree / agree
Uncertain

Are'you a menber of an organization interested in public |ands
i ssues such as a recreation, environmental, or w se use group?

a. Environmental group membership 1. No 2. Yes
b. Recreation group nenbership 1. No 2. Yes
C  Wse use group membersBfp 1. No 2. Yes

PLEASE ATTACH ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE ABOUT ANY OF THE
QUESTI ONS OR 1ssurs RAI SED, THANK YOU VERY MocH For YOUR COOPERATI ON
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Survey Instrument Used in the National Sample
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NATI ONAL SURVEY F N A T - L RESOURCE
| SSUES ON PUBLI C L ANDS | N THE WEST

In recent years there has been nmuch debate about natural resource issues j
the United States. In this survey we want to find out what you think aboc
these issues in general, and nore specifically as they concern public |and
in the Western U.S. even if you have not visited the region. want to
understand how Citizens feel about possible policies and nanagenent
deci sions that could aftect natural resources in the region. If possible,
wve would like to have the adult in the household with the most recent
birthday to fill out the survey. The study is being conducted by
university researchers in cooperation wth the U.S.D.A. Porest Service,
' Bureau of Land Management, Environnmental Protection Agency and U. S. Fish
and Wldlife Service, Your household has been drawn in a random sanple
"Your participation in this survey is conpletely VOLUNTARY: however, in
order to gather a fair inpression of how citizens feel about these issues,
it is inportant that as nmany people as possible respond to the survey.
Your answers wil|l be kept COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. The identification
nunber at the bottom of the page is only for mailing purposes: no record of
these nunbers will be retained once the survey is conpleted. Al inquirie:
shoul d be directed to Brent Steel at Washington State University (phone:

_ ). If you would I'ike a copy of the results, please include a
note with your address and "COPY OF THE RRSULTS REQUESTED®™ witten on it.

Respectful |y,

Bruce Shindl er, Ph. D.
Forest Resources

Brent s. Steel,Ph.D.

Washi ngton State Univ.

1812 E. McLoughlin Bl vd. Oregon State Univ.

Vancouver, WA 98663- 3597 Corval lis, OR 97331
ID#

(for mailing

OMB Approval #0505-0020 101 pur poses only)



DIRECTIONS AND OVERVIEW

This survey contains separate sets of questions about several areas c
Nat ural Resource issues. In each section you will be asked a nunber c
questions concerning each of these specific areas.

Pl ease comment on any question in the survey that. you feel deserve
additional attention.

YOUR ANSWERS AND COMMENTS ARE STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL THROUGHoUT TH S SURVEY

SECTI ON1
In this first section we would Iike to ask you sone general questions abou
peopl e and the environnent. For each question or statenent, please circl

t he response which nost closelvy represents vour Vi ew.

Q| Please indicate your |evel of agreenment or disagreenent for each o
the follow ng statenents.

Strongly Strongly
Di sagree-- Neut r al Agr ee
a.Plants and ani nal s exi st 1 2 3 4 5
primarily for human use.
b.Humankind was created to 1 2 3 4 5
rule over the rest of nature.
c.Humans have an ethical obligation 1 2 3 4 5.
to protect plant and ani nmal species.
d.The earth shoul d have 1 2 3 4 5
far fewer people on it.
e.Wildlife, pl ants & humans have 1 2 3 4 5

equal rights to live and devel op
on the earth.

Q2 Recently there has been a lot of talk about whether public lands in the
Western. United States are deteriorating due to current managenent
practices. Some people feel there are no environnental problens now
while others feel that there are problens already. Whi ch vi ew best
describes your opinion in thiz area? (pleas8 circle your response)

1 2 3 4 5 e M -W-=7
No .environmental / Serious
probl em exi sts now Uncertain envi ronnent a
In the Western U. S, probl ens al r eady

exist in the
102 Western U. S



SEQTION 2

In this second section we would |ike to ask you sone general questions

concerning FEDERAL RANGELANDS and FOREST LANDS that are owned by the publi
and managed by the federal government for nultiple purposes. Tphese |ands
do not include national parks, national nonuments or state and |ocal lands

Q 3 Please indicate your level of disagreenent or agreenment with the
foll owi ng statenments concerning public |ands such as federal forest

and rangel ands. (pleas8 circle your responses)

Strongly Strongly
Di sagree--Neutral ----Agree

N

a. The econonic livelihood of Iocal 1 2 3 4 5
comuni ties should be given the
hi ghest priority when maki ng
deci si ons concerning public |ands.

b.Greater protection should be 1 ) 3 4 5
given to fish such as sal non
on public Iands.

c.Endangered species |aws shoul d 1 2 3 4 5
be altered to maintain tinber
and ranching jobs on public |ands.

d.Greater protection should be 1 ) 3 4 5
given to wildlife habitat on
public [|ands.

e.More W | derness areas shoul d 1 2. 3 4 5
be established on public |ands.

f.Greater efforts shoul d be nade 1 2 3 4 5
to protect rare plant comunities

on public |ands.

g.Survival of tinber workers and 1 2 3 4 5
their famlies is nore inportant
t han preservation of old growh

forests.

h.Insect outbreaks on public |ands 1 2 3 4 - 5
should be allowed to run their
natural course.

i.Federal rangel and managenent _ 1 2 3 4 5
shoul d enphasi ze |ivestock grazing
over other uses.

103



FeT! OV 3

In this section we are interested in your views of public lands, rjvers ar
reservoirs in' the Colunbia River Basin--including all tributaries east of

t he Cascade Mountains (see map insert).

Q4 How well infornmed would you say you are concerning natural resource
issues in the Colunbia River Basin? (circle your response)
Not 1------- 2 3 4 5 Very
| nf or med | nf or med

/
Moderately | nformed

Q5 Recently there has been nmuch di scussi on about whether public lands in
the Colunbia R ver Basin (CRB) are deteriorating due to current
managenment practices. Sone peopl e feel there are no environnental
problens now while others feel that there are problens already. Whic

vi ew best describes your opinion in this area?

1 ------- 2~ 3 -4 R 6 ------ -7
No elnvi ronnent al /. Serious
problem exists Uncertain envi ronnent al
now in the CRB. probl ens alread
exist in the
CRB.

Q-6a. How often, if ever, have you visited public lands in the Col unbia
River- Basin for recreation?

l1.Never (G0 to Q7)' _
2.Rarely, NO nore t han once or twice a year.

3.0ccasionally, several tinmes a year.
4.Somewhat frequently, at |east once a month On average.

5.very frequently, at |east once a week on average.

b. Thinking back to your last recreation trip in the Colunbia River
Basin, how inportant were each of the follow ng reasons for going on

t he trip?

Not Moderately Very

| mport ant - Important————Important
1.Being With others 1 2 3 4 s 3
2.Learning about nature 1 2 3 4 5
3.viewing scenery 1 2 3 4 5
4 .Physical fitness 1 2 3 4 5
S.Excitement & adventure 1 2 3 4 5
6.Escape fromnnornal routine % % g 44: g

7.Getting away from .other peopl e

c. Wien you visited public' lands in the Colunbia River Basin, did
-other uses interfere (crowding, noise, grazing, |logging, etc.)
with your activities?

1. Yes—-———————- >please expl ai n:

2. No
3. Don’t renenber 104




Q-7 Which THREE of the following factors are most important to you and
- your family concerning the future of public lands in the Columbia

River Basin? (please circle three responses)
1. Quality place to live. 10. Resources for future generations.
2. Outdoor recreation. 11. Timber production.
3. Vacation destination. 12. Livestock grazing.
4. Wilderness. 13. Commercial fishing.
5. Wild & scenic rivers. 14. Agriculture. .
6. Wildlife habitat. 15. Reservoir storage.
7. Salmon. _ 16. Hydro-electric power.
8. Ecological health. 17. Economic opportunity.
9. Solitude/spiritual values. 18. Other

Q-8 Some people favor the introduction of fire in federal forest lands to
control disease, insects, and excessive fuel levels. Others suggest
this use of fire is unnecessary and dangerous. Which of the followinc
statements (if any) comes closest to your views? (if uncertain leave
blank) '

1. We should suppress fire in all federal forests.

2. We should suppress fire in all federal forests managed for timber, anc
use pesticides or salvage logging if forest health is endangered.

3. We should suppress wildfires in federal forests managed for timber;
however, controlled fire may be used to protect forest health.

4. We should suppress wildfires in federal forests only if they threaten
human lives or property; otherwise we should allow fire to resume
its natural role in forests.

S. Other

Q-9 Listed below are various management alternatives that have been
suggested as possible strategies for improving the conditions on
public lands in the Columbia River Basin. For each one, indicate your
level of support or opposition.

) Strongly Strongly
oppose—————Neutral-————support

a. Selective logging practices. 1 2 3 4 5

b. Clearcutting in burn or insect 1 2 3 4 5

infested areas.

c. Selective cutting in burn or insect 1 2 3 4 5

infested areas.

d. Increased regulation to protect 1 2 3 4 5

fish and wildlife habitat.

e. Road closures in ecologically 1 2 3 4 5

sensitive areas where recreation
occurs.
105



Q9 continued; Strongly Str
[ Neutral ----- supop%(%]ty 7'

oppose-----

f. Increased regulation of |ivestock 1 9 3 A S

grazi ng.
g. Use of chenmical insecticides and

her bi ci des. L 2 3 4 3
h. Use of organic insecticides and

her bi ci des. L 2 3 4 S
. Selective harvesting to prevent 1 9 3 4 S

forest di seases and infestations.

Q 10 How wel | informed would you say you are concerning the status of
'salmon runs in the Pacific Northwest? (circle your response)

Not 1 2 37 W feee S Very

| nf or med / | nf or med
Moderately | nformed

Q11 Listed below are a nunber of factors that have been argued to be
related to declining salnon runs in the Colunbia River and its
tributaries east of-the Cascade Muntains. For each factor, please
i ndi cate whether you view it as a definite threat, a probable threat,
or not a threat to Pacific Sal non runs.

Definite Probable Not a
t hr eat t hr eat t hr eat Don' t
to sal non to salnon to salmon Know
a. Foreign trawers & 1 2 3 4
drift nets.
b. Ccean warmng (El N no) 1 2 3 4
c. Predators such as seals 1 2 3 4
d. Habitat destruction on 1 2 3 4
public & private forest
| ands.
e. Habitat destruction on 1 2 3 4
public and private
rangel ands.
f. Dans. _ 1 2 3 4
g. lrrigation. 1 2 3 4
h. Water pollution. 1 2 3 4
i. Native Anerican 1 2 3 4
gill nets.
j. Donestic commerci al 1 2 3 4
fishing industry.
Recreation and sports 1 2 3 4
fi shing.
1. Cther 1 106 2 3 4




Q-12 Recovery of Pacific salmon may require difficult trade-offs between
restorlng natural environmental conditions (spawning habitat,
increased river flows) and socioeconomic considerations (employment
recreation, irrigation, hydro-electric power) Where would you locate
yourself on the following scale concerning this issues?

l—=m——m—— 2= R 4 R 6————————- 7
/ /
The highest priority Salmon recovery The highest priority
should be given to and socioeconomic should be given to
recovery of salmon, even factors should be socioeconomic
if there are negative given equal priority. considerations, even

if there are negative
consequences for
salmon.

socioceconomic consequences.

Q-13 In recent years, many organizations and institutions have influenced
federal public lands policy. We would like to know how much trust you
have in those below that are directly or indirectly involved in
managing federal forests and rangelands in the Columbia River Basin.
On the left side of the page, circle the number that indicates your
trust in their ability to contribute to good public lands management.
Oon the right side, circle the number that indicates the amount of
influence these organizations should have in public lands management.

How kuch Trust Ao You , How Much Influence Should
Have in the Following: Each of the Following Have:
1. No trust at all . 1. None at all

2. Limited trust 2. Limited influence

3. Uncertain 3. Uncertain
Moderate influence

4. Moderate trust 4.
2. Great deal of trust 5., A great deal =~

1 2 3 4 5 1. U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1 2 3 4 S5
1 2 3 4 5 2. U.S.D.A. Forest Service 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 3. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 4. U.S. Congress 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5. Native American Governments 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 6. Army Corp of Engineers 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 7. Bonneville Power Administration 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 8. University Research Scientists 1 2 3 4 5§
1 2 3 4 5 9. Federal Courts 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 10.National Public Opinion 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 l1l.Western U.S. Public Opinion 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 12.Urban communities in the 1 2 3 4 5
Columbia River Basin
4 5

1 2 3 4 5 13.Rural communities in the 1 2 3
Columbia Rie®r Basin



Q-14 In your opinion, what would be a realistic role for the ic in
' asin (pleas

federal |ands managenent concerning the Colunbia River

circle one)?

1. None, let resource professionals (USFS, BLM) deci de.

2. Provide suggestions and |let the resource professionals decide.

3. Serve on advisory boards that review and conment on deci sions.

4. Act as a full and equal partner in making managenent deci sions.
5. The public shoul d deci de managenent issues and resource
5 prof essional s should carry them out.

O her:

| n order _
ask some questions about your

SECTION 4

to check the representativeness of our survey resulLtls, we need to
background and political orientations.

Renmenber that all responses will be CONFIDENTIAL.

Q-15
Q 17

Q 18

Q19

Q—-20

Q-21

Q 22

Year of birth ‘ Q16 Sex: 1. Female 2. Mle

Your highest |evel of education?
1. Sone grade school 5. Sone col |l ege or trade school

2. Conpleted grade school 6. Conpleted college (B.A, B.S.)
3. Sone hi gh school 7. Sonme graduate work

4. Conpl et ed hi gh school 8. An advanced degree

On donestic policy issues, would you consider yourself to be:
5 Very conservative

Very liberal 1- 2- -3 --4

Moder at e
What race or ethnicity-do you consider yourself to be?
1. Wite 4. Native Anerican
2. African Amrerican 5. Asian or Pacific Islander
3. Mexican Anerican 6. Qher--->

Do you or any ofyour imrediate famly depend upon the timnber,
ranching, agricultural, hydro-electric, tourism or fishing industry

for your economc |ivelihood?

1. No a. tinber d. fishing _ g. tourism
2. YeS==——m > b. ranching e. other agriculture recreation
c. farmng f. hydra-electric

Do you agree' or disagree with the follow ng statement?: "I woul d
rather live in nmy comunity than any other comunity."

