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STABILITY UNDER THE FEDERAL SUSTAINED YIELD UNIT SYSTEM:

ASSESSING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF COMMUNITY STABILITY IN THE LAKEVIEW

UNIT

I. INTRODUCTION

The 19kL Sustained Yield Forest Management Act (58 Stat. 132; 16
U.S.C. 583-5831) provides authority for the Secretary of Agriculture

and the Secretary of the Interior to form a federal sustained yield

unit when "in their respective judgements" 1) "maintenance of a

stable community" is dependent on the sale of timber from federally

owned land and 2) that such maintenance cannot be secured through the

usual procedure of selling timber (1914Z act, section 3).

Federal timber-producing lands are set aside specifically for

the benefit of these communities with the aim of securing

"stability". Stability is to be achieved by restrictingthe flow of

stumpage from within the boundaries of the set-aside land to the

communities under protection. All or part of this stumpage must have

primary Processing and as much secondary processing as is

"reasonable" accomplished within the protected communities.

In October, 1950, the Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit was

created from 492,1435 acres of the Fremont National Forest. The unit

has an annual allowable cut of 66.5 MMBF (Fremont National Forest

1979). Primary processing of the Unit's entire allowable cut must be



carried out within the defined manufacturing areas which are the

communities of Lakeview and Paisley in Lake County. Lakeview and

Paisley are the largest communities in Lake County having 1978

populations of 3000 and 300, respectively.

The objectives of the Lakeview Unit and the 19'k act which

provided for the creation of the federal sustained yield units are:

.to promote the stability of forest industries, of
employment, of' communities, and of taxable forest wealth
through continuous and ample supply of forest products,
and to secure the benefits of forests in maintenance of
water supply, regulation of stream flow, prevention of
soil erosion, amelioration of climate, and preservation of
wildlife.. ."(Lakeview Unit Policy Statement, section 1,
l9kk act, section 1, a copy of this statement can be found
in appendix A).

It should be noted that these objectives were to be sought

through the creation of both the federal sustained yield unit and the

cooperative sustained yield unit. The cooperative unit allows

private landowners to combine lands with federal lands to be managed

in cooperation with the federal agency involved under sustained yield

management. The private cooperating landowner then has first right

of refusal for timber sold off of the combined lands. This system

was to provide incentive for private landowners to bring their lands

under sustained yield management. Only one such unit was created,

between the Olympic National Forest in Washington and the Simpson

Timber Company in 1916 called the Shelton Cooperative Sustained Yield

Unit. However, policy statements of the Gray's Harbor and Lakeview

federal sustained yield units seek all objectives as stated in the

1914)4 act.
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The primary processing area (called the manufacturing area) for

the Lakevjew Unit is defined as a six mile radius around the Lake

County Courthouse, in Lakevjew, and a three mile radius around the

center of the town of Paisley (Lakeview Unit Policy Statement,

sections ii,vi). The Lakeview Unit policy statement also defines

"reasonable" remanufacturing (secondary processing) as a minimum of

five man hours per MBF of processing beyond the green chain for sawed

timber and "to the highest level practicable, within the limits of

the local remanufacturing facilities" for veneer plants and whole log

chipping facilities (Lakeview Unit Policy Statement, section vi).

Sales are prepared for bidding and allowable cut is determined in the

same manner as most other Forest Service administrative units.

The aforementioned Lakeview Unit policy statement is a document

common to all federal sustained yield units created under the lg4

act. They contain the rules and procedures under which each unit is

managed. In neither the Lakeview Unit's policy statement (nor in any

federal unit's policy statement) nor in the 1944 act is there a clear

definition of what is meant by "stability", nor is a procedure

offered by which to measure stability.