2-V-W-—3----- €-4------- 5 Strongly

Strongly leem——e
agree

di sagree /
Uncertain

Are you a nenmber of an organization interested in public |ands
i ssues such as a recreation, environnmental, or w se use group?

a. Environmental group membership 1. No 2. Yes
b. Recreation group mnenbership 1. No 2. Yes
1. No 2. Yes

C. Wse use group membershid®

PLRASE ATTACH ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE ABOUT ANY OF THE
QUESTI ONS OR I SSUES RAI SED. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATI ON.
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Appendix C: Counties Included in Public Sample
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COUNTY

BINGHAM
POWER
JEROME

NEZ PERCE
LEMHI
IDAHO
LEWIS
ONEIDA
CANYON
LATAH
PAYETTE
CAMAS
BUTTE
OWYHEE
WASHINGTON
ADAMS
MINIDOKA
CLARK
BENEWAH
LINCOLN
GOODING
BANNOCK
FREMONT
TWIN FALLS
ELMORE
GEM
CASSIA
BONNEVILLE
BOISE
VALLEY
TETON
BOUNDARY
BONNER
SHOSHONE
KOOTENAI
CUSTER
MADISON
BLAINE
JEFFERSON
CARIBOU
ADA
CLEARWATER
RAVALLI
JEFFERSON
FLATHEAD
LINCOLN
SANDERS
GRANITE
POWELL
DEER LODGE

STATE

ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
ID
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
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COUNTY
MISSOULA

LEWIS AND CLARK

MINERAL
LAKE
HUMBOLDT
ELKO
DESCHUTES
KLAMATH
HOOD RIVER
LAKE
HARNEY
GILLIAM
GRANT
CROOK
MALHEUR
WHEELER
BAKER
MORROW
UMATILLA
WASCO
UNION
SHERMAN
WALLOWA
JEFFERSON
BOX ELDER
GARFIELD
LINCOLN
KITTITAS
FERRY
FRANKLIN
SPOKANE
STEVENS
CHELAN
DOUGLAS
YAKIMA
GRANT
OKANAGAN
BENTON

"WHITMAN

ADAMS
COLUMBIA

WALLA WALLA

SKAMANTA
KLICKITAT

PEND OREILLE

ASOTIN
CLARK
COWLITZ
KING
LEWIS

MT
MT
MT
MT

OR
OR
OR
CR
OR
OR
OR
CR
OR
OR
OR
OR
CR
CR
CR
OR
CR
OR
uT
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA



COUNTY

PACIFIC
PIERCE
SNOHOMISH
THURSTON
WAHKIAKUM
BENTON
CLACKAMAS
COLUMBIA
LANE

LINN
MARION
MULTNOMAH
POLK
WASHINGTON
YAMHILL
TETON
SUBLETTE
LINCOLN

Wa
WA
WA
WA
WA
OR
OR
CR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
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County

Clark
Cowlitz
King

Lewis
Pacific
Pierce
Snohomish
Thurston
Wahkiakum
Benton
Clackamas
Columbia
Lane

Linn
Marion
Multnomah
Polk
Washington
Yamhill

WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
WA
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR

in the
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Eastside Frequencies
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V2 SAMPLE REGION

Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
EASTSIDE 3 413 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 413 Missing cases 0
V3 P AND ANIMAL FOR HUMAN USE

Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 120 29.1 29.6 29.6
DISAGREE 2 73 17.7 18.0 47.5
NEUTRAL 3 52 12.6 12.8 60.3
AGREE 4 71 17.2 17.5 77.8
STRONGLY AGREE 5 90 21.8 22.2 100.0
9 7 1.7 Missing

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 406 Missing cases 7
V4 HUMANKIND TO RULE NATURE
: Valid Cum
Value lLabel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 120 29.1 29.7 29.7
DISAGREE 2 57 13.8 14.1 43.8
NEUTRAL 3 49 11.9 12.1 55.9
AGREE 4 61 14.8 15.1 71.0
STRONGLY AGREE 5 117 28.3 29.0 100.0

9 9 2.2 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 404 . Missing cases 9
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18:18:41 Washington State University

Frequency Percent

IBM 3090-300E

Frequency Percent

14.90
9.4
30.3
16.9
26.2
1

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
3.0 3.0
4.5 7.4
10.4 17.9
32.3 50.1
49.9 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
14.5 14.5
9.7 26.2
31.3 55.5
17.5 73.0
27.0 100.0
Missing
100.0

vs HUMAN HAVE ETHICAL OBLIGATION
Value Label Value
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 12
DISAGREE 2 18
NEUTRAL 3 42
AGREE 4 130
STRONGLY AGREE 5 201
9 10

Total 413
Valid cases 403 Missing cases 10
vé EARTH NEEDS LESS PEOPLE
Value label Value
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 58
DISAGREE 2 39
NEUTRAL 3 125
AGREE [ 70
STRONGLY AGREE 5 108

9 13

Total 413

Valid cases 400 Missing cases 13
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v7 EQUAL RIGHTS ON EARTH
. Val i d Cum

Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 72 17.4 17.8 -17.8
DI SAGREE 2 45 10.9 11.1 28.9
NEUTRAL 3 62 15.0 15.3 44.2
AGREE 4 . 97 23.5 24.0 68.1
STRONGLY AGREE 5 129 31.2 31.9 100.0

9 8 - 1.9 Missing

Tot al 413 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 405 M ssing cases 8
Vs DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PBLMS
Valid Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO ENVIRONMENTAL PBL 1 9 2.2 2.2 2.2
NO ENVIR PBLM EXI STS 2 26 6.3 6.5 8.7
NO ENVIRON PBLH EXI S 3 45 10.9 11.2 19.9
UNCERTAIN IF PBLM EX 4 20 4.8 5.0 24.9
SERI QUS PBLM EXISTS 5 118 28.6 29.4 54.2
SERIOUS PBLM EXISTS 6 87 21.1 21.6 75.9
SERI QUS ENVIRON PBLM 7 97 23.5 24.1 100.0

9 11 2.7 Missing

______________ w--e---
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 402, Missing cases 11
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v9 ECONOMICS HIGHEST PRIORITY
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 42 10. 2 10.3 10.3
' DI SAGREE 2 79 19.1 19.5 29.8
NEUTRAL 3 75 18.2 18.5 48.3
AGREE 4 121 29.3 29.8 78.1
STRONGLY AGREE 5 89 21.5 21.9 100.0
9 7 1.7 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 406 M ssing cases 7
V10 GREATER PROTECT TO FI SH
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 38 9.2 9.4 9.4
DISAGREE 2 59 14.3 14.5 23.9
NEUTRAL 3 88 21.3 21.7 45.6
AGREE 4 123 29.8 30.3 75.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 98 23.7 24.1 100.0
9 7 1.7 Missing

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 406 Missing cases 7
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V1l ALTER LAWS TO MAINTAIN TIMBER JOBS
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 61 14.8 15.0 15.0
‘DISAGREE 2 61 14.8 15.0 30.0
NEUTRAL 3 68 i6.5 16.7 46. 8
AGREE 4 103 24.9 25.4 72.2
STRONGLY AGREE 5 113 27.4 27.8 100.0
9 7 1.7 M ssing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 406 M ssing cases 7
v12 GREATER PROTECTION TO WLDLIFE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 35 a.b 8.6 8.6
DISAGREE 2 59 14.3 14.5 23.1
NEUTRAL 3 94 22.8 23.1 46.2
AGREE 4 127 30.8 31.2 77.4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 92 22.3 22.6 100.0
9 6 1.5 M ssing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 407 M ssing cases 6
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v13 MORE WILDERNESS AREAS I N PUBLIC LANDS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 97 23.5 24.0 24.0
Dl SAGREE 2 67 16.2 16.6 40. 6
NEUTRAL 3 81 19.6 20.0 60. 6
AGREE 4 a4 20.3 20.8 al .4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 75 la.2 18.6 100.0
9 9 2.2 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 404 M ssing cases 9
v1i4 PROTECT RARE PLANT COMMUN
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 58 14.0 14.3 14.3
DI SAGREE 2 77 18.6 19.0 33.3
NEUTRAL 3 101 24.5 24.9 58.1
AGREE 4 107 25.9 26. 4 84.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 63 15.3 15.5 100.0
9 7 1.7 Hissing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 406 M ssi ng cases 7
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v15 SAVE TIMBER JOBS OVER OLD G
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 57 13.8 14.1 14.1
DISAGREE 2 77 18.6 19.0 33.1
NEUTRAL 3 100 24.2 24.7 57.8
AGREE 4 100 24.2 24.7 82.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 71 17.2 17.5 100.0
9 8 1.9 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 405 Missing cases 8
V1é ALLOW | NSECTS TO RUN COURSE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 160 38.7 39.5 39.5
DI SAGREE 2 102 24.7 25.2 64.7
NEUTRAL 3 84 20.3 20.7 85.4
AGREE 4 39 9.4 9.6 95.1
STRONGLY AGREE 5 20 4.8 4.9 100.0
9 8 1.9 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 405 Missing cases 8’
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V17 EMPHASI ZE LI VESTOCK ON RANGELAND

Frequency Percent

Frequency Percent

Value Label Val ue
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 90
DI SAGREE 2 100
NEUTRAL 3 131
AGREE 4 51
STRONGLY ACGREE 5 34
9 7
Tot al 413
Valid cases 406 M ssing cases
vis INFORMED ABOUT COL BASIN
Val ue Label Val ue
NOT | NFORMED 1 40
VERY LITTLE | NFORVED 2 75
MODERATELY | NFORMED 3 170
I NFORMED 4 85
VERY | NFORMED 5 37
9 6
Tot al 413
Valid cases 407 M ssing cases
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21.8
24.2
31.7
12.3
a.2
1.7

VM/XA
Val i d Cum
Percent Percent
22.2 22.2
24.6 46.8
32.3 79.1
12.6 91.6
a.4 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
Val i d Cum
Percent Percent
9.8 9.8
la.4 28.3
41.8 70.0
20.9 90.9
9.1 100.0
Missing
100.0
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v19 ENVIRON PBLMS IN CRB

Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI S 1 a 1.9 2.0 2.0
NO PBLM EXISTS IN CR 2 27 6.5 6.7 a.7
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI S 3 50 12.1 12.5 21.2
UNCERTAIN 4 96 23.2 23.9 45.1
PBLM EXISTS IN CRB 5 101 24.5 25.2 70.3
SERIOUS PBLM EXI STS 6 68 16.5 17.0 87.3
SERI QUS ENVIRON PBLM 7 51 12.3 12.7 100.0

9 12 2.9 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 401 Missing cases 12
V20 FREQ OF VISIT TO CRB

Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NEVER 1 61 14.8 15.3 15.3
RARELY 2 122 29.5 30.7 46.0
OCCASIONALLY 3 127 30.8 31.9 77.9
SOMEWHAT FREQUENTLY 4 53 12.8 13.3 91.2
VERY FREQUENTLY 5 35 a.5 8.8 100.0

9 15 3.6 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 398, Missing cases 15
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v21 BEI NG WTH OTHERS
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 122 29.5 37.1 37.1
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 47 11. 4 14. 3 51.4
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 64 15.5 19.5 70.8
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 38 9.2 11.6 82. 4
VERY IMPORTANT 5 58 14.0 17.6 100.0
9 a4 20.3 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 329 Missing cases 84
v22 LEARNING ABOUT NATURE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT | MPORTANT 1 39 9.4 11.9 11.9
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 52 12. 6 15.8 27.7
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 89 21.5 27.1 54. 7
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 96 23.2 29.2 83.9
VERY IMPORTANT 5 53 12.8 16.1 100.0
9 84 20.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 329 M ssing cases a4
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V23 VIEWING SCENERY

Value Label

NOT IMPORTANT

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 334

Value Frequency Percent

O N D UHN -

Total

Missing cases

V24 PHYSICAL FITNESS

Value Label

NOT IMPORTANT

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 329

Value Frequency Percent

NN s NN

Total

Missing cases

10

51

72
64
110
64
19
84
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17.4
15.5
26.6
15.5
6
3

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
3.0 3.0
2.1 5.1
15.3 20.4
33.5 53.9
6.1 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
21.9 21.9
19.5 41.3
33.4 74.8
19.5 9.2
5.8 100.0
Missing
100.0
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V25 EXCITEMENT AND ADVENTURE
Valid Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 43 10. 4 13.2 13.2
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 50 12.1 15.3 28.5
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 89 21.5 i7.3 55.8
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 95 23.0 29.1 85.0
VERY IMPORTANT 5 49 11.9 15.0 100.0

9 87 21.1 M ssi ng

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 326 M ssing cases 87
’
V26 ESCAPE FROM NORMAL ROUTINE
Valid Cum

Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 10 2.4 3.0 3.0
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 12 2.9 3.6 6.7
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 38 9.2 11.5 18.2
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 100 24.2 30.3 48. 5
VERY IMPORTANT 5 170 41.2 51.5 100.0

9 a3 20.1 Missing

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 330 M ssing cases 83
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V27 GET AWAY FROM OTHERS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 36 8.7 10.9 10.9
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 34 8.2 10.3 21.1
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 62 15.0 18.7 39.9
. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 86 20.8 26.0 65.9
VERY IMPORTANT 5 113 27.4 34.1 100.0
9 82 19.9 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 331 Missing cases a2
V28 OTHER USES INTERFERE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
YES 1 69 16.7 20.2 20.2
NO 2 240 58.1 70.2 90.4
DONT REMEMBER 3 33 8.0 9.6 100.0
9 71 17.2 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 342 M ssing cases 71
V29 QUALITY PLACE TO LIVE
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 220 53.3 53.8 53.8
CIRCLED 1 189 45.8 46.2 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 Missing cases 4
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V3o OUTDOOR RECREATION
Valid Cum
Val ue Label | Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CI RCLED 0 270 65.4 66.0 66.0
Cl RCLED 1 139 33.7 34.0 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases
v31l VACATION DESTINATION
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 375 90. 8 91.7 91.7
CIRCLED 1 34 8.2 a.3 100.0
4 1.0 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases
V32 WILDERNESS
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 351 85.0 85.8 85.8
CIRCLED 1 58 14.0 14.2 100.0
4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases
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v33 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent .Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 350 84.7 85.6 85.6
Cl RCLED 59 '14.3 14. 4 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
v 3 4 W LDLI FE HABITAT
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT  Cl RCLED 0 312 75.5 76.3 76.3
Cl RCLED 1 97 23.5 23.7 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
v35 SALMON
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 376 91.0 91.9 91.9
CIRCLED 1 33 8.0 8.1 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 Missing cases 4
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V36 ECOLOGICAL HEALTH
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT ClI RCLED 0 334 80.9 81.7 al.7
Cl RCLED 1 75 18.2 18.3 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
v37 SOLI TUDE/ SPI RI TUAL  VALUES
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 367 88.9 89.7 89.7
Cl RCLED 1 42 10.2 10.3 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 Missing cases 4
V38 RESOURCES FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 214 51.8 52.3 52.3
Cl RCLED 1 195 47.2 47.7 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
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V39 TIMBER PRODUCTION

Value Label

NOT CIRCLED
CIRCLED

Valid cases

Value Frequency
0 368
1 4Gl
9 4
Total 413
409 Missing cases

V4o LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Value lLabel Value Frequency
NOT CIRCLED 0 383
CIRCLED 1 26
9 4
Total 413
Valid cases 409 Missing cases
V41l COMMERCIAL FISHING
Value Label Value Frequency
NOT CIRCLED 0 404
CIRCLED 1 5
9 4
Total 413
Valid cases 409 Missing cases
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Percent

Percent

Percent

VM/XA

Valid Cum
Percent Percent

90.0 90.0
10.0 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum

Percent Percent

93.6 93.6
6.6 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
98.8 98.8
1.2 100.0
Missing
100.0
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V42 AGRI CULTURE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 347 84.0 84.8 84.8
Cl RCLED 1 62 15.0 15.2 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
v43 RESERVOIR STORAGE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT" Cl RCLED 0 365 88.4 89.2 89.2
CIRCLED 1 44 10. 7 10.8 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
va4 HYDRO ELECTRIC POWER
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOTr  Cl RCLED 0 329 79.7 80. 4 80. 4
Cl RCLED 1 80 19. 4 19.6 100.0
4 1.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
132



oa- Nov- 94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR | BM vM/cMs
18:18:42 Washington State University |BM 3090-300E VM/XA

v45 ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 374 90.6 91.4 91.4
CIRCLED 1 35 8.5 . 8.6 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
V46 OTHER
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 401 97.1 98.0 98.0
Cl RCLED 1 8 1.9 2.0 100.0
9 4 1.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 409 M ssing cases 4
v47 INTRODUCE FIRE IN FEDERAL FORESTS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
SUPPRESS FIRE IN ALL 1 30 7.3 8.1 8.1
SUPPRESS FIRE AND US 2 64 15.5 17.3 25.5
SUPPRESS WLDFIRES U 3 174 42.1 47.2 72.6
ALLOW W LDFI RES 4 85 20.6 23.0 95.7
OTHER 5 16 3.9 4.3 100.0
9 44 10.7 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 369 Missing cases 44
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V48

Value Label

STRONGLY OPPOSE
OPPOSE

NEUTRAL

SUPPORT

STRONGLY SUPPORT

Valid cases 402

v49

Value Label

STRONGLY OPPOSE
OPPOSE

NEUTRAL

SUPPORT

STRONGLY SUPPORT

Valid cases 400

Value Frequency Percent

© b wN -

Total

M ssi ng

SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
Washington State University

SELECTIVE LOGGING PRACTICES

cases 11

CLEARCUTTING IN BURN AREAS

Val ue Frequency Percent
1 51 12.3
2 73 17.7
3 81 19.6
4 102 24.7
5 93 22.5
9 13 3.1

Tot al 413 100.0

Missing cases 13
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VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent

1.5 1.5
4.7 6.2
11.4 17.7
36.1 53.7
46.3 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
12.7 12.7
18.2 31.0
20.2 51.2
25.5 76.7
23.2 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
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V50 SELECTIVE CUTTING IN BURN AREAS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 17 4.1 4.3 4.3
OPPOSE 2 22 5.3 5.5 9.8
NEUTRAL 3 70 16.9 17.6 27. 4
SUPPORT 4 160 38.7 40. 2 67.6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 129 31.2 32.4 100.0
9 15 3.6 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 398 Missing cases 15
V51 REGULATION INCREASE PROTECTION
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 63 15.3 15.7 15.7
OPPOSE 2 77 18. 6 19.2 34.8
NEUTRAL 3 82 19.9 20.4 55. 2
SUPPORT 4 94 22.8 23.4 78.6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 86 20.8 21.4 100.0
9 11 2.1 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 402 Missing cases 11
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V52 ROAD CLOSURE IN SENSI TI VE AREAS
Val i d Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 53 12.8 13.2 13.2
OPPOSE 2 57 13.8 14.1 27.3
NEUTRAL 3 83 20.1 20.6 47.9
SUPPORT 4 103 24.9 25.6 73.4
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 107 25.9 26.6 100.0

9 10 2.4 M ssi ng

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 403 M ssing cases 10
v53 INCREASE LIVESTOCK REGUL
Val i d Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 45 10.9 11.3 11.3
OPPOSE 2 53 12.8 13.3 24.6
NEUTRAL 3 118 28.6 29.6 54.1
SUPPORT 4 90 21.8 22.6 76.7
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 93 22.5 23.3 100.0

9 14 3.4 Missing

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 399 Missing cases 14
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v54 USE CHEM CAL HERBI ClI DES
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 76 18. 4 19.2 19.2
OPPOSE 2 101 24.5 25.5 44.7
NEUTRAL 3 104 25.2 26.3 71.0
SUPPORT 4 73 17.7 18. 4 89.4
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 42 10. 2 10. 6 100. 0
9 17 4.1 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 396 M ssing cases 17
V55 USE ORGANIC HERBICIDES
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 9 2.2 2.3 2.3
OPPOSE 2 17 4.1 4.3 6.5
NEUTRAL 3 81 19. 6 20. 4 26.9
SUPPORT 4 154 37.3 38.7 65. 6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 137 33.2 34.4 100.0
9 15 3.6 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100. 0
Valid cases 398 M ssing cases 15
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Ve

V56 SELECTIVE HARVEST TO PREVENT DISEASE

Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 2 .5 .5 .5
OPPOSE 2 8 1.9 2.0 2.5
NEUTRAL 3 28 6.8 6.9 9.4
SUPPORT 4 146 35.4 36.2 4 5
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 219 53.0 54.3 100.0

9 10 2.4 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 403 M ssing cases 10
v57 I NFORVED ABOUT SALMON RUNS

Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT | NFORMED 1 36 8.7 8.9 8.9
VERY LITTLE | NFORMED 2 60 14.5 14.8 23.6
MODERATELY INFORMED 3 141 "34.1 34.7 58. 4
INFORMED 4 121 29.3 29.8 88.2
VERY | NFORMED 5 48 11.6 11.8 100.0

9 7 1.7 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 406 M ssing cases 7
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v58 FOREI GN TRAWLERS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 238 57.6 60. 3 60. 3
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 115 27.8 29.1 89. 4
NOT A THREAT 3 12 2.9 3.0 92.4
DONT KNOW 4 30 7.3 7.6 100.0
9 18 4.4 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 395 M ssing cases 18
v59 OCEAN  WARM NG
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 45 10.9 11.6 11.6
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 141 34.1 36.3 47.9
NOT A THREAT 3 92 22.3 23.7 71.6
DONT KNOW 4 110 26.6 28. 4 100.0
9 2 5 6.1 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 388 Missing cases 25
Véo PREDATORS'SUCH AS SEALS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 84 20.3 22.1 22.1
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 132 32.0 34.7 56. 8
NOT A THREAT 3 109 26.4 28.7 85.5
DONT KNOW 4 55 13.3 14.5 100.0
9 33 8.0 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 380 M ssing cases 33
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Vél HABITAT DESTRUCTION IN FORESTS
Value tabel » Value Frequency Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 117 28.3
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 150 36.3
NOT A THREAT 3 71 17.2
DONT KNOW 4 63 10.4
9 32 7.7
Total 413 100.0
Valid cases 381 Missing cases 32
V62 HABITAT DESTR IN RANGELANDS
Value Label Value Frequency Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 104 25.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO0 S 2 142 36.49
NOT A THREAT 3 95 23.0
DONT KNOW G G6 11.1
9 26 6.3
Total 413 100.0
Valid cases 387 Missing cases 26
Vé3 DAMS
Value Label Value Frequency Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 187 45.3
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 130 31.5
NOT A THREAT 3 51 12.3
DONT KNOW 4 20 4.8
9 25 6.1
Total 613 100.90
Valid cases 388 Missing cases 25

14

0

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
30.7 30.7
39.4 70.1
18.6 88.7
11.3 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
26.9 26.9
36.7 63.6
24.5 88.1
11.9 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
48.2 48.2
33.5 81.7
13.1 94 .8
5.2 100.0
Missing
100.0
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V64 | RRI GATI ON
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 66 16.0 17.4 17.4
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 135 32.7 35.5 52.9
NOT A THREAT 3 136 32.9 35.8 88.7
DONT KNOW 4 43 10.4 11.3 100.0
9 33 8.0 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

_Valid cases 380 Missing cases 33

V65 WATER POLLUTION

Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 187 45. 3 49. 3 49. 3
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 145 35.1 38.3 87.6
NOT A THREAT 3 27 6.5 7.1 94. 7
DONT KNOW 4 20 4.8 5.3 100.0
9 34 8.2 M ssing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 379 M ssing cases 34
Véé NATI VE AMERICAN G LL NETS
Val i d Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 167 40. 4 43. 2 43. 2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 113 27.4 29.2 72.4
NOT A THREAT 3 68 16.5 17.6 89.9
DONT KNOW 4 39 9.4 10.1 100.0
9 26 6.3 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 387 M ssing cases 26
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V67 DOVESTI C AND COMMER FI SHI NG
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 167 40.4 43.2 43.2
-PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 113 27.4 29.2 72.4
NOT A THREAT 3 68 16.5 17.6 89.9
DONT KNOW 4 39 9.4 10.1 100.0
9 26 6.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 387 M ssing cases ‘26
V68 RECREATION AND SPORT FI SHI NG
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 28 6.8 7.1 7.1
PROBABLE THREAT TO § 2 101 24.5 25.6 32.7
NOT A THREAT 3 234 56.7 59.4 92.1
DONT KNOW 4 31 7.5 7.9 100.0
9 19 4.6 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 394 Missing cases 19
V69 OTHER
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 27 6.5 44.3 44.3
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 9 2.2 14.8 59.0
DONT KNOW 4 25 6.1 41.0 100.0
9 352 85.2 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 61 M ssing cases 352
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V70 SALMON RECOVERY VS ECONOM CS
Val i d Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent

SALMON RECOVERY HIGH 1 32 7.7 8.1 8.1
SALMON RECOV HIGH PR 2 33 8.0 8.3 16.4

SALMON RECOV H GH 3 54 13.1 13.6 30.1

SALMON RECOV EQUALS 4 164 39.7 41. 4 71.5

SOCI CECON  HI GH 5 45 10.9 11. 4 82.8

SOCI CECON HI GH PRIOR 6 34 8.2 8.6 91.4

SOCI CECON  HIGHEST PR 7 34 8.2 8.6 100.0

9 17 4.1 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 396 M ssing cases 17
v71 TRUST BLM
Val i d Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

NO TRUST AT ALL 1 53 12.8 13.6 13.6

LIMTED TRUST 2 136 32.9 35.0 48. 6

UNCERTAIN 3 77 18.6 19.8 68. 4

MODERATE TRUST 4 111 26.9 28.5 96. 9

GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 12 2.9 3.1 100.0

9 24 5.8 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 389, M ssing cases 24
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V72 TRUST FOREST SERVICE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent ‘Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 52 12.6 13.5 13.5
LIMTED TRUST 2 102 24.7 26.4 39.9
UNCERTAIN 3 71 17.2 18.4 58.3
MODERATE TRUST 4 132 32.0 34.2 92.5
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 29 7.0 7.5 .100.0
9 27 6.5 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 386 M ssing cases 27
v73 TRUST FISH AND WILDLIFE
Val i d Cum
Value’ Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 54 13.1 14.0 14.0
LIMTED TRUST 2 82 19.9 21.2 35.1
UNCERTAIN 3 70 16.9 18.1 53.2
MODERATE TRUST 4 150 36.3 38.8 92.0
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 31 7.5 8.0 100.0
9 26 6.3 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 387 M ssing cases 26
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v74 TRUST CONGRESS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 203 49.2 51.8 51.8
LIMITED TRUST 2 117 28. 3 29.8 .81.6
UNCERTAIN 3 42 10.2 10.7 92.3
MODERATE TRUST 4 2 5 6.1 6.4 98. 7
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 5 1.2 1.3 100.0
9 21 5.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 392 M ssing cases 21
V75 TRUST NATIVE AMER GOVTS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 123 29.8 31.4 31.4
LIMTED TRUST 2 98 23.7 25.0 56. 4
UNCERTAIN 3 91 22.0 23.2 79.6
MODERATE TRUST 4 60 14.5 15.3 94. 9.
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 20 4.8 5.1 100.0
9 21 5.1 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 392 M ssing cases 21
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V76 TRUST ARMY CORPS OF ENGIN

Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 89 21.5 22.9 22.9
LIMTED TRUST 2 120 29.1 30.8 53.7
UNCERTAIN 3 99 24.0 25.4 79.2
MODERATE TRUST 4 69 16.7 17.7 96.9
GREAT ‘DEAL OF TRUST 5 12 2.9 3.1 100. 0

9 24 5.8 M ssi ng
Total 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 389 M ssing cases 24
v77 TRUST BPA

Val i d Cum
Val ue' Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 85 20.6 22.0 22.0
LIM TED TRUST 2 116 28.1 30.1 52.1
UNCERTAIN 3 100 24.2 25.9 78.0
MODERATE TRUST 4 69 16.7 17.9 95.9
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 16 3.9 4.1 100.0

9 27 6.5 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 386 M ssing cases 27
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V78 TRUST UNIV RESEARCHERS

Val ue Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMTED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 387

Val ue

Tot al

Missing

v79 TRUST FEDERAL CTS

Val ue Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMTED TRUST
UNCER'TAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 391

Val ue

Tot al

M ssi ng

© 00 b~ wN+—

© 0B w N -

I BM 3090-300E

Frequency

27
78
101
130

Frequency Percent

118
123
77

cases

147

22

Percent

28.6
29.8

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
7.0 7.0
20. 2 27.1
26.1 53.2
33.6 86. 8
13.2 100.0
M ssing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
30.2 30.2
31.5 61.6
19.7 81.3
14.8 96.2
3.8 100.0
M ssing
100.0
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Washington State University

vao TRUST NATL PUBLIC OPI NI ON

Frequency Percent

86
118
98
66
20
25

25

IBM 3090-300E

Val ue Label Val ue
NO TRUST AT ALL 1
LIMITED TRUST 2
UNCERTAIN 3
MODERATE TRUST 4
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5

9

Tot al

Valid cases 388 Missing cases
Vel TRUST WESTERN PUB OPI NI ON

Val ue Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMTED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 387

Val ue

Tot al

M ssi ng

© O~ WN -

Frequency Percent

cases

20
77
97

26

148

4.8
18.6
23.5

1
6
3

VM/XA
Val i d Cum
Percent Percent
22.2 22.2
30.4 52.6
25.3 77.8
17.0 94. 8
5.2 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
5.2 5.2
19.9 25.1
25.1 50.1
36. 4 86. 6
13. 4 -100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
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V82 TRUST URBAN COMMUN I N CRB
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 38 9.2 9.8 9.8
LIMITED TRUST 2 98 23. 7 25.2 35.0
UNCERTAIN 3 116 28.1 29.8 64. 8
MODERATE TRUST 4 107 25.9 27.5 92.3
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 30 7.3 7.7 100.0

9 24 5.8 M ssi ng

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 389 M ssing cases 24
V83 TRUST RURAL IN CRB
Valid Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 20 4.8 5.1 5.1
LIMTED TRUST 2 67 16. 2 17.2 22.4
UNCERTAIN 3 87 21.1 22. 4 44.7
MODERATE TRUST 4 148 35.8 38.0 82.8
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 67 16. 2 17.2 100.0

9 24 5.8 Missing

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 389 Missing cases 24
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V84 INFLUENCE OF BLM

Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 26 5.8 6.5 6.5
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 99 24.0 26.8 33.2
UNCERTAIN 3 63 15.3 17.0 50.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 146 35.4 39.5 89.7
A GREAT DEAL 5 38 9.2 10.3 100.0

9 43 10.4 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 370 Missing cases 43
V85 INFLU OF FOREST SERVICE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 21 5.1 5.6 5.6
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 92 22.3 24.7 30.46
UNCERTAIN 3 61 14.8 16.4 46.8
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 146 35.4 39.2 86.0
A GREAT DEAL 5 52 12.6 14.0 100.0

9 41 9.9 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 372 Missing cases 41
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INFLU OF FISH AND WLDLIFE

Value Label

NONE AT ALL 1 29
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 81
UNCERTAIN 3 51
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 152
A GREAT DEAL 5 55
9 45
Tot al 413
Valid cakes 368 M ssing cases 45
V87 INFLU OF CONGRESS
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency
NONE AT ALL 1 128
LIM TED | NFLUENCE 2 120
UNCERTAI N 3 47
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 52
A GREAT DEAL 5 21
9 45
Total 413
Valid cases 368 M ssing cases 45

Value Frequency

151

I BM 3090-300E

Percent

Percent

31.0
29.1
11. 4
12.6
1
9

VM/XA

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
7.9 7.9
22.0 29.9
13.9 43.8
41.3 85.1
14.9 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0

Valid Cum

Per cent Percent
34.8 34.8
32.6 67.4
12.8 80.2
14.1 94.3
5.7 100.0

Missing

100.0
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vas - INFLU OF NATIVE GOVTS
Valid Cum

Value Label ‘ Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 84 20.3 22.5 22.5
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 128 31.0 36.3 56.8
UNCERTAIN 3 69 16.7 18.5 75.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 69 16.7 18.5 93.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 23 5.6 6.2 100.0

9 40 9.7 Missing

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 40
Va9 INFLU OF ARMY CORPS OF ENGIN
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 78 18.9 21.1 21.1
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 119 28.8 32.2 83.2
UNCERTAIN 3 84 20.3 22.7 75.9
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 77 18.6 20.8 96.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 12 2.9 3.2 100.0

9 43 10.4 Missing

Total 413 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 370 Missing cases 43
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V9o INFLU OF BPA
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 77 18.6 20.9 20.9
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 120 29.1 32.5 53. 4
UNCERTAIN 3 82 19.9 22.2 75.6
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 72 17. 4 19.5 95.1
A GREAT DEAL 5 18 4.4 4.9 100.0
9 44 10.7 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 369 M ssing cases 44
V9l INFLU OF UNIV RESEARCHERS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue. Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 33 8.0 8.8 8.8
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 85 20.6 22.8 31.6
UNCERTAIN 3 89 21.5 23.9 55.5
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 115 27.8 30.8 86.3
A GREAT DEAL 5 51 12.3 13.7 100.0
9 40 9.7 M ssing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 40
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V92 INFLU OF FEDERAL CRTS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 114 27 .6 30.7 30.7
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 94 22.8 25.3 56.1
UNCERTAIN 3 73 17.7 19.7 75.7
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 64 15.5 17.3 93.0
A GREAT DEAL 5 26 6.3 7.0 100.0

9 42 10.2 Missing

Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 371 Missing cases q2
V93 INFLU OF NATL PUB OPINION
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 78 18.9 21.0 21.0
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 115 27.8 30.9 51.9
UNCERTAIN 3 79 19.1 21.2 73.1
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 72 17.4 19.4 92.5
A GREAT DEAL 5 28 6.8 7.5 100.0

9 41 9.9 Missing

Total 613 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 372 Missing cases 41
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v94 INFLU OF WEST PUB OPI NI ON
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 10 2.4 2.7 2.7
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 73 17.7 19.9 22.6
UNCERTAIN 3 60 14.5 16.3 39.0
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 144 34.9 39.2 78.2
A GREAT DEAL N 5 80 19.4 21.8 100.0
9 46 11.1 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 367 M ssing cases 46
v95 INFLU OF URBAN I N CRB
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 17 4.1 4.6 4.6
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 97 23.5 26.4 31.0
UNCERTAIN 3 88 21.3 23.9 54.9
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 118 28.6 32.1 87.0
A GREAT DEAL 5 48 11.6 13.0 100.0
9 45 10.9 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 368 Missing cases 45
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V96 INFLU OF RURAL IN CRB
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 9 2.2 2.4 2.4
LI MI TED | NFLUENCE 2 61 14.8 16.4 18.9
UNCERTAIN 3 68 16.5 18.3 37.2
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 140 33.9 37.7 74.9
A GREAT DEAL 5 93 22.5 25.1 100.0
9 42 10.2 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 371 M ssing cases 42
v97 ROLE OF PUBLIC
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE 1 9 2.2 2.3 2.3
PROVIDE SUGGESTI ONS 2 54 13.1 13.6 15.9
ADVISORY BOARDS 3 123 29.8 31.1 47.0
FULL AND EQUAL PARTN : 4 146 35.4 36.9 83.8
FULL DECI SI ONMAKI NG 5 54 13.1 13.6 97.5
OTHER 6 10 2.4 2.5 100.0
9 17 4.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 396 Missing cases 17
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Vo8 AGE

Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

25 AND YOUNGER 1 80 19.4 19.4 19.4
26 THOUGH 35 2 62 15.0 15.0 34.4
36 THROUGH 45 3 84 20.3 20.3 54.7
46 THROUGH 55 4 101 24.5 24.5 79.2
55 AND OLDER 5 86 20.8 20.8 100.0
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 413 M ssing cases 0
v99 SEX
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
FEMALE 1 95 23.0 24.2 24.2
MALE . 2 297 71.9 75.8 100.0
9 21 5.1 Missing
Tot al 413 100.0 109.0
Valid cases 392 Missing cases 21
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Uni versity

18:18:42 Washi ngt on

V100 LEVEL OF EDUC

Val ue Label

SOME GRADE SCHOOL

State

| BM 3090-300E

Value Frequency Percent

COMPLETED GRADE SCHO -2
SOME H GH SCHOOL 3

COMPLETED H GH SCHOO 4
SOME COLLEGE 5
COMPLETED COLLEGE 6
SOME GRADUATE WORK 7
ADVANCED DEGREE 8
9
Total

Valid cases 408 M ssi ng
viol LIBERAL OR CONSERVATIVE
Value Label Val ue
VERY LIBERAL 1
LIBERAL 2
MODERATE 3
CONSERVATIVE 4
VERY CONSERVATIVE 5
9
Total

Valid cases 407 M ssi ng

cases

Frequency

cases

164

158

Percent

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent

.5 .5

1.2 1.7
3.4 5.1
15.2’ 20.3
40.2 60.5
15.9 76.5
9.8 86.3
13.7 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
1.7 1.7
8.4 10.1
50.4 60.4
29.0 89.4
10.6 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0
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V102 RACE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
WHITE 1 381 92.3 94.3 94.3
NATI VE AMERI CAN 4 9 2.2 2.2 96.5
OTHER 6 14 3.4 3.5 100.0
9 9 2.2 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 404 M ssing cases 9
V103 DEPEND ON | NDUSTRI ES
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 251 60.8 61.7 61.7
YES 2 156 37.8 38.3 100.0
9 6 1.5 M ssing
Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 407 M ssing cases 6
V104 WH CH INDUSTRIES NO 1
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Tl MBER 1 62 15.0 40.8 40.8
RANCHI NG 2 24 5.8 15.8 56.6
FARM NG 3 44 10.7 28.9 85.5
FI SHI NG 4 3 .7 2.0 87.5
OTHER AGRICULTURE 6 7 1.7 4.6 92.1
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 7 1.7 4.6 96.7
TOURI SM  RECREATI ON 8 5 1.2 3.3 100.0
9 261 63.2 Missing
Tot al 413 '100.0 100.0
Valid cases 152 M ssing cases 261
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V105 VWHI CH INDUSTRIES NO 2
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
TIMBER 1 3 7 4.3 4.3
RANCH1 NG 2 27 6.5 38.6 42.9
FARMING 3 20 4.8 28.6 71. 4
FI SHI NG 4 6 1.5 8.6 80.0
OTHER AGRI CULTURE 6 7 1.7 10.0 90.0°
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 6 1.5 8.6 98.6
TOURI SM RECREATION 8 1 .2 1.4 100.0

9 343 83.1 M ssi ng

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 70 M ssing cases 343
V106 NO OF | NDUSTRI ES
Valid Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent

0 85 20.6 36.2 36.2
ONE 1 82 19.9 34.9 71.1
TWO 2 29 7.0 12.3 83.4
THREE 3 15 3.6 6.4 89.8
FOUR 4 9 2.2 3.8 93.6
FI VE 5 5 1.2 2.1 95.7
SI X 6 4 1.0 1.7 97. 4
SEVEN 7 6 1.5 2.6 100.0

9 178 43.1 M ssi ng

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 235 M ssing cases 178
160



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
18:18:42 Washington State University IBM 3090-300E VM/XA

v1io7 VALUE COMMUNITY
. Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 18 4.4 6.4 4.4
DISAGREE 2 36 8.7 8.8 13.2
UNCERTAIN . 3 55 13.3 13.4 26.6
AGREE G 148 35.8 36.1 62.7
STRONGLY AGREE 5 153 37.0 37.3 100.0
9 3 7 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 410 Missing cases 3
v1ios ENVIRON GRP MEMBER
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 352 85.2 90.3 90.3
YES 2 38 9.2 9.7 100.0
9 23 5.6 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 390 Missing cases 23
vV1g9 RECREATION GRP MEMBER
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 337 Bl1.6 85.5 85.5
YES - 2 57 13.8 14.5 100.0
9 19 4.6 Missing
Total 413 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 394 Missing cases 19
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v1ile WISE USE MEMBER
Valid Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 353 85.5 85.5 85.5
YES 2 37 9.0 9.0 94 .4

9 23 5.6 5.6 100.0

Tot al 413 100.0 100.0

\?ali’c;l cases 413 Missing cases 0

)
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v2 SAMPLE REGION

Valid cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

WESTSIDE 2 376 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 376 M ssing cases 0
v3 P AND ANIMAL FOR HUMAN USE

Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 124 33.0 33.5 33.5
DI SAGREE 2 75 19.9 20.3 53.8
NEUTRAL 3 65 17.3 17.6 71.4
AGREE 4 56 14.9 15.1 86.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 50 13.3 13.5 100.0
9 6 1.6 M ssi ng

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 370 M ssing cases 6
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v4 HUMANKIND TO RULE NATURE
Val i d cum

Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 134 35.6 36.5 36.5
DISAGREE 2 60 16.0 16.3 52.9
NEUTRAL 3 53 14.1 14.4 67.3
AGREE 4 48 12.8 13.1 80.4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 72 19.1 19.6 100.0

9 9 2.4 M ssing

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 367 Missing cases 9
v5 HUMAN HAVE ETHI CAL OBLI GATI ON
Valid Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 7 1.9 1.9 ‘1.9
DI SAGREE 2 19 5.1 5.1 7.0
NEUTRAL 3 37 9.8 9.9 16.9
AGREE 4 114 30.3 30.6 47.6
STRONGLY AGREE 5 194 51.6 52.2 99.7

8 1 .3 .3 100.0

9 4 1.1 Missing

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 372 M ssing cases 4
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V6 EARTH NEEDS LESS PEOPLE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 32 8.5 8.6 8.6
DISAGREE 2 38 10.1 10. 3 18.9
NEUTRAL 3 128 34.0 34.6 53.5
AGREE 4 70 18.6 18.9 72. 4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 102 27.1 27.6 100.0
9 6 1.6 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 370 M ssing cases 6
v7 EQUAL RI GHTS ON EARTH
Valid cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 43 11.4 11.7 11.7
DI SAGREE 2 51 13.6 -13.8 25.5
NEUTRAL 3 54 14. 4 14.6 40.1
AGREE 4 99 26.3 26.8 66. 9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 122 32.4 33.1 100.0
9 7 1.9 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 369 Missing cases 7
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V8 DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PBLMS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Per cent
NO ENVI RONVENTAL  PBL 1 7 1.9 1.9 1.9
NO ENVIR PBLM EXI STS 2 15 4.0 4.0 5.9
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI'S 3 19 5.1 5.1 11.0
UNCERTAIN I F PBLM EX 4 41 10.9 11.0 22.0
SERIQUS PBLM EXI STS 5 77 20.5 20.6 42.6
SERIQUS PBLM EXI STS 6 113 30.1 30.3 72.9
SERIQUS ENVIRON PBLM 7 101, 26.9 27.1 100.0
o 9 3 .8 Missing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
v 9 ECONOMCS HGHEST PRIORITY -
- Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 51 13.6 13.7 13.7
DI SAGREE 2 107 28.5 28.8 42.6
NEUTRAL 3 48 12.8 12.9 55.5
AGREE 4 111 29.5 29.9 85.4
STRONGLY AGREE 5 54 14. 4 14.6 100.0
: 9 5 1.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 371 Missing cases 5
i
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V10 GREATER PROTECT TO FISH
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 16 4.3 4.3 4.3
DISAGREE 2 31 8.2 8.3 12.6
NEUTRAL 3 60 16.0 16.1 28.7
AGREE 4 130 34.6 34.9 63.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 136 36.2 36.5 100.0
9 3 8 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
V11 ALTER LAWS TO MAINTAIN TIMBER JOBS
: Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 86 22.9 23.1 23.1
DISAGREE 2 81 21.5 21.7 44.8
NEUTRAL 3 61 16.2 16.4 61.1
AGREE 4 84 22.3 22.5 83.6
STRONGLY AGREE 5 61 16.2 16.4 100.0
9 3 8 M ssi ng
Total 376 100. 0 100. 0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
168



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
21:59:40 Washington State University IBM 3090-300E VM/XA

V12 GREATER PROTECTION TO WILDLIFE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 23 6.1 6.2 6.2
DISAGREE 2 60 16.0 16.1 22.3
NEUTRAL 3 72 19.1 19.3 41.6
AGREE 4 113 30.1 30.3 71.8
STRONGLY AGREE 5 105 27.9 28.2 100.0
9 3 8 Missing
‘ Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
V13 - MORE WILDERNESS AREAS IN PUBLIC LANDS

: Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 51 13.6 13.7 13.7
DISAGREE 2 61 16.2 16.4 30.0
NEUTRAL 3 59 15.7 15.8 45.8
AGREE 4 102 27.1 27 .3 73.2
STRONGLY AGREE 5 100 26.6 26 .8 100.0

9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
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v14 PROTECT RARE PLANT COMMUN
Val i d Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 30 8.0 8.1 8.1
DISAGREE 2 69 18.4 18.5 26.6
NEUTRAL 3 75 19.9 20.2 46.8
AGREP 4 108 28.7 29.0 75.8
STRONGLY AGREE 5 90 23.9 24.2 100.0

9 4 1.1 Missing

o Total 376 100. 0 100. 0
Valid cases 372 Missing cases 4
V1s SAVE TIMBER JOBS OVER OLD G
4 Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 98 26.1 26.4 26.4
DISAGREE 2 76 20.2 20.5 46.9
NEUTRAL 3 69 18.4 '18.6 65.5
AGREE 4 83 22.1 22.4 87.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 45 12.0 12.1 100.0

9 5 1.3 Missing

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 371 M ssing cases 5
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V16

Value Label

STRONGLY DISAGREE
DI SAGREE

NEUTRAL

AGREE

STRONGLY AGREE

Valid cases 369

% 1 7

Val ue Label
STRONGLY DISAGREE
DI SAGREE
NEUTRAL
AGREE
STRONGLY AGREE

Valid case's 372

State

Val ue

Tota

M ssi ng

Tot al

M ssi ng

© Ol A W N -

© OB~ wWwN -

SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
Uni versity

ALLOW INSECTS TO RUN COURSE

Frequency Percent
100 26.6
89 23.7
92 24.5
71 18.9
17 4.5
-7 1.9
376 100.0
cases 7

EMPHASIZE LIVESTOCK ON RANGELAND

Value Frequency Percent
79 21.0

99 26.3

135 35.9

34 9.0

25 6.6

4 1.1

376 100.0

cases 4
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I BM 3090-300E

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
27.1 27.1
24.1 51.2
24.9 76.2
19.2 95.4
4.6 100.0
Hi ssi ng
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
21.2 21.2
26.6 47.8
36.3 84.1
9.1 93.3
6.7 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
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V18 INFORMED ABOUT COL BASIN
Valid Cum

Val ue Label . Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT INFORMED 1 45 12.0 12.1 12.1
VERY LITTLE INFORMED 2 68 18.1 18.2 30.3
MODERATELY INFORMED 3 183 48.7 49.1 79.4
INFORMED 4 61 16.2 16.4 95.7
VERY INFORMED 5 16 4.3 4.3 100. 0

9 3 .8 Missing
i Total 376 100. 0 100. 0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
v19 ENVIRON PBLMS I N CRB

' ! ., !
e ' Val i d Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI S 1 6 1.6 1.6 1.6
NO PBLM EXISTS IN CR 2 11 2.9 3.0 4.6
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI S 3 24 6.4 6.5 11.1
UNCERTAIN 4 100 26.6 27.0 38.0
PBLM EXISTS IN CRB 5 112 29.8 30.2 68.2
SERI QUS PBLM EXISTS 6 70 18.6 18.9 87.1
SERIOUS ENVIRON PBLM 7 48 12.8 12.9 100. 0,

9 5 1.3 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 371 Missing cases 5

172



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS .
21:59:40 Washington State University IBM 3090-300E VM/XA

V20 FREQ OF VISIT TO CRB

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NEVER 1 45 12.0 12.4 12.4
RARELY 2 165 43.9 45.5 57.9
OCCASIONALLY 3 125 33.2 34.4 92.3
SOMEWHAT FREQUENTLY 4 24 6.4 6.6 98.9
VERY FREQUENTLY 5 4 1.1 1.1 100.0

9 13 3.5 Missing

o ‘ Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 363 Missing cases 13
V21 ‘ BEING WITH OTHERS '

! Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 96 25.5 31.4 31.4
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 57 15.2 18.6 50.0
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 65 17.3 21.2 71.2
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 (11 11.7 14.4 85.6
VERY IMPORTANT 5 44 11.7 16.4 100.0

! 9 70 18.6 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 306 Missing cases 70
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v22

Value Label

NOT | MPORTANT

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 306
v23 ' VI EW NG SCENERY

Val ue -Label

NOT ' IMPORTANT:

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 311

State

LEARNING ABOUT NATURE

Value

© OB~ wWwN -

Total

M ssi ng

Val ue

© OB~ WN -

Tot al

M ssi ng

SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
Uni versity

Frequency Percent
33 8.8
51 13.6
99 26.3
82 21.8
41 10.9
70 18.6
376 100.0
cases 70
Frequency Percent
4 1.1
10 2.7
33 8.8
101 26.9
163 43.4
65 17.3
376 100.0
cases 65
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I BM 3090-300E

VM/ XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
10.8 10.8
16.7 27.5
32.4 59.8
26.8 86.6
13.4 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
1.3 1.3
3.2 4.5
10.6 15.1
32.5 47 .6
52.4 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
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V24 PHYSI CAL  FI TNESS

Valid Cum

Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

NOT IMPORTANT 1 55 14.6 18.2 18.2
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 47 12.5 15.6 33.8
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 114 30.3 37.7 71.5
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 67 17.8 22.2 93.7
VERY IMPORTANT 5 19 5.1 6.3 100.0
9 74 19.7 M ssi ng
t e mmmmmee Moo
o . Total 376 ° 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 302 Missing cases 74
V25 ¢ " EXCITEMENT AND ADVENTURE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 26 6.9 8.7 8.7
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 53 14.1 17.7 26.3
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 89 23.7 29.7 56.0
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 93 24.7 31.0 87.0
VERY IMPORTANT 5 39 10.4 13.0 100.0
9 76 20.2 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 300 M ssing cases 76
! ] : .
] . )
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V26 ESCAPE FROM NORMAL ROUTINE
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 6 1.6 1.9 1.9
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 8 2.1 2.6 4.5
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 42 11.2 13.6 18.2
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 98 26.1 31.8 50.0
VERY IMPORTANT 5 154 41.0 50.0 100.0
, 9 68 18.1 M ssing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 308 M ssing cases 68
V27 - GET AWAY FROM OTHERS
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT. 1 40 10.6 12.9 12.9
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 41 10.9 13.2 26.1
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 73 19.4 23.5 49.7
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 82 21.8 26.5 76.1
VERY IMPORTANT 5 74 19.7 23.9 100.0
9 66 17.6 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 310 M ssing cases 66
V28 ' ‘OTHER USES INTERFERE
Val i d Cum
Value ' Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
YES ‘1 57 15.2 17.6 17.6
NO 2 230 61.2 71.0 88.6
DONT REMEMBER 3 37 9.8 11.4 100.0
9 52 13.8 Missing
e Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 324 M ssing cases 52

176



08-Nov-94 _ SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS

21:59:40 Washington State University | BM 3090-300¢E VM/XA
V29 QUALITY PLACE TO LIVE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 283 75.3 75.9 75.9
Cl RCLED 1 90 23.9 24.1 100.0
9 3 .8 M ssing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
V30 OUTDOOR RECREATION
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 258 68.6 69.2 69.2
Cl RCLED 1 115 30.6 30.8 100.0
9 3 8 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
v31l VACATION DESTI NATI ON
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
]
NOT ClI RCLED 0 325 86.4 87.1 87.1
Cl RCLED 1 48 12.8 12.9 100.0
9 3 .8 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssi ng cases 3
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V32 WILDERNESS
Valid cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT ClI RCLED 0 278 73.9 74.5 74.5
Cl RCLED 1 95 25.3 25.5 100.0
9 3 .8 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cé&es 373 M ssi ng cases 3
v33 "WLD AND SCEN C RI VERS
' Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 307 81.6 82.3 82.3
Cl RCLED 1 ' 66 17.6 17.7 100. 0
3 .8 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
v34 W LDLI FE HABI TAT
. Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 262" 69.7 70. 2 70. 2
ClI RCLED 1 111 29.5 29.8 100. 0
9 3 8 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100. 0
o
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
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V35 SALMON