At least once every ten years the policy statement of the

Lakevjew Unit requires a review of that unit's achievement of its

stated objectives (Lakeview Unit Policy Statement, section vii). If

this review determines "that objectives of the Unit are being

satisfactorily accomplished, the program outlined in the Policy

Statement will be continued without any interruption or substantive

change" (Lakevjew Unit Policy Statement, section vii). Conversely,

if it is determined that these objectives are not being achieved,



then proposals for correcting the "unsatisfactory Conditions" will be

developed and considered. Dissolution of the Lakeview Unit is to

result if it is found that the unit Can no longer meet its

objectives.

Costs are associated with an allocation of a timber resource to

a specific location rather than by free market allocation to the site

of most efficient use. Communities protected by their respective

units may not accomplish the most complete and efficient utilization

of the timber resource possible, especially when it is recalled that

criteria for establishment of a federal unit include that maintenance

of a stable community cannot be secured through the usual procedure

of selling timber. In other words, the community must be protected

from outside mills, who have a competitive advantage. Because they

have a competitive advantage they can pay more to acquire stumpage.

On May 29,1959 the Secretary of Agriculture announced that no

further units were to be formed and that each of the five existing

units was to be examined at intervals of no more than five years to

determine the desireability of continuance of an individual unit

(Forest Service Manual, section 2k69.o3). After one such review in

1979, the Flagstaff Unit was dissolved.

The number and size of federal units spawned by the 19 act

merit research to determine how community stability is to be

attained.

The units, presently active, are listed below: (acreages from

Dana 1956, pg. 28)

1) Vallecitas Unit - 73,000 acres of the Carson National Forest

in New Mexico, created in 19L8, annual allowable harvest - L2 MMBF



Grays Harbor Unit - 116,583 acres of the Olympic National

Forest in Washington, created in 19kg, annual allowable harvest -

92.5 MMBF

Big Valley Unit - 82,185 acres of the Modoc National Forest

in California, created in 1950, annual allowable harvest - 13.7 MMBF

k) Lakeview Unit - k88,Oio acres of the Fremont National Forest

in Oregon, created in 1950, annual allowable harvest - 66.5 MMBF

The Flagstaff Unit in the Coconino National Forest in Arizona

was recently dissolved.

The resources committed to this program total more than 176 MMBF

of timber yearly. This timber is sold under less than competitive

conditions to benefit specified, protected communities, resulting in

both economic costs and a redistribution of wealth. Economic costs

occur in the form of reduced timber bids. For the year 1973,
Culbertson (1975, pg 17) estimated a revenue loss to the federal

government from the Lakeview Unit alone of $960,000 which translates

to a loss of $260,000 to Lake County in the form of reduced in-lieu

payments.

Careful study of community stability has been reemphasized by

recent Department of Agriculture final regulations regarding. land and

resource management (36 CFR Part 219). Section 219.k of the

regulations specify "community stability" as an element in assigning

regional objectives to forest planning areas without defining what

community stability is.

The preceding discussion raises two important questions:

1) How is stability to be defined, particularly community

stability?

5



6

2) Are communities under protection by a federal sustained yield

unit achieving the sought after stability?

Recently Beuter and Olson (1980) examined the performance of the

Lakeview Unit. While this study dealt with the question of

stability, it did not emphasize some of the more important social

welfare aspects of community stability. Lacking was a basic

framework or model within which they could systematically determine

whether or not the COjflmUflj.tjes of Lakevjew and Paisley achieved the

Stability sought by the 194k act. Such a model would be useful for

the review of any federal sustained yield unit as well as future

studies of policy impacts on community stability.

It is the purpose of this research to present a model that will

aid in the process of determining community stability in a federal

Sustained yield unit. An evaluation of community stability in the

Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit will then be performed using

this model.

Chapter II reviews previous studies on federal sustained yield

units. Treatment of community stability in the literature is also

reported.

Chapter III defines community stability, describes the model,

what the elements of the model are, why they are included, where data

is obtained and how the elements are to be evaluated. A brief

description of the Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit study area

is also given in this chapter.

Chapter IV describes the study findings. Conclusions about

community stablity are made based on the model.