Value Label

NOT CIRCLED
CIRCLED

Valid cases

ECOLOG

Value Label

NOT CIRCLED
CIRCLED

Valid cases

V37 SOLITU

Value Label

NOT CIRCLED
CIRCLED

Valid cases

RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
ington State University

Value Frequency Percent
0 307 8l1.6
1 66 17.6
9 3 8
Total 376 100.0
373 Missing cases 3
ICAL HEALTH
Value Frequency Percent
0 266 70.7
1 107 28.5
9 3 8
Total 376 100.0
373 Missing cases 3

DE/SPIRITUAL VALUES

Value Frequency Percent
0 331 88.0
1 62 11.2
9 3 8
Total 376 100.0
373 Missing cases 3

179

IBM 3090-300E

VM/ XA

Valid Cum
Percent Percent

82.3 82.3

17.7 100.0
Missing

100.0

Valid Cum

Percent Percent

71.3 71.3

28.7 100.0
Missing

100.0

Valad Cum
Percent Percent

88.7 88.7

11.3 100.0
Missing

100.0
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V38 RESOURCES FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED ) 0 218 58.0 58.4 58.4
CIRCLED 1 155 41.2 61.6 100.0
9 3 .8 Missing
Total 376 100.90 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
V39 TIMBER PRODUCTION
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 348 92.6 93.3 93.3
CIRCLED 1 25 6.6 6.7 100.0
9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 100.0  100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
V4o LIVESTOCK GRAZING
' - Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 368 97.9 98.7 98.7
CIRCLED 1 5 1.3 1.3 100.0
9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
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V4l COMMERCIAL FISHING
_ Valid Cum
Value Label - Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED i} 365 97.1 97.9 97.9
CIRCLED | 1 8 2.1 2.1 100.0
) 9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 160.0 100.0
Valid cases “373 Missing cases 3
Va2 AGRICULTURE
: Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 337 89.6 90.3 90.3
CIRCLED 1 36 9.6 9.7 100.90
9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
V43 RESERVOIR STORAGE
: Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
! o
NOT CIRCLED 0 348 92.6 93.3 93.3
CIRCLED 1 25 6.6 6.7 100.0
9 3 8 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 Missing cases 3
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v44 HYDRO ELECTRIC POAER
vValid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 288 76. 6 77.2 77.2
Cl RCLED 1 85 22.6 22.8 100.0
9 3 .8 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
v45 ECONOM C  OPPORTUNITY
' "Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT- CIRCLED 0 350 93.1 93.8 93.8
Cl RCLED 1 23 6.1 6.2 100.0
3 8 Missing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
V46 OTHER
o Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 369 98.1 98.9 98.9
Cl RCLED 1 4 1.1 1.1 100.0
9 3 8 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 373 M ssing cases 3
1 8 2
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Va7 INTRODUCE FIRE IN FEDERAL FORESTS
. Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
SUPPRESS FIRE IN ALL 1 27 7.2 8.1 8.1
SUPPRESS FIRE AND US 2 59 15.7 17.7 25.7
SUPPRESS WILDFIRES U 3 138 36.7 1.3 67.1
ALLOW WILDFIRES 4 93 26.7 27.8 94.9
OTHER 5 17 4.5 5.1 100.0
9 42 11.2 Missing
Total 376 l100.0 100.0

Valid cases 334 Missing cases 42
V48 - " 'SELECTIVE LOGGING PRACTICES

; ' Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

. i
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 8 2.1 2.2 2.2
0PPQOSE 2 21 5.6 5.8 7.9
NEUTRAL 3 70 18.6 19.2 27.1
SUPPORT 4 130 36.6 35.6 62.7
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 136 36.2 37.3 100.0

- 9 11 2.9 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 365 Missing cases 11
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v49 CLEARCUTTING I N BURN AREAS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 56 14.9 15.5 15.5
OPPOSE 2 70 18.6 19.3 34.8
NEUTRAL 3 82 21.8 ‘22.7 57.5
SUPPORT 4 79 21.0 21.8 79.3
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 75 19.9 20.7 100.0
9 14 3.7 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 362 M ssing cases 14
V50 ' SELECTIVE CUTTING IN BURN AREAS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 13 3.5 3.6 3.6
OPPOSE 2 31 8.2 8.6 12.3
NEUTRAL 3 84 22.3 23.4 35.7
SUPPORT 4 138 36.7 38.4 74.1
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 93 24.7 25.9 100.0
9 17 4.5 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
‘Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
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V51 " REGULATION INCREASE PROTECTION

Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 37 9.8 10.1 10.1
0PPOSE 2 43 11.4 11.7 21.7
NEUTRAL 3 60 16.0 16.3 38.0
SUPPORT 4 97 25.8 26 .4 66.6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 131 34.8 35.6 100.0

: 9 8 2.1 Missing

oo Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 368 Missing cases 8
V52 ROAD CLOSURE IN SENSITIVE AREAS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE . 1 30 8.0 8.2 8.2
OPPOSE 2 33 8.8 3.0 17.1
NEUTRAL 3 85 22.6 23.1 60.2
SUPPORT 4 103 27.4 28.0 68.2
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 117 31.1 31.8 100.0

. 9 8 2.1 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 368 Missing cases 8
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State

v 5 3 INCREASE LIVESTOCK REGUL

Val ue Label

STRONGLY OPPOSE
OPPOSE

NEUTRAL

SUPPORT

STRONGLY SUPPORT

Valid cases 364

v54 ' USE CHEM CAL

Val ue Label

STRONGLY OPPOSE
OPPOSE

NEUTRAL

SUPPORT
STRONGLY SUPPORT

Valid cases 364

Val ue

O O W N

Tot al

M ssi ng

HERBI CI DES

Value

© OB wN -

Total

M ssi ng

cases

VM/CMS
IBM 3090-300E

12

Frequency

102
93
107
46
16

cases

186

12

Frequency Percent

Percent

27.1
24.7
28.5
12.2
4.3
3.2

VM/XA

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
8.0 8.0
10.7 18.7
30.2 48.9
23.9 72.8
27.2 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
28.0 28.0
25.5 53.6
29.4 83.0
12.6 95.6
4.4 100.0

Missing

100.0
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V55 USE GORGANIC HERBICIDES
Valid Cum
Value Label . Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 7 1.9 1.9 1.9
OPPOSE 2 19 5.1 5.2 7.1
NEUTRAL 3 79 21.0 21.7 28.8
SUPPORT 4 153 40.7 2.0 70.9
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 106 28.2 29.1 100.0
9 12 3.2 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 364 Missing cases 12
V56 SELECTIVE HARVEST TO PREVENT DISEASE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 3 .8 .8 .8
OPPOSE 2 9 2.4 2.5 3.3
NEUTRAL 3 45 12.0 12.3 15.5
SUPPORT 4 155 41.2 42.2 57.8
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 155 1.2 62.2 100.0
: 9 9 2.4 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 367 Missing cases 9
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v57 INFORMED ABOUT SALMON RUNS
Val i d Cum

Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT INFORMED 1 19 5.1 5.2 5.2
VERY LITTLE INFORMED 2 49 13.0 13.4 18.6
MODERATELY INFORMED 3 142 37.8 38.8 57.4
INFORMED 4 106 28.2 29.0 86.3
VERY INFORMED 5 50 13.3 13.7 100.0
' 9 10 2.7 M ssing

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 366 M ssing cases 10
vV 5 8 FOREIGN TRAWLERS

" valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 254 67.6 69.6 69.6
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 90 23.9 26.7 94.2
NOT A THREAT 3 7 1.9 1.9 96.2
DONT KNOW 4 14 3.7 3.8 100.0
9 11 ‘2.9 M ssing

Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 365 M ssing cases 11
v59 OCEAN  WARM NG
" : o Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 62 16.5 17.2 17.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 145 38. 6 40. 3 57.5
NOT -A THREAT 3 62 16.5 17.2 74.7
DONT KNOW 4 91 24.2 25.3 100. 0

9 16 4.3 M ssi ng

Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 360 M ssing cases 16
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vVéo . PREDATORS SUCH AS SEALS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT 70 S 1 137 36.4 38.2 38.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 138 36.7 38.4 76 .6
NOT A THREAT 3 70 18.6 19.5 96.1
DONT KNOW 4 14 3.7 3.9 100.0
9 17 4.5 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
o
Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
V6l HABITAT DESTRUCTION IN FORESTS
b L Valid Cum
Value Label : Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 161 2.8 46.8 46.8
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 142 37.8 39.6 84.4
NOT A THREAT 3 34 9.0 9.5 93.9
DONT KNOW G 22 5.9 6.1 100.0
9 17 4.5 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
V62 HABITAT DESTR IN RANGELANDS
Valid Cum
Value Label ’ Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT T0 S 1 132 35.1 36.5 36.5
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 140 37.2 38.7 75.1
NOT A THREAT 3 56 14.9 15.5 90.6
DONT KNOW - 4 34 9.0 9.4 100.0
9 14 3.7 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 362 Missing cases 14
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V63 DAMS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 170 45.2 47.5 47.5
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 141 37.5 39.4 86.9
NOT A THREAT 3 32 8.5 8.9 95.8
DONT KNOW 4 15 4.0 4.2 100.0
9 18 4.8 Missing
. Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 358 M ssing cases 18
V64 | RRI GATI ON
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
!
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 66 17.6 18.9 18.9
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 171 45.5 48.9 67.7
NOT A THREAT 3 71 18.9 20.3 88.0
DONT KNOW 4 42 11.2 12.0 100.0
9 26 6.9 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 350 Missing cases 26
V65 WATER POLLUTION
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 195 51.9 56.0 56.0
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 133 35.4 38.2 94.3
NOT A THREAT 3 10 2.7 2.9 97.1
DONT KNOW 4 10 2.7 2.9 100.0
9 28 7.4 Missing
-------------- -
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 348 M ssing cases 28
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Véé NATIVE AMERICAN GILL NETS
Valid Cum

Value Label : Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT T0 S 1 112 29.8 31.2 31.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 147 39.1 40.9 72.1
NOT A THREAT 3 71 18.9 19.8 91.9
DONT KNOW 4 29 7.7 8.1 100.0

9 17 4.5 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
Vé7 DOMESTIC AND COMMER FISHING
i 1' Valid Cum

Value Label ‘ Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT T0 S 1 112 29.8 31.2 - 31.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 147 39.1 60.9 72.1
NOT A THREAT 3 71 18.9 19.8 91.9
DONT KNOW 4 29 7.7 8.1 100.0

9 17 4.5 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
Vé8 RECREATION AND SPORT FISHING
s - Valid Cum

Value.Lapel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE‘THREAT 70 S 1 26 6.9 7.2 7.2
PROBABLE THREAT T0 S 2 102 27.1 28.2 35.4
NOT A THREAT 3 210 55.9 58.0 93 .4
DONT KNOW 4 24 6.4 6.6 100.0

9 14 3.7 Missing

Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 362 Missing cases 14
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Vé69 OTHER
Valid Cum
Value lLabel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 26 6.9 9.8 9.8
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 229 60.9 86.7 96.6
NOT A THREAT 3 2 5 .8 97.3
DONT KNOW G 7 1.9 2.7 100.0
, 9 112 29.8 Missing
‘ Total 376 100.0 100.0
i,
Valid cases 264 Missing cases 112
V70 SALMON RECOVERY VS ECONOMICS
o " Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
SALUMON RECOVERY HIGH 1 46 11.7 12.0 12.0
SALMON RECOV HIGH PR 2 72 19.1 19.6 31.6
SALMON RECOV HIGH 3 61 16.2 16.6 48.2
SALMON RECOV EQUALS 4 135 35.9 36.8 85.0
SOCIOECON HIGH 5 28 7.4 7.6 92.6
SOCIOECON HIGH PRIOR 6 17 4.5 4.6 97.3
SOCIOECON HIGHEST PR 7 10 2.7 2.7 100.0
9 9 2.9 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 367 Missing cases 9
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V71 TRUST BLM
_ Valid Cum
Value lLabel Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 47 12.5 13.0 13.0
LIMITED TRUST 2 143 38.0 39.5 52.5
UNCERTAIN 3 79 21.0 21.8 74.3
MODERATE TRUST 4 82 21.8 22.7 97.0
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 11 2.9 3.0 100.0
9 14 3.7 Missing
T
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 362 Missing cases 14
V72 ! TRUST FOREST SERVICE
: ' Valid Cum
Value .Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 25 6.6 7.0 7.0
LIMITED TRUST 2 126 33.5 35.1 2.1
UNCERTAIN 3 76 20.2 21.2 63.2
MODERATE TRUST 4 109 29.0 30.4 93.6
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 23 6.1 6.4 100.0
- 9 17 4.5 Missing
Total 376 ~100.0 100.0

Valid cases 359 Missing cases 17
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V73 TRUST FISH AND WILDLIFE

Vaiue Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMITED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 360

V74 - 'TRUST CONGRESS

Value Label

NG TRUST AT ALL
LIMITED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 361

Value Frequency Percent

29
97
69

NN DN
[
W
[+ ]

Total 376

IBM 3090-300E

16

7.
25.

Value Frequency Percent

172
127
38
21

NN SN N -

Total 376

Missing cases

194

15

45.
33.
10.

VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent

8.1 8.1
26.9 35.0
19.2 54.2
38.3 92.5
‘7.5 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
47.6 47 .6
35.2 82.8
10.5 93.4
5.8 99.2
.8 100.0
Missing
100.0
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v75

Value Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMTED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Vaf'id cases 360

L B
Val ue Label

NO TRUST AT ‘ALL
LIMTED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 357

Washi ngt on

TRUST NATIVE AMER GOVTS

Val ue

© g~ W N -

Tot al

M ssi ng

Val ue

O NS UWN

Tot al

M ssi ng

SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
State University

Frequency Percent
81 21.5
99 26.3
90 23.9
70 18.6
20 5.3
16 4.3
376 100.0
cases 16
Frequency Percent
63 16.8
110 29.3
83 22.1
91 24.2
10 2.7
19 5.1
376 100.0
cases 19
195

| BM 3090-300E

VM/ XA

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
22.5 22.5
27.5 50.0
25.0 75.0
19.4 94.4
5.6 100.0

Missing

100.0

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
17.6 17.6
30:8 48.5
23.2 71.7
25.5 97.2
2.8 100.0

Missing

100.0
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v77 TRUST BPA

Value Label

IBM 3090-300E

Value Frequency Percent Percent

NO TRUST AT ALL 1 82
LIMITED TRUST 2 126
UNCERTAIN 3 100
MODERATE TRUST 4 47
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 6
9 15
Total 376
Valid cases 361 Missing cases
v78 - TRUST UNIV RESEARCHERS

Value Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMITED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 356

21.8
33.5
26.6
5
6
0

15

Value Frequency Percent

21
56
95

O N SHWN -
—
(%]
(%]

Total 376

Missing cases

196

5.
14.
25.

20

VM/ XA
Valid Cum
Percent
22.7 22.7
34.9 57.6
27.7 85.3
13.0 98.3
1.7 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
5.9 5.9
15.7 21.6
26.7 48.3
37.4 85.7
14.3 100.0
Missing
100.0
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v79 TRUST FEDERAL CTS

Washington State University

V.al u e Label Val ue
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 95
LIMTED TRUST 2 100
UNCERTAIN 3 89
MODERATE TRUST 4 66
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 9
9 17
Tot al 376
Valid cases 359 M ssing cases 17
V80 -, TRUST NATL PUBLIC OPI NI ON
t [
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 76
LIM TED TRUST 2 113
UNCERTAIN 3 100
MODERATE TRUST 4 55
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 16
9 16
Tot al 376
Valid cases 360 M ssing cases 16
1
t r
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Frequency Percent

Per cent

20.2
30.1

VM/ XA
Valid Cum
Percent- Percent
26.5 26.5
27.9 54.3
24.8 79.1
18.4 97.5

2.5 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
21.1 21.1
31. 4 52.5
27.8 80.3
15.3 95.6
4.4 100.0
M ssi ng
100.0
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val TRUST WESTERN PUB OPI NIl ON
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 27 7.2 7.5 7.5
LIM TED TRUST 2 87 23.1 24.2 31.7
UNCERTAIN 3 95 25.3 26.4 58.1
MODERATE TRUST 4 123 32.7 34.2 92.2
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 28 7.4 7.8 100.0
i 9 16 4.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100. 0 100.0
Valid cases 360 Missing cases 16
V82 “ ‘TRUST URBAN COMMUN IN CRB
' e Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO. TRUST AT ALL 1 32 8.5 8.8 8.8
LI MI TED TRUST 2 93 24.7 25.6 34.4
UNCERTAIN 3 111 29.5 30.6 65.0
MODERATE TRUST 4 102 27.1 28.1 93.1
GREAT ‘DEAL OF TRUST 5 25 6.6 6.9 100.0
S 9 13 3.5 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 363 Missing cases 13
! i ¢
1
!
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V83 TRUST RURAL IN CRB

. Valid Cum
Value Labgl Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 28 7.4 7.7 7.7
LIMITED TRUST 2 79 21.0 21.8 29.5
UNCERTAIN 3 98 26.1 27.0 56.5
MODERATE TRUST G 122 32.4 33.6 90.1
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 36 9.6 9.9 100.0

‘ 9 13 3.5 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases ‘ 363 Missing cases 13
V84 - * INFLUENCE OF BLM

- ) Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE - AT ALL 1 17 6.5 5.0 5.0
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 99 26.3 29.0 34.0
UNCERTAIN 3 67 17.8 19.6 53.7
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 123 32.7 36.1 89.7
A GREAT DEAL 5 35 9.3 10.3 100.0

9 35 9.3 Missing
Total 376 l100.0 100.0

Valid cases 341 Missing cases 35
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Va5 INFLU OF FOREST SERVICE

Value Label Value Frequency Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 12 3.2
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 Bl 21.5
UNCERTAIN 3 61 16.2
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 141 37.5
A GREAT DEAL 5 46 12.2
9 35 9.3
Total 376 100.0
Valid cases 341 Missing cases 35
V86 - - INFLU OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Value Label ) Value Frequency Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 13 3.5
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 63 16.8
UNCERTAIN 3 53 14.1
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 140 37.2
A GREAT 'DEAL 5 69 18.4
9 38 10.1
Total 376 100.0
Valid cases 338 Missing cases 38
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VM/XA
Valad Cum
Percent Percent
3.5 3.5
23.8 27.3
17.9 45.2
61.3 86.5
13.5 100.90
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
3.8 3.8
18.6 22.5
15.7 38.2
41.4 79.6
20.4 100.0
Missing
100.0
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va7 INFLU OF CONGRESS

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 110 29.3 32.4 32.4
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 108 28.7 31.8 66.1
UNCERTAIN 3 58 15.4 17.1 81.2
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 48 12.8 14.1 95.3
A GREAT DEAL 5 16 4.3 §.7 100.0

9 36 9.6 Missing
' . Total 376 100.0 1006.0
Valid cases 340 Missing cases 36
vas - INFLU OF NATIVE GOVTS
: v Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 56 14.9 16.4 16.4
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 107 28.5 31.3 47.7
UNCERTAIN 3 74 19.7 21.6 69.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 86 22.9 25.1 96.4
A GREAT DEAL 5 19 5.1 5.6 100.0
\ 9 34 9.0 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 342 Missing cases 34
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Va9 INFLU OF ARMY CORPS OF ENGIN

: Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 45 12.0 13.2 13.2
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 109 29.0 32.1 45.3
UNCERTAIN 3 93 24.7 27 .4 72.6
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 83 22.1 26.6 97.1
A GREAT DEAL 5 10 2.7 2.9 100.0

9 36 9.6 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases " 340 Missing cases 36
V9o 'INFLU OF BPA
o Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 63 16.8 18.3 18.3
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 124 33.0 35.9 564.2
UNCERTAIN 3 104 27.7 30.1 84.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 43 11.4 12.5 96.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 11 2.9 3.2 100.0
. : 9 31 8.2 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
31

Valid cases 345 Missing cases
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vo1l INFLU OF UNIV RESEARCHERS

Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 .26 6.9 7.6 7.6
LI M TED | NFLUENCE 2 54 14.4 15.7 23.3
UNCERTAIN 3 93 24.7 27.0 50.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 123 32.7 35.8 86.0
A GREAT DEAL 5 48 12.8 14.0 100.0
. 9 32 8.5 M ssi ng

! Tot al 376 100. 0 100. 0
Valid; cases 344 M ssing cases 32
vV 9 2 INFLU OF FEDERAL CRTS
o ; Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 81 21.5 23.5 23.5
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 94 25.0 27.3 50.9
UNCERTAIN 3 98 26.1 28.5 79.4
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 - 55 14.6 16.0 95.3
A GREAT DEAL 5 16 4.3 4.7 100.0
9 32 8.5 Missing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 344 M ssing cases 32
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v93 INFLU OF NATL PUB OPI NI ON
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 67 17.8 19.4 19.4
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 106 28.2 30.7 50.1
UNCERTAIN 3 85 22.6 24. 6 74.8
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 69 18.4 20.0 94.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 18 4.8 5.2 '100.0
9 31 8.2 M ssi ng
' Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 345 M ssing cases 31
V94 " INFLU OF WEST PUB OPINION
b L valid Cum
Value Label . Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL’ 1 28 7.4 8.1 8.1
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 72 19.1 20.9 29.0
UNCERTAIN 3 62 16.5 18.0 47.0
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 135 35.9 30.1 86.1
A GREAT DEAL 5 48 12.8 13.9 100.0
9 31 8.2 Missing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 345 M ssing cases 31
t i
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V95 INFLU OF URBAN IN CRB
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 15 4.0 4.3 4.3
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 85 22.6 24.6 29.0
UNCERTAIN 3 74 19.7 21.4 50.4
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 130 34.6 37.7 88.1
A GREAT DEAL S 41 10.9 11.9 100.0
9 31 8.2 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 345 Missing cases 31
vo9é .- ' INFLU OF RURAL IN CRB
oo Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 14 3.7 4.1 6.1
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 74 19.7 21.4 25.5
UNCERTAIN 3 69 18.4 20.0 45.5
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 133 35.4 38.6 84.1
A GREAT DEAL 5 55 14.6 15.9 100.0
. 9 31 8.2 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 345 Missing cases 31
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V97 ROLE OF PUBLI C
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE 1 12 3.2 3.3 3.3
PROVIDE SUGGESTI ONS 2 54 14. 4 14.9 '18.2
ADVI SORY BQARDS 3 116 30.9 32.0 50.1
FULL AND EQUAL PARTN 4 116 30.9 32.0 82.1
FULL DECISIONMAKING 5 56 14.9 15. 4 97.5
OTHER 6 9 2.4 2.5 100. 0
' 9 13 3.5 M ssi ng
LT T
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases' ' 363 M ssing cases 13
vgs AGE
” valid cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
ZS AND YOUNGER 1 71 18.9 18.9 18.9
26 THOUGH 35 2 45 12.0 12.0 30.9
36 THROUGH 45 3 82 21.8 21.8 52.7
46 THROUGH 55 4 9 7 25.8 25.8 78.5
55 AND OLDER 5 81 21.5 21.5 100.0
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 376 M ssing cases 0
v99 SEX
Valid Cum
Val ue Label - Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
I
FEMALE - 1 111 29.5 30. 4 30. 4
MALE. : 2 254 67.6 69. 6 100.0
9 11 2.9 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 365 M ssing cases 11
206



SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS

08-Nov-94
21:59:40 Washington State University | BM 3090-300E VM/XA
V100 LEVEL OF EDUC
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
COMPLETED GRADE SCHO 2 1 .3 .3 .3
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 3 11- 2.9 3.0 3.2
COMPLETED HIGH SCHOO 4 41 10.9 11.0 14.2
SOME COLLEGE 5 133 35.4 35.8 50.0
COMPLETED COLLEGE 6 92 24.5 24.7 74.7
SOME GRADUATE WORK 7 36 9.6 9.7 84.4
ADVANCED DEGREE 8 58 15.4 15.6 100.0
9 4 1.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 372 M ssing cases 4
v1iol' . LIBERAL OR CONSERVATI VE
' Valid Cum
Value. Label ! Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
VERY LIBERAL 1 12 3.2 3.2 3.2
LIBERAL 2 61 16.2 16.4 19.6
MODERATE 3 173 46.0 46.5 66.1
CONSERVATIVE 4 97 25.8 26.1 92.2
VERY CONSERVATIVE 5 29 7.7 7.8 100.0
9 4 1.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 372 M ssing cases 4
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VM/XA

Cum

Percent Percent

96.2
97.6
98.7
99.2
100.0

Cum

Percent Percent

77.4
100.0

08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR |IBM VM/CMS
21:59:40 Washi ngton State University | BM 3090-300E
vio2 RACE
Valid
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent
WHITE 1 357 94.9 96.2
MEXICAN AMERICAN 3 5 1.3 1.3
NATIVE AMERICAN 4 4 1.1 1.1
ASI AN OR PACIFIC ISL 5 2 .5 .5
OTHER 6 3 .8 .8
9 5 1.3 M ssi ng
R Tot al 376 100 100. 0
Valid cases 371 M ssing cases
V103 DEPEND ON | NDUSTRI ES
Valid
Val ue Label" Val ue Frequency Percent
NO 1 287 76.3 77.4
YES 2 84 22.3 22.6
9 5 1.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 371 M ssing cases
2 0
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vios WH CH INDUSTRIES NO 1
. Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
TI MBER 1 40 10.6 49. 4 49. 4
RANCHI NG 2 6 1.6 7.4 56. 8
FARM NG 3 10 2.7 12.3 69.1
FI SHI NG 4 6 1.6 7.4 76.5
OTHER AGRICULTURE 6 5 1.3 6.2 82.7
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 9 2.4 11.1 93.8
TOURI SM  RECREATI ON 8 5 1.3 6.2 100.0
9 295 78.5 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 81 M ssing cases 295
V105- WH CH INDUSTRIES NO 2
' Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
RANCHI NG 2 3 .8 12.5 12.5
FARM NG 3 9 2.4 37.5 50.0
FI SHI NG -4 3 .8 12.5 62.5
OTHER AGRI CULTURE 6 3 .8 12.5 75.0
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 2 .5 8.3 83.3
TOURI SM  RECREATI ON 8 4 1.1 16.7 100.0
9 352 93.6 M ssing
Tot al 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 24 M ssing cases 352 /
I
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V106 NO OF INDUSTRIES
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
N 0 126 33.5 60.9 60.9
ONE 1 57 15.2 27.5 88.4
TWO 2 18 4.8 8.7 97.1
THREE 3 1 .3 .5 97.6
FOUR 4 2 .5 1.0 98.6
SI X 6 2 .5 1.0 99.5
SEVEN 7 1 .3 .5 100.0
9 169 44.9 M ssi ng
. Total 376 100.0 100.0
Vaiid cases 207 M ssing cases 169
vV1e7 VALUE COMMUNITY
] Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 16 4.3 4.3 4.3
DI SAGREE 2 51 13.6 13.7 18.1
UNCERTAIN 3 47 12.5 12.7 30.7
AGREE 4 143 38.0 38.5 69.3
STRONGLY AGREE 5 114 30.3 30.7 100.0
9 5 1.3 M ssi ng
Total 376 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 371 Missing cases 5
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vios

Value

NO
YES

Valid

V109

Value

NO
YES

Valid

V110

Value

NO
YES

Valid

40 Washington State University IBM 3090-300E VM/ XA

ENVIRON GRP MEMBER

Valid Cum
Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1 296 78.7 83.1 83.1
2 60 16.0 16.9 100.0
9 20 5.3 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
cases 356 Missing cases 20
RECREATION GRP MEMBER
Valid Cum
Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1 295 78.5 85.3 85.3
2 51 13.6 14.7 100.0
9 30 8.0 Missing
Total 376 100.0 100.0
cases 346 Missing cases 30
WISE USE MEMBER
Valid Cum
Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1 313 83.2 83.2 83.2
2 30 8.0 8.0 91.2
9 33 8.8 8.8 100.0
Total 376 100.0 100.0
cases 376 Missing cases 0
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V2 SAMPLE REGION

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NATIONAL 1 318 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 318 Missing cases 0
V3 P AND ANIMAL FOR HUMAN USE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 120 37.7 38.2 38.2
DISAGREE 2 54 17.0 17.2 55.4
NEUTRAL 3 48 15.1 15.3 70.7
AGREE 4 57 17.9 18.2 88.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 35 11.0 11.1 100.0
9 4 1.3 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 314 Missing cases 4
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v4 HUMANKIND TO RULE NATURE

Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 121 38.1 38.5 38.5
DI SAGREE 2 47 14.8 15.0 53.5
NEUTRAL 3 48 15.1 15.3 68.8
AGREE 4 43 13.5 13.7 82.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 55 17.3 17.5 100.0

9 4 1.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 314 M ssing cases 4
V5 HUMAN HAVE ETHICAL OBLI GATI ON

Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 10 3.1 3.2 3.2
DI SAGREE 2 6 1.9 1.9 5.1
NEUTRAL 3 21 6.6 6.6 11.7
AGREE 4 87 27.4 27.5 39.2
STRONGLY AGREE 5 192 60.4 60.8 100.0

9 2 .6 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 316 M ssing cases 2
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Vé EARTH NEEDS LESS PEOPLE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 29 9.1 9.3 9.3
DISAGREE 2 27 8.5 8.7 17.9
NEUTRAL 3 112 35.2 35.9 53.8
AGREE 4 63 19.8 20.2 76.0
STRONGLY AGREE 5 81 25.5 26.0 100.0

9 [ 1.9 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 312 Missing cases 6
v7? - EQUAL RIGHTS ON EARTH

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 33 10.4 10.4 10.4
DISAGREE 2 44 13.8 13.9 24.6
NEUTRAL 3 42 13.2 13.3 37.7
AGREE 4 70 22.0 22.2 59.8
STRONGLY AGREE 5 127 39.9 60.2 100.0

9 2 6 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 2
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V8 DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PBLMS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO ENVIRONMENTAL PBL 1 4 1.3 1.3 1.3
NO ENVIR PBLH EXI STS 2 10 3.1 3.2 4.5
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXI S 3 10 3.1 3.2 7.7
UNCERTAIN |F PBLM EX 4 49 15. 4 15.7 23. 4
SERI QUS PBLM EXI STS 5 71 22.3 22.8 46. 2
SERI QUS PBLM EXI STS 6 82 25.8 26. 3 72. 4
SERI QUS ENVI RON PBLM 7 86 27.0 27.6 100.0
9 6 1.9 M ssing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 312 M ssing cases 6
v9 ECONOM CS H GHEST PRIORITY
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 32 10.1 10.2 10. 2
DI SAGREE 2 101 31.8 32.2 42. 4
NEUTRAL 3 74 23.3 23.6 65. 9
AGREE 4 66 20. 8 21.0 86.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 41 12.9 13.1 100.0
9 4 1.3 M ssing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 314 M ssing' cases 4
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V1o GREATER PROTECT TO FI SH
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 11 3.5 3.5 3.5
DISAGREE 2 15 4.7 4.7 8.2
NEUTRAL 3 74 23.3 23.4 31.6
AGREE 4 121 38.1 38.3 69.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 95 29.9 30.1 100.0
9 2 .6 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 316 M ssing cases 2
V11~ ALTER LAWS TO MAINTAIN TIMBER JOBS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 77 24.2 24.3 24.3
DI SAGREE 3 2 87 27.4 27.4 51.7
NEUTRAL 3 60 18.9 18.9 70.7
AGREE 4 55 17.3 17.4 88.0
STRONGLY AGREE 5 38 11.9 12.0 100.0
9 1 3 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 317 M ssing cases 1
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v12 GREATER PROTECTION TO WLDLIFE
Valid Cum

Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 9 2.8 2.9 2.9
DISAGREE 2 23 7.2 7.3 10.2
NEUTRAL 3 49 15.4 15.6 25.7
AGREE 4 123 38.7 39.0 64.8
STRONGLY AGREE 5 111 34.9 35.2 100.0

9 3 .9 M ssi ng

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 315 M ssing cases 3
v13 MORE WILDERNESS AREAS IN PUBLI C LANDS
Val i d Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 23 7.2 7.3 7.3
DISAGREE 2 23 7.2 7.3 14.6
NEUTRAL 3 65 20.4 20.6 35.1
AGREE 4 89 28.0 28.2 63.3
STRONGLY AGREE 5 116 36.5 36.7 100.0

9 2 6 M ssi ng

Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 316 M ssing cases 2
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vi4 PROTECT RARE PLANT COMMUN

Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 14 4.4 4.4 4.4
DISAGREE 2 25 7.9 7.9 12. 4
NEUTRAL 3 72 22.6 22.9 35.2
AGREE 4 108 34.0 34.3 69.5
STRONGLY AGREE 5 96 30.2 30.5 100.0
9 3 9 M ssing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 315 Missing cases 3
V15 SAVE TIMBER JOBS OVER OLD G
Val i d Cum
Value Label. Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 71 22.3 22. 7 22.7
DI SAGREE 2 96 30.2 30.7 53.4
NEUTRAL 3 76 23.9 24.3 77.6
AGREE 4 44 13.8 14.1 91.7
STRONGLY AGREE 5 26 8.2 8.3 100.0
9 5 1 6 M ssing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 313 Missing cases 5
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V16 ALLOW INSECTS TO RUN COURSE
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DI SAGREE 1 60 18.9 19.0 19.0
DISAGREE 2 87 27. 4 27.6 46.7
NEUTRAL 3 97 30.5 30.8 77.5
AGREE 4 52 16. 4 16.5 94.0
STRONGLY AGREE 5 19 6.0 6.0 100.0
9 3 .9 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 315 M ssing cases 3
v17 EMPHASIZE LIVESTOCK ON RANGELAND
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 61 19.2 19.4 19.4
DI SAGREE 2 81 25.5 25.8 45. 2
NEUTRAL 3 118 37.1 37.6 82.8
AGREE 4 35 11.0 11.1 93.9
STRONGLY AGREE 5 19 6.0 6.1 100.0
9 4 1.3 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 314 M ssing cases 4
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v1is INFORMED ABOUT COL BASIN
'. Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT‘INFORMED 1 140 44.0 6.3 6.3
VERY LITTLE INFORMED 2 72 22.6 22.8 67.1
MODERATELY INFORMED 3 83 26.1 26.3 93.4
INFORMED 4 14 6.4 4.6 97.8
VERY INFORMED 5 7 2.2 2.2 100.0

9 2 6 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 316 Missing cases 2
V19 ENVIRON PBLMS IN CRB
! Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXIS 1 1 .3 .3 .3
NO PBLM EXISTS IN CR 2 7 2.2 2.3 2.6
NO ENVIRON PBLM EXIS 3 10 3.1 3.2 5.8
UNCERTAIN 4 164 51.6 83.2 59.1
PBLM EXISTS IN CRB 5 56 17.6 18.2 77.3
SERICUS PBLM EXISTS 6 43 13.5 14.0 91.2
SERIOUS ENVIRON PBLM 7 27 8.5 8.8 100.0

9 10 3.1 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valad casés 308 Missing cases 10
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V20 FREQ OF VISIT TO CRB
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Per cent Percent
NEVER 1 220 69.2 73.6 73.6
RARELY 2 64 20.1 21.4 95.0
OCCASI ONALLY 3 9 2.8 3.0 98.0
SOMEWHAT FREQUENTLY 4 2 .6 .7 98.7
VERY FREQUENTLY 5 4 1.3 1.3 100.0

9 19 6.0 M ssi ng

Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 299 M ssing cases 19
vzl BEI NG WTH OTHERS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 23 7.2 29.1 29.1
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 21 6.6 26.6 55.7
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 15 4.7 19.0 74.7
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 11 3.5 13.9 88.6
VERY IMPORTANT 5 9 2.8 11.4 100.0

9 239 75.2 M ssi ng

Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 79 Missing cases 239
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V22 LEARNING ABOUT NATURE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 5 1.6 6.3 6.3
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 9 2.8 11.4 17.7
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 22 6.9 27.8 45.6
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 24 7.5 30.4 75.9
VERY IMPORTANT 5 19 6.0 26.1 100.0
9 239 75.2 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 79 Missing cases 239
v23 VIEWING SCENERY
Valid Cum
Value Label - Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 2 3 2.4 2.4
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 1 .3 1.2 3.7
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 7 2.2 8.5 12.2
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 19 6.0 23.2 35.4
VERY IMPORTANT 5 53 16.7 646.6 100.0
9 236 76.2 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 82 Missing cases 236
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V24 PHYSI CAL  FI TNESS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 12 3.8 16.0 16.0
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 18 5.7 24.0 40.0
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 25 7.9 33.3 73.3
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 14 4.4 18.7 92.0
VERY IMPORTANT 5 6 1.9 8.0 100.0
9 243 76.4 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 75 M ssing cases 243
V25 EXCITEMENT AND ADVENTURE
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT IMPORTANT 1 6 1.9 7.8 7.8
VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN 2 7 2.2 9.1 16.9
MODERATELY IMPORTANT 3 27 8.5 35.1 51.9
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 4 23 7.2 29.9, 81.8
VERY IMPORTANT 5 14 4.4 18.2 100.0
9 241 75.8 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 77 M ssing cases 241
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V26 ESCAPE FROM NORMAL ROUTINE

Value Label

NOT IMPORTANT

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 81

Value Frequency Percent

OB H N

IBM 3090-300E

3
3

Total

Va7 GET AWAY FROM OTHERS

Value Label

NOT IMPORTANT

VERY LITTLE IMPORTAN
MODERATELY IMPORTANT
SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
VERY IMPORTANT

Valid cases 80

Value Frequency Percent

O NS HN -

Total

Missing cases
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VM/XA
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
3.7 3.7
3.7 . 7.6
11.1 18.5
25.9 46.4
55.6 100.0
Missing
100.0
Valid Cum
Percent Percent
8.7 8.7
12.5 21.2
18.8 0.0
27.5 67.5
32.5 100.0
Missing
100.0
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V28 OTHER USES INTERFERE
) Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 1 .3 1.1 1.1
YES 1 13 4.1 14.9 16.1
NO 2 54 17.0 62.1 78.2
DONT REMEMBER 3 19 6.0 21.8 100.0
9 231 72.6 M ssi ng
‘ Total 318 100. 0 100. 0
Valid cases 87 M ssing cases 231
V29 QUALITY PLACE TO LIVE
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 245 77.0 79.3 79.3
Cl RCLED 1 64 20.1 20.7 100.0
9 9 2.8 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 M ssing cases 9
V3o OUTDOOR RECREATION
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT O RCLED 0 258 81.1 83.5 83.5
Cl RCLED 1 51 16.0 16.5 100.0
9 9 2.8 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 M ssing cases 9
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V3l. VACATION DESTINATION
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 266 83.6 86.1 86.1
CIRCLED 1 43 13.5 13.9 100.0
: 9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
- 7 - - - - - e e e e e - e e - - - - . - - = - - - - - -
V32 WILDERNESS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 203 63.8 65.7 65.7
CIRCLED 1 106 33.3 34.3 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
V33 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
: Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 238 76.8 77.0 77.0
CIRCLED 1 71 22.3 23.0 100.0
9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
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v34 W LDLI FE HABITAT
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 183 57.5 59.2 59.2
Cl RCLED 1 126 39.6 40.8 100.0
9 9 2.8 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 M ssing cases
v35 SALMON
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 273. 85.8 88.3 88.3
CIRCLED 1 36 11.3 11.7 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 M ssing cases
V36 ECOLOGICAL HEALTH
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 187 58.8 60.3 60.3
Cl RCLED 1 123 38.7 39.7 100. 0
9 8 2.5 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 310 M ssing cases
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V37 SOLITUDE/SPIRITUAL VALUES
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 286 89.9 92.6 92.6
CIRCLED 1 23 7.2 7.4 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
v3s . RESOURCES FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS
: Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
[
NOT CIRCLED 0 162 50.9 52.4 52.4
CIRCLED 1 147 46.2 47.6 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
V39 TIMBER PRODUCTION
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 293 92.1 94.8 94.8
CIRCLED 1 16 5.0 5.2 100.0
9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
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V40 LIVESTOCK GRAZING
Valad Cum
Value Label. Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 298 93.7 96.4 96.4
CIRCLED 1 11 3.5 3.6 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
'Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
V41 COMMERCIAL FISHING
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 303 95.3 98.1 $8.1
CIRCLED 1 6 1.9 1.9 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
V42 AGRICULTURE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT CIRCLED 0 287 90.3 92.9 92.9
CIRCLED 1 22 6.9 7.1 100.0
9 9 2.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
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v43 RESERVOIR STORAGE
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Perient
NOT Cl RCLED 0 302 95.0 97. 4 97. 4
Cl RCLED 1 8 2.5 2.6 100.0
9 8 2.5 M ssi ng
‘Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 310 Missing cases 8
Va4 HYDRO ELECTRIC POWER
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT ClI RCLED 0 288 90. 6 92.9 92.9
Cl RCLED 1 22 6.9. 7.1 100.0
9 8 2.5 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 310 M ssing cases 8
v45 ECONOM C  OPPORTUNI TY
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOTr  Cl RCLED 0 280 88.1 90. 6 90. 6
CIRCLED 1 29 9.1 9.4 100.0
9 9 2.8 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases. 309 Missing cases 9
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V 4 6 OTHER

Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOT Cl RCLED 0 302 95.0 97.7 97.7
Cl RCLED, 1 7 2.2 2.3 100.0
9 2.8 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 309 Missing cases 9
v47 INTRODUCE FIRE I N FEDERAL FORESTS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Per cent Per cent
SUPPRESS FIRE IN ALL 1 26 8.2 9.9 9.9
SUPPRESS FI RE AND US 2 27 8.5 10.3 20.2
SUPPRESS W LDFI RES \U 3 110 34.6 42.0 62.2
ALLOWWILDFIRES 4 89 28.D 34.0 96.2
OTHER 5 10 3.1 3.8 100.0
9 56 17.6 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 262 M ssing cases 56
V48 SELECTIVE LOGGING PRACTICES
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 16 5.0 ‘5.3 5.3
OPPOSE 2 13 4.1 4.3 9.6
NEUTRAL 3 83 26.1 27.4 37.0
SUPPORT 4 111 34.9 36.6 73.6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 80 25.2 26.4 100.0
9 15 4.7 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 303 M ssing cases 15
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V49 CLEARCUTTING IN BURN AREAS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 65 20.4 21.7 21.7
OPPOSE 2 51 16.0 17.0 38.7
NEUTRAL 3 96 30.2 32.0 70.7
SUPPORT 4 56 17.6 18.7 89.3
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 32 10.1 10.7 100.0

9 18 5.7 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 300 Missing cases 18
V5o 'SELECTIVE CUTTING IN BURN AREAS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 18 5.7 6.1 6.1
OPPOSE 2 15 4.7 5.1 11.1
NEUTRAL 3 87 27.4 29.3 %0.4
SUPPORT 4 118 37.1 39.7 80.1
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 59 18.6 19.9 100.0

9 21 6.6 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 297 Missing cases 21
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V51 REGULATION INCREASE PROTECTION

Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 15 4.7 4.9 4.9
OPPOSE 2 27 8.5 8.9 13.8
NEUTRAL 3 60 18.9 19.7 33.4
SUPPORT 4 92 28.9 30.2 63.6
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 111 34.9 36.4 100.0
9 13 4.1 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 305 M ssing cases 13
V52 ROAD CLOSURE | N SENSITIVE AREAS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 11 3.5 3.6 3.6
OPPOSE 2 25 7.9 8.2 11.8
NEUTRAL 3 65 20.4 21.3 33.1
SUPPORT . 4 105 33.0 34.4 67.5
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 99 31.1 32.5 100.0
9 13 ‘4.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 305 M ssing cases 13
234



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 6.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
22:03:03 -Washington State University IBM 3090-300E VM/XA

V53 INCREASE LIVESTOCK REGUL
I
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 19 6.0 6.3 6.3
OPPOSE 2 17 5.3 5.6 12.0
NEUTRAL 3 104 32.7 36.6 66.5
SUPPORT : 4 84 26.4 27.9 76.4
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 77 26.2 25.6 100.0

9 17 5.3 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 301 Missing cases 17
V54 USE CHEMICAL HERBICIDES
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 104 32.7 36.6 34.6
0PPOSE 2 94 29.6 31.1 65.6
NEUTRAL 3 73 23.0 26.2 89.7
SUPPORT 4 22 6.9 7.3 97.0
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 9 2.8 3.0 100.0

9 16 5.0 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 302 Missing cases 16
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V55 USE ORGANI C HERBI Cl DES
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 12 3.8 3.9 3.9
OPPOSE 2 19 6.0 6.2 10.2
NEUTRAL 3 69 21.7 22.6 32.8
SUPPORT 4 114 35.8 37.4 70.2
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 91 28.6 29.8 100.0
9 13 4.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 305 M ssing cases 13
V56 SELECTIVE HARVEST TO PREVENT DISEASE
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY OPPOSE 1 4 1.3 1.3 1.3
OPPOSE 2 5 1.6 1.6 2.9
NEUTRAL 3 48 15.1 15.6 18.5
SUPPORT 4 134 42.1 43.5 62.0
STRONGLY SUPPORT 5 117 36.8 38.0 100.0
9 10 3.1 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 308 Missing cases 10
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v57 INFORMED ABOUT SALMON RUNS
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent’ Percent Percent
NOT INFORMED 1 121 38.1 39.0 39.0
VERY LITTLE INFORMED 2 57 17.9 18.4 57.4
MODERATELY INFORMED 3 94 29.6 30.3 87.7
INFORMED 4 27 8.5 8.7 96.5
VERY INFORMED 5 11 3.5 3.5 100.0
9 8 2.5 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 310 M ssing cases 8
vV 5 8 FOREIGN TRAWLERS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 170 53.5 57.8 57.8
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 65 20.4 22.1 79.9
NOT A THREAT 3 5 1.6 1.7 81.6
DONT KNOW 4 54 17.0 18.4 100.0
9 24 7.5 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 294 Missing cases 24
v 5 9 OCEAN WARMING
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 23 7.2 8.0 8.0
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 95 29.9 33.1 41.1
NOT A THREAT 3 49 15.4 17.1 58.2
DONT KNOW 4 120 37.7 41.8 100.0
9 31 9.7 Missing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 287 M ssing cases 31
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Véo PREDATORS SUCH AS SEALS
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 22 6.9 8.0 8.0
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 59 18.6 21.4 29.3
NOT A THREAT 3 120 37.7 43.5 72.8
DONT KNOW 4 75 23.6 27.2 100.0
9 42 13.2 M ssing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 276 M ssing cases 42
V6l HABITAT DESTRUCTION IN FORESTS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 101 31.8 35.8 35.8
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 102 32.1 36.2 72.0
NOT A THREAT 3 20 6.3 7.1 79.1
DONT KNOW 4 59 18.6 20.9 100.0
9 36 11.3 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 282 M ssing cases 36
V62 HABITAT DESTR IN RANGELANDS
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 91 28.6 31.7 31.7
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 101 31.8 35.2 66.9
NOT A THREAT 3 30 9.4 10.5 77.4
DONT KNOW 4 65 20.4 22.6 100.0
9 31 9.7 M ssing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 287 M ssing cases 31
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Vé3 DAMS

Value Label

DEFINATE THREAT
PROBABLE THREAT
NOT A THREAT
DONT KNOW

Valid cases

Value Label

DEFINATE THREAT
PROBABLE THREAT
NOT A THREAT
DONT KNOW

Valid cases

Value Label

DEFINATE THREAT
PROBABLE THREAT
NOT A THREAT
DONT KNOW

Valid cases

IBM 3090-300E

valid

VM/XA

Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

TO S
TO S

O© M WON -

Tot al

289 M ssi ng

Val ue

© B W N

Tot al

284 Missing c

POLLUTION

Value

TO S

© B W N -

Total

284 M ssi ng

122
96

cases

Frequency Percent

68
105
35

ases

29

34

Frequency

177
63
7
37

cases

239

34

21.4
33.0
11.0
23.9

7

Percent

42.2
33.2

8.0
16.6

Valid
Percent

23.9
37.0
12.3
26.8
Missing

Valid
Percent

62.3
22.2

2.5
13.0

42.2
75.4
83.4
100.0

Cum
Percent

23.9
60.9
73.2
100.0

Cum
Percent

62.3
84.5
87.0
100.0
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V66 NATIVE AMERICAN G LL NETS
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFI NATE THREAT TO S 1 60 18.9 21.2 21.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 77 24.2 27.2 48.4
NOT A THREAT 3 59 18.6’ 20.8 69.3
DONT KNOW 4 87 27.4 30.7 100.0
9 35 11.0 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 283 M ssing cases 35
V67 DOMESTIC AND COMMER FI SHI NG
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 60 18.9 21.2 21.2
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 77 24.2 27.2 48.4
NOT A THREAT 3 59 18.6 20.8 69.3
DONT KNOW 4 87 27.4 30.7 100.0
9 35 11.0 Missing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 283 M ssing cases 35
Vés8 RECREATION AND SPORT FI SHI NG
' Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 22 6.9 7.6 7.6
PROBABLE THREAT TO S 2 67 21.1 23.2 30.8
NOT A THREAT 3 143 45.0 49.5 80.3
DONT KNOW 4 57 17.9 19.7 100.0
' 9 29 9.1 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 289 M ssing cases 29
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V69 OTHER
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DEFINATE THREAT TO S 1 7 2.2 11.9 11.9
PROBABLE THREAT 10 S 2 9 2.8 15.3 27.1
NOT A THREAT 3 1 .3 1.7 28.8
DONT KNOW 4 G2 13.2 71.2 100.0