The final Summary and Conclusions chapter (V) summarizes this



thesis and reviews findings of the Lakevjew Unit case study.

Strengths and weaknesses of the mode], are also discussed.



II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Reviews and studies are available on federal sustained yield

units. From these reviews the important elements of evaluating the

performance of a federal sustained yield unit are noted, particularly

those points related to stability. it is apparent in all reviews

that a consistent means for identifying stability is lacking.

Grays Harbor - The Grays Harbor Unit has in its policy statement

virtually the same objectives as stated in the 194 act. It is noted

in its last ten year review, carried out by Waggener and Ceperly

(1978), that stability can be defined in one of several ways:

"Stability has been interpreted within forest policy
prirnriiy as a state of constancy - hence fluctuations or
trends in factors such as output or employment would be
considered "instability". Within a broader context,
stability has been viewed as a modulated variation or
change around a trend.. .Finally, stability, in an economic
sense, can be viewed as orderly change..with the goal of
promoting growth, efficient use of all resources, and
avoidance of abrupt disruptive change..."(pg. 77).

The three preceding definitions are distinctively different.

Under the first, constancy, a stable community would have constant

employment over time in terms of numbers of jobs and a constant

output by local industry. A community experiencing a steady decline,

or even an increase of employment and production would be considered



instable. In the second view, "modulated variation", a community

experiencing a steady decline or growth can still be considered

stable as long as there are no large "peaks" or "troughs" in its

trends. In the third view of stability, change is viewed as

necessary to maintain long run stability. This view is similar to

Hirschman's (1958) definition of unbalanced growth:

"...the sequence that "leads away from equilibrium" is
precisely an ideal pattern of development...each move in
the sequence is produced by a previous
disequilibrium.. ."(pp.66-67).

For example, sawmill A updates its machinery allowing more

efficient material utilization. Mill A can now afford to purchase

timber at higher prices and still make a profit. Across town mi].1

B's external economics have changed, he must either find a way to cut

costs or he won't be able to compete for timber with mill A. An

imbalance has been created so that mill B must develop further or

face eventual contraction or elimination. The industry grows and

develops in order to keep pace or set pace with its competitors. A

community whose industries do not develop, diversify and actively

compete for resources may become stagnant, instable and face eventual

extinction.

Waggener and Ceperly do not explicitly state which definition is

most appropriate. In their study they provide tables and figures

showing historic trends of various indicators comparing those trends

to statewide trends and to trends of a "similar" county.

Big Valley Unit - The policy statement of the Big Valley Unit

appears to emphasize Waggener's and Ceperly's third definition of



stability

"...Maintenance of steady employment opportunities in the
Big Valley community, both within each year and from year
to year... Employment of local resident labor...Efficient
operation and maintenance of, and addition to, plant
facilities to keep them in step with technical advances in
forest products utilization and manufacture..." (Big
Valley Unit Policy Statement, section 3).

Maintenance of steady employment opportunity would indicate a

steady growth of the community based on the assumption that labor

migrates towards employment opportunity requiring growth in the

community economy to maintain that opportunity, while constant

change, or imbalance, is required to prompt plant facilities to keep

in step with technology.

The Big Valley's most recent review (Clark, Charter and Lund

1915) discusses three alternatives for action on unit regulations

plus one no action alternative. Discussion of impacts of these three

alternatives centers on efficiency of material usage, employment, and

mill output. Their historical discussion of the performance of the

unit covers employment, payról]., new establishment openings and

harvest levels.

Vaflecitos Unit - The policy statement of the Vallecitos Unit

states that the primary purpose of the unit is to "provide the

maximum feasible permanent support to the Vallecitos community and

nearby areas". The statement lists nearly the same objectives as the

Big Valley Unit. This unit has never been subjected to periodic

reviews.
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Flagstaff Unit - The most recent review of the Flagstaff Unit

(Utley 1979) gives little further insight to the meaning of

stabij.ity. Again the word "stability" is not defined. For example:

"The unit has stabilized employment for mill and wood
workers. . . (the Unit) provides stability for logging, pulp,and road construction

contractors and subcontractors" (pp65 and 67).