9 259 8l.4 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 59 Missing cases 259
V70 SALMON RECOVERY VS ECONOMICS
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent .Percent Percent
SALMON RECOVERY HIGH 1 33 10.4 10.9 10.9
SALMON RECOV HIGH PR 2 35 11.0 11.6 22.4
SALMON RECOV HIGH 3 59 18.6 19.5 41.9
SALMON RECOV EQUALS 4 130 460.9 42.9 84.8
SOCIOECON HIGH 5 30 9.4 9.9 94.7
SOCIOECON HIGH PRIOR 6 10 3.1 3.3 98.0
SOCIOECON HIGHEST PR 7 6 1.9 2.0 100.0

9 15 4.7 Missing

Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 303 Missing cases 15
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v 7 1 TRUST BLM

Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 30 9.4 10.6 10.6
LIM TED TRUST 2 100 31.4 35.5 46.1
UNCERTAIN 3 95 29.9 33.7 79.8
MODERATE TRUST 4 50 15.7 17.7 97.5
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 7 2.2 2.5 100.0
9 36 11.3 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
"Valid cases 282 M ssing cases 36
V72 TRUST FOREST SERVICE
Valid Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 18 5.7 6.3 6.3
LIM TED TRUST 2 76 23.9 26.7 33.0
UNCERTAIN 3 81 25.5 28.4 61.4
MODERATE TRUST 4 84 26.4 29.5 90.9
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 26 8.2 9.1 100.0
9 33 10.4 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 285 Missing cases 33
242



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
22:03:03 Washington State University IBM 3090-300t VM/XA

V73 TRUST FISH AND WILDLIFE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NQO TRUST AT ALL 1 20 6.3 7.1 7.1
LIMITED TRUST 2 49 15.4 17.3 24.4
UNCERTAIN 3 79 24.8 27.9 52.3
MODERATE TRUST 4 92 28.9 32.5 84.8
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 43 13.5 15.2 100.0
9 35 11.0 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 283 Missing cases 35
V74 . TRUST CONGRESS
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 140 46.0 48.8 48.8
LIMITED TRUST 2 87 27 .4 30.3 79.1
UNCERTAIN 3 46 14.5 16.0 95.1
MODERATE TRUST 4 11 3.5 3.8 99.0
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 3 9 1.0 100.0
: 9 31 9.7 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 287 Missing cases 31
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Value Label

NO TRUST AT ALL
LIMITED TRUST

UNCERTAIN
MODERATE TRUST

GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 287

Value Frequency Percent

© oW N

y

40

VM/CMS
BM 3090-300E

Tot al

M ssing cases

V76 TRUST ARMY CORPS OF ENGIN

Value Label

NO TRUST AT ALL

LIMTED TRUST
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE TRUST
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST

Valid cases 286

31

Value Frequency

© 01 B~ w N -

1

61
70
03

Tot al

Missing cases
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32

Percent

19.2
22.0
32.4
13.2

VM/XA

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
13.9 13.9
22.0 35.9
34.5 70.4
21.6 92.0
8.0 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0

Valid Cum

Percent Percent
21.3 21.3
24.5 45.8
36.0 81.8
14.7 96.5
3.5 100.0

M ssi ng

100.0
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V77 TRUST BPA
. . Valad Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 65 20.4 24.1 26.1
LIMITED TRUST 2 55 17.3 20.4 4G .6
UNCERTAIN 3 137 63.1 50.7 95.2
‘MODERATE TRUST 4 11 3.5 6.1 99.3
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 2 6 .7 100.0
: 9 48 15.1 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 270 Missing cases 48
v7s8 TRUST UNIV RESEARCHERS

Valid Cum
Value label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 10 3.1 3.6 3.6
LIMITED TRUST 2 43 13.5 15.4 18.9
UNCERTAIN 3 93 29.2 33.2 52.1
MODERATE TRUST 4 98 30.8 35.0 87.1
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 36 11.3 12.9 100.0

9 38 11.9 Missing
' Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 280 Missing cases 38
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Uni versity

| BM 3090-300E

Frequency Percent

30

Frequency Percent

Value Label Val ue
NO TRUST AT ALL 1
LIMTED TRUST 2
UNCERTAIN 3
MODERATE TRUST 4
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5
, 9

Tot al
Valid cases 288 M ssing cases
V8o TRUST NATL PUBLIC OPI NI ON
Val ue Label Val ue
NO TRUST AT ALL 1
LIMITED TRUST 2
UNCERTAIN 3
MODERATE TRUST 4
GREAT DEAL OF - TRUST 5

9

Total

Valid, cases 286 M ssing cases

34
67
106
56

32
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Valid

VM/XA

Cum

Percent Percent

26.
26.

Valid
Percent

11.9
23.4
37.1
19.6
8.0
Missing

26.0
52.4
81.6
95.8
100.0

Cum
Percent

11.9
35.3
72.4
92.0
100.0
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vel TRUST WESTERN PUB OPINION

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NGO TRUST AT ALL 1 25 7.9 8.7 8.7
LIMITED TRUST 2 55 17.3 19.2 27.9
UNCERTAIN 3 103 32.4 35.9 63.8
MODERATE TRUST 4 76 23.9 26.5 90.2
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 28 8.8 3.8 100.0
9 31 9.7 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 287 Missing cases 31
va2 TRUST URBAN COMMUN IN CRB
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 27 8.5 9.4 9.4
LIMITED TRUST 2 67 21.1 23.4 32.9
UNCERTAIN 3 118 37.1 1.3 76.1
MODERATE TRUST 4 57 17.9 19.9 96.1
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 17 5.3 5.9 100.0
9 32 10.1 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 286 Missing cases 32
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V83 TRUST RURAL IN CRB
Val i d Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO TRUST AT ALL 1 14 4.4 4.9 4.9
LIMTED TRUST 2 51 16.0 17.9 22.8
UNCERTAIN 3 100 31.4 35.1. 57.9
MODERATE TRUST 4 95 29.9 33.3 91.2
GREAT DEAL OF TRUST 5 25 7.9 8.8 100.0
9 33 10.4 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases. 285 M ssing cases 33
v84 INFLUENCE OF BLM
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 19 6.0 6.9 6.9
LIMTED INFLUENCE 2 69 21.7 25.0 31.9
UNCERTAIN 3 72 22.6 26.1 58.0
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 85 26.7 30.8 88.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 31 9.7 11.2 100.0
9 42 13.2 M ssi ng
' Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 276 M ssing cases 42
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V85 INFLU OF FOREST SERVICE

Value Label

IBM 3090-300E

Valid

VM/XA

Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

NONE AT ALL 1 10 3.1
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 683 16.7
UNCERTAIN 3 63 19.8
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 94 29.6
A GREAT DEAL 5 55 17.3
9 43 13.5
Total 318 100.0
Valid dases 275 Missing cases 43
v8é INFLU OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

Value Label

NONE AT ALL
LIMITED INFLUENCE
UNCERTAIN

MODERATE INFLUENCE
A GREAT DEAL

Valid cases 275

Value Frequency Percent
1 9 2.8
2 42 13.2
3 58 18.2
4 97 30.5
5 69 21.7
9 43 13.5
Total 318 100.0
Missing cases 43

249

3.6
19.3
22.9
36.2

20.0
Missing

Valid
Percent

3.3
15.3
21.1
35.3

25.1
Missing

Cum
Percent

3.3
18.5
39.6
76.9

100.0
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V87 INFLU OF CONGRESS
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 86 27.0 31.5 31.5
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 81 25.5 29.7 61.2
UNCERTAIN 3 58 18.2 21.2 82.4
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 30 9.4 11.0 93.4
A GREAT DEAL 5 18 5.7 6.6 100.0
9 45 14.2 M ssi ng

Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 273 M ssing cases 45
ves INFLU OF NATIVE GOVTS

Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE, AT ALL 1 30 9.4 10.9 10.9
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 76 23.9 27.7 38.7
UNCERTAIN 3 82 25.8 29.9 68.6
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 57 17.9 20.8 89.4
A GREAT DEAL 5 29 9.1 10.6 100.0
9 44 13.8 M ssi ng

Tot al 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 274 M ssing cases 44
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V89 INFLU OF ARMY CORPS OF ENGIN
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 51 16.0 18.4 18.4
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 84 26.4 30.3 68.7
UNCERTAIN 3 85 26.7 30.7 79.4
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 43 13.5 15.5 94.9
A GREAT DEAL 5 14 6.4 5.1 100.0
9 41 12.9 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 277 Missing cases 41
V9o INFLU OF BPA
g : Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 64 20.1 26.6 26.6
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 57 17.9 21.9 46.5
UNCERTAIN 3 118 37.1 65.4 91.9
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 14 6.4 5.4 97.3
A GREAT DEAL 5 7 2.2 2.7 100.0
9 58 18.2 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 260 Missing cases 58

251



08-Nov-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS

22:03:03 Washington State University I BM 3090-300E VM/XA
v91l INFLU OF UN'V RESEARCHERS

Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 15 4.7 5.5 5.5
LI M TED INFLUENCE 2 47 14.8 17.2 22.6
UNCERTAIN 3 81 25.5 29.6 52.2
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 83 26.1 30.3 82.5
A GREAT DEAL 5 48 15.1 17.5 100.0

9 44 13.8 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 274 M ssing cases 44
V92 INFLU OF FEDERAL CRTS

Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 59 18.6 21.6 21.6
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 68 21.4 24.9 46.5
UNCERTAIN 3 85 26.7 31.1 77.7
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 39 12.3 14.3 91.9
A GREAT DEAL 5 22 6.9 8.1 100.0

9 45 14.2 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 273 M ssing cases 45
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V93 INFLU OF NATL PUB OPINION
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 32 10.1 11.7 11.7
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 66 20.8 26.1 35.8
UNCERTAIN 3 81 25.5 29.6 65.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 59 18.6 21.5 B86.9
A GREAT DEAL 5 36 11.3 "13.1 100.0
9 44 13.8 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 274 Missing cases 44
V94 ‘ INFLU OF WEST PUB OPINION

) Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 18 5.7 6.6 6.6
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 58 18.2 21.2 27.8
UNCERTAIN 3 80 25.2 29.3 57.1
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 71 22.3 26.0 B83.2
A GREAT DEAL 5 46 14.5 16.8 100.0

9 45 14.2 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 273 Missing cases 45

- 253



08-Nov=-94 SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR |IBM VM/CMS

22:03:03 Washington State University I BM 3090-300E VM/XA
vo95 . INFLU OF URBAN IN CRB
Val i d Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 22 6.9 8.0 8.0
LIMITED INFLUENCE 2 67 21.1 24.3 32.2
UNCERTAIN 3 80 25.2 29.0 61.2
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 74 23.3 26.8 88.0
A GREAT DEAL 5 33 10.4 12.0 100.0

9 42 13.2 M ssi ng

L
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 276 M ssing cases 42
V96 INFLU OF RURAL IN CRB
Val i d Cum

Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NONE AT ALL 1 14 4.4 5.1 51
LI M TED | NFLUENCE 2 56 17.6 20. 3 25. 4
UNCERTAIN 3 66 20. 8 23.9 49.3
MODERATE INFLUENCE 4 87 27.4 31.5 80.8
A GREAT DEAL 5 53 16.7 19.2 100.0

9 42 13.2 M ssi ng

Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 276 M ssing cases 42
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Value Label

NONE *

PROVIDE SUGGESTIONS
ADVI SCRY BOARDS

FULL AND EOQUAL PARTN
FULL DECISIONMAKING

OTHER

Valid cases 299

Vo8 , AGE

Value Label

25
26
36
46
55

AND YOUNGER
THOUGH 35
THROUGH 45
THROUGH 55
AND OLDER

Valid cases 318

v99

Val ue Label

FEMALE
MALE

Valid cases 306

SPSS RELEASE 4.1 FOR IBM VM/CMS
Uni versity

~IBM 3090-3G0E

valid

VM/XA

Cum

Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent

© o0 wWwN -

Tot al

9
33
94

115
36

M ssing cases 19

Value

gl B w N -

Total

M ssi ng

Value

Total

M ssi ng

Frequency

48

cases 0

Frequency

cases 12
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Percent

Valid
Percent

Valid
Percent

32.0
68.0

3.0
14.0
45.5
83.9
96.0

100.0

Cum
Percent

15.1
28.3
48.4
72.3
100.0

Cum
Percent

32.0
100.0
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V100 LEVEL OF EDUC
Val i d Cum
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
SOME H GH SCHOOL 3 7 2.2 2.2 2.2
COMPLETED H GH SCHOO 4 43 13.5 13.6 15.8
SOME COLLEGE 5 119 37.4 37.5 53.3
COMPLETED COLLEGE 6 72 22.6 22.7 76.0
SOME' GRADUATE WORK 7 33 10.4 10.4 86.4
ADVANCED DEGREE 8 43 13.5 13.6 100.0
9 1 .3 M ssi ng
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 317 M ssing cases 1
viol LI BERAL OR CONSERVATI VE
' Valid Cum
Val ue Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
VERY LIBERAL 1 15 4.7 4.8 4.8
LIBERAL 2 47 14.8 15.0 19.7
MODERATE 3 132 41.5 42.0 61.8
CONSERVATIVE 4 89 28.0 28.3 90.1
VERY CONSERVATIVE 5 31 9.7 9.9 100. 0
9 4 1.3 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 314 Missing cases 4
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V102 RACE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
WHITE 1 291 91.5 91.8 91.8
AFRICAN AMERICAN 2 5 1.6 1.6 93.4
MEXICAN AMERICAN 3 3 9 .9 94.3
NATIVE AMERICAN 4 3 9 .9 - 95.3
ASIAN OR PACIFIC 1IsSL 5 3 9 .9 96.2
OTHER 6 12 3.8 3.8 100.0

9 1 3 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 317 Missing cases 1
V103 DEPEND ON INDUSTRIES

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 259 8l1.4 82.0 82.0
YES : 2 57 17.9 18.0 100.0

9 2 .6 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0

Valid cases 316 Missing cases 2
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V104 WHICH INDUSTRIES NO 1
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
TIMBER 1 14 9.4 23.7 23.7
RANCHING 2 11 3.5 18.6 42.4
FARMING 3 16 5.0 27.1 69.5
FISHING 4 ] 1.3 6.8 76.3
OTHER AGRICULTURE [3 5 1.6 8.5 84.7
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 7 2.2 11.9 96.6
TOURISM RECREATION 8 2 .6 3.6 100.0
9 259 8l.4 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 59 Missing cases 259
V10$ WHICH INDUSTRIES NO 2
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
RANCHING 2 2 .6 13.3 13.3
FARMING 3 5 1.6 33.3 46.7
FISHING 4 1 .3 6.7 53.3
OTHER AGRICULTURE 3 2 .6 13.3 66.7
HYDRO ELECTRIC 7 3 9 20.0 86.7
TOURISM RECREATION 8 2 .6 13.3 100.0
: 9 303 95.3 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 303
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V106 NO OF | NDUSTRI ES
Valid Cum
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 62 19.5 51.2 51.2
ONE 1 44 13.8 36.4 87.6
TWO 2 11 3.5 9.1 96.7
THREE 3 3 .9 2.5 99. 2
FOUR 4 1 .3 .8 100.0
9 197 61.9 Missing
Tot al 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 121 Missing cases 197
V107 VALUE COWMUNI TY
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
STRONGLY DISAGREE 1 39 12.3 12. 3. 12.3
DISAGREE 2 65 20.4 20.5 32.8
UNCERTAIN 3 63 19.8 19.9' 52.7
AGREE 4 84 26.4 26.5 79.2
STRONGLY AGREE 5 66 20.8 20. 8 100.0
9 1 .3 M ssi ng
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 317 M ssing cases 1
vios ENVIRON GRP MEMBER
Val i d Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Per cent Percent
NO 1 256 80.5 84. 2 84. 2
YES 2 48 15.1 15.8 100.0
9 14 4.4 M ssing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 3 0 4 Mssing cases 14
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V109 RECREATION GRP MEMBER
' . Valad Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NO 1 264 83.0 90.7 90.7
YES 2 27 8.5 9.3 100.0
9 27 8.5 Missing
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases o291 Missing cases 27
Vilo WISE USE MEMBER
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
NOD . 1 272 85.5 85.5 85.5
YES 2 21 6.6 6.6 92.1
' 9 25 7.9 7.9 100.0
Total 318 100.0 100.0
Valid cases 318 Missing cases 0
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