The policy statement of the Flagstaff Unit states under its

"Provision for Community Support" section, virtually identical

objectives as the Big Valley Unit.

Utley's description of community stability centers on employment

and earnings of basic industries. He describes these basic

industries, employment by industry, retail sales, and shows, through

use of multipliers, the dependence of the Flagstaff community on

lumber and wood products employment.

The Flagstaff Unit is unique in that it is the only unit to be

dissolved by the Forest Service. The unit was dissolved when Utley's

review found that Flagstaff was no longer dependent upon the sale of

forest products from federally owned land and, therefore, no longer

satisfied the "original intent" of the 19144 act (Utley 1979, pp.
109-112). One important result of this is that it sets a precedent,

and serves notice to the remaining units that they are not immune to

dissolution.

Lakevjew Unit - The policy statement of the Lákeview Unit

reiterates verbatim the objectives of the 194k act. Although there

is no further development of those objectives the Lakeview Policy

Statement cites the case of ". . .closure of all the manufacturing
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facilities occurs for a period of six months or more in either

Lakevjew or Paisley" as " prima facie" evidence that those objectives

are not being met.

In Usher's (1966) review of the Lakeview Unit, stability is

equated with constant levels of various indicators. Usher states his

concern that stability in the Lakeview Unit is becoming "stagnation".

He provides tables showing population, employment, bank deposits,

real property valuation, gross income and net buying income over a

period of years. He also provides a chronology of sawmill ownerships

and developments.

Culbertson's (1975) review also equates stability with

maintaining the status quo. He updates Usher's tables and provides a

number of payroll and earnings statistics. As Waggener and Ceperly

(1978) would do later, Culbertson compares statistics of Lake County

with surrounding counties (Klamath and Harney).

Beuter and O1o's (1980) review of the Lakevjew Unit suggests

an alternative definition of stability: as a "balance" between "basic

industry and the rest of the economy". They measure stability

through shift-share analysis of employment in Lake County. Their

shift-share analysis of Lake County using a group of similar eastern

Oregon counties as a base, compares employment levels of those

counties to Lake County. They also update Usher's table of economic

indicators.

It is necessary to look at how community stability has been used

and described in the past in order to identify salient elements used

to identify community stability.

Dana (1918) deals with the concept of community stability in
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expressions of concern over the problems arising out of community

instability. In his plea for a program of sustained yield management

he points out the "evils" of lumbering as "a roving industry, moving

from one region to another as the timber resources of each in turn

have been depleted". One of Dana's major concerns was the timber

industry's adverse influence "on the movement of population and

prosperity of cities and towns", in particular, those influences

brought on by the timber industry abandoning those towns that have

come to depend on timber as a source of income. These effects

include loss of employment, loss of payroll, the regional exodus Of a

labor force, the failure of surrounding farmland and the failure of

local businesses.

Dana also describes the interruption of the development of a

community brought on by the sudden prosperity of the timber industry

and the equally disruptive shut down of that industry. This

disruption as described by Dana, can take one of two forms:

too many local improvements - the local community may provide

goods and services that are "too good for the community". The money

is raised through bonds or notes and these obligations remain

outstanding long after the industry has "mined" the forest resource

and left, leaving a heavy financial burden for those who remain, or

conversely

too few improvements - The local community is controlled by

the timber industry, hence, the local community obtains little tax

revenue from the forest industry, much less than is needed to provide

even basic services for the local population.

Dana comments on the effects that the lumber industry in a



dependent community has on a local population:

"One of the unfortunate results of the failure of lumber
operation as usually conducted, to build up well
organized, stable communities is seen both in the
character of the population dependent on it and in that
left on the cut-over lands after industry has moved
on....(sawmill towns have an) atmosphere of unrest, of
instability, and even of immorality. The life of such
towns is likely to be abnormal and their prosperity only
temporary. Permanent homes, strong characters, and good
citizens can not be built on so unstable a foundation"
(pp. 20-21).

Dana summarizes that the "practice of forestry ... would mean

the building up of permanent, prosperous forest communities..." (pg.

33).

Mason (1927) expresses similar concerns, however, he places more

emphasis on the instability of forest industry -- of the large number

of mills faced with failure due to low profit margins through

Over-production.

Brundage (1935) and Silcox (1935) reiterate and elaborate on

some of the symptoms of community instability, such as liquidation of

lumber and logging companies, vanishing payrolls, dwindling dependent

industries,poverty stricken agriculture, failure of tax revenues,

defaulted bonds, "social disintegration", large numbers of families

on relief and abandoned homes.

In reference to the intent of the 194 Sustained Yield Forest

Management Act, the 194k Senate Report no. 359 contains letters of

endorsement from Claude E. Wickerd and Harold L. Ickers, Secretary of

the Interior. Wickerd states that federal sustained yield units

would be created where:

14



"...established dependent communities needing protection
against competition would be wrecked if the NationalForest timber were allowed to be manufactured
elsewhere...".

Ickers, in his letter, states that the federal sustained yield

unit would "save many communities from the economic paralysis

symbolized by the 'ghost town'".

Kirkpatrick (1949) describes some of the benefits brought on by

establishment of units under the 1944 act, such as community

improvements in the form of recreational facilities, educational

facilities, a community center and support of secondary wood

industries. Another benefit is the inducement for investment by

sawmills for upgrading and expansion into secondary wood products

(Mason and Flenze 1959).

One can find in the literature several definitions of community

stability, however, not all definitions have the same connotation.

Byron (1978) has two definitions:

a stable community is one whose permanence is assured and

a stable community is one whose industries have "constant

annual levels of production, employment, and incomes".

Waggener (1975) notes the "evasiveness" of the term "stability"

and has three definitions (that may be recognized from Waggener and

Ceperly (1978):

stability is a constancy - i.e., unchanging values of

economic indicators (which is the same definition as Byron's second

above).

stability is a modulated rate of change, i.e., the

15



16

non-existence of sudden changes in trends.

3) "short term variability", where short term variations or

"orderly change" is acceptable for stability.

Schallau's (197k) concept of stability seems to run along the

lines of Waggener's third definition, where stability is viewed as

orderly change. He states that "for an organization, stability is a

balancing act between stagnation and uncontrolled expansion" (pg.

21k) and, therefore, declining busjèss in one locality (however not

"abrupt") can contribute to overall economic stability.

Beuter and Schallau (1978) follow the lead of Gilmore (1976) who

was concerned with welfare parameters of a community, defining

community stability "as a balance of basic and residentiary sectors".

The residentiary sectors are "public utilities, schools, retailers,

local government, housing, etc.". By a "balance" Beuter and Schallau

suggest that there is a level of residentiary services required for a

given amount of basic industries in a community. Changes in basic

industries must be followed by a similar change in the level of

residentiary services. Stability in a community can thus be

maintained during both growth and decline of a basic industry.

Of all the definitions given above, only Beuter and Schallau

(1978) come close to the original concerns of Dana (1918) and Mason

(1927) for the welfare and well-being of local populations of timber

dependent communities.



III. METHOD

The term "community stability" arose out of the concern for the

impacts a drastically changing situation has on local populations.

Definitions by authors in the preceding section give only elements of

this focus on social well-being -- the elements of permanence without

change, constancy, controlled change designed to ensure permanence,

and balance between residentiery services and basic industry. These

elements support community stability, yet, none alone is community

stability.

Community stability is the sense of security and social

well-being enjoyed by residents of a community. It is a feeling of

security in the knowledge that they have a means of livelihood that

will not suddenly disappear leaving them isolated, in debt and owners

of worthless real estate. it is the feeling of social well-being

from the existence of residentiary services that meet their needs and

desires.

It is important to stress that the needs and desires for one

community may differ from that of other communities. Each community

will tax themselves to their own level of satisfaction for public

services (Gilimore 1976). The services provided by the private

17
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sector are encouraged by the existence and permanence of the

protected forest industry.

Given that the existence of the community's basic industry is

secure, secondary industries (services) are assured of being able to

amortize their investments, hence, are more willing to make those

investments.

If these services fall far short of the communities' needs then

it must be assumed that the federal unit has failed in this regard.

Row can it be determined whether or not the Lakeview Unit has

allowed a permanence of employment opportunity and general feeling of

social well-being?

Richardson (1978) lists methods of impact evaluation which have

relevance to the study of the Lakview Unit:

"ad hoc" assessment - here one displays indicators in an

unsystematic mode based on whatever data is available. Decisions are

then made based on the "subjective judgment of the analyst". The

random nature of this method is unappealing.

Performance Comparison - here one compares the region's

"actual" performance with the policy in existence to that region's

"expected" performance had the policy not been in existence -- the

difference being attributed to the policy's impact. Measurement of

the region's expected performance, however, is speculative.

Cost-benefit analysis - is the measurement of the social

benefits sought by a federal unit compared to gains or losses in

efficiency at the regional level. These are difficult at best to

quantify. Also , benefits for one region may be costs to another

region. This raises another question: Are benefits and costs to be
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weighed at the local, regional, interregional or national level?

11) Fuilfiliment of predetermined goals - This is the evaluation

of a policy in terms of achievement of the goals the policy set out.

The major disadvantage of this method is that one does not have

assurance that the policy was what caused the fulfillment of the

goals. However, to study the policy in terms of its goals is logical

as the focus of the study is turned away from "irrelevant criteria".

5) Regional Comparison - here one compares the region under the

policy to a similar region not under the policy. Culbertson (1975),

Waggener and Ceperly(1978), and Beuter and Olson (1980) all used this

method to some extent. However, Richardson labels this method as

"defective as an evaluative methodology" because regions differ

widely.

The method for studying stability will be carried out through a

combination of the fourth and fifth methods listed. The Lakeview

Federal Sustained Yield Unit will be used as an example. The

achievement of goals will be evaluated through trend analysis and

comparison to indicators of an analogous area.

The Lakeview Unit lies almost wholly within Lake County, Oregon.

Present day Lake County is in south central Oregon and is bordered by

Klamath and Harney counties to the west and east, respectively, and

Desohutes county to the north. Modoc County of California and Washoe

County of Nevada lie directly to the south. Figure 1 locates the

Lakeview Unit in reference to Lake County.

Most. of the county is inland plateau covered by grass-shrub

rangeland. Elevation ranges from 3OO to 8lwo feet. The upland and

mountainous areas are forested by ponderosa pines and mixed conifer



Figure 1. Lakeview Unit and the Fremont National Forest
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forests (Fremont National Forest, 1979). Lake County was named for

the numerous large lakes located Partially or totally within the

county (Oregon Blue Book 1980).

The climate in Lake County is cool, semi-arid to sub-humid;

characterized by warm summers, cold winters and a short growing

season. Precipitation averages eight to ten inches in the lower

basins and twelve to sixteen inches in moist valleys and sixteen to

twenty...five inches in forested uplands (Valde 1973).
The Population of 7200 persons in 1979 was living in the 83110

square miles of Lake County. The county's revenue producing

industries are agriculture (Primarily cattle production), timber and

government. Almost one-third of Lake County's labor force of 3220
were government employees, either federal (1130), state (80), or local

(500). An estinated 4OO persons were employed in agriculture and

another 1180 in some phase of the timber industry. Virtually the only

manufacturing in Lake County is by the timber industry.

The Lakeview Unit was created to "stabilize" the only two

incorporated cities in Lake County - Lakeview and Paisley. At one

time the city of Lakeview had the dubious distinction of being the

furthest county seat from a railroad -- 150 miles (Shaver et. al.

1905). The railroad eventually reached Lakeview in 1912. Today

Lakeview lies at the crossroads of two highways : U.S. 395, which

runs north-south from British Columbia, Canada to Tijuana, Mexico and

Oregon 1110, which connects Humboldt County, Nevada to Crescent City,

California. The nearest large city is Klamath Falls 95 miles to the

west. The population of Lakeview in 1979 was 2,850 persons. Most

lumber produced in Lake County is produced in Lakeview. Lakeview is



a service area for a wide area, hence, has more services than most

cities of this size.

Paisley lies 5 miles northwest of Lakeview. Employment relies

on a Forest Service district ranger station, one sawmill and public

schools. With a 1979 population of 300, it has experienced little

overall growth since the turn of the century.

The timber industry of Lake County and the Lakeview Unit has an

annual one-shift capacity of 95.5 MMBF of dimensioned lumber and

studs. Four of these mills are located in Lakeview and one in

Paisley. Two miliwork plants in Lakeview have a combined annual

capacity of 12 MMBF (Beuter and Olson 1980). In 1979 the competitive

situation in the Lakeview Unit changed when the Precision Pine

Products mill opened in the city of Lakeview and began bidding on

Lakeview Unit timber. Established bidding patterns were disrupted

and the price paid for Forest Service timber at auctions increased

(Beuter. and Olson 1980). This change in the structure of the timber

industry may be too recent for all the indirect effects to show up in

the indicator statistics in this thesis.

The sawmill industry near Lakeview had an 1899 out of 1.25 MMBF.

Even by 1905 "not a foot of lumber" was shipped out of the county,

all went to local use. In 1912 a spur railroad line reached Lakeview

and by 19I7 lumber was an important part of the Lake County economy.

Private lands had been overcut and remaining private timber was

largely owned and logged by "outside" interests (Lake County

.Agricu1tura Planning Commission 19147). In the four years preceding

1947 the installed sawmill capacity in Lakevjew dropped by half, from

14O to 66 MMBF. In 1947 the Industrial Committee of the Lake County

22
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Chamber of Commerce began a study which stated that further

remanufacturing and utilization of timber waste might be made in

Lakeview "...but in order to attract necessary capital, an insured

supply of lumber and lumber products was necessary" (Conn 1952).

The Lake County Chamber of Commerce made application in

December, 19L9 for a sustained yield unit which was established

October 12, 1950. Operation of the new Lakevjew Unit was delayed

until February, 1951 by an appeal from the Willow Ranch Lumber Co.

which had been excluded from the Unit. The Willow Ranch appeal to be

included was denied. The Willow Ranch Lumber Co. no longer operates

in Willow Ranch, California. it last appeared in the Directory of

Forest Product Industries in 1963.

The communities of Lakevjew and Paisley had populations of 2,850

and 300 within their respective incorporated limits in 1979. In the

area immediately surrounding these incorporated limits, live another

estimated 2000-2500 people (Fremont National Forest 1979). Thus up

to 5600 (or 78%) of the 7200 people living in Lake County in 1979

live close to or in the areas affected by the Lakeview unit.

Table 1 shows the percentage of Lake County employment within

Lakeview by industry in 1960. This does not include Paisley nor does

it include those living just outside of city limits yet working in

Lakeview. In 1960 (as well as now) the only lumber manufacturing and

remanufacturing in Lake County occured inside of the manufacturing

area defined by the Lakevjew Unit. Only one Lake County sawmill

listed in the Directory of Forest Products Industries was not

included in the Lakeview Unit. This mill, the Silver Lake Lumber Co.

in Silver Lake, ceased to be listed in the Directory after 1959 and



Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1962
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and Utilities 85 69

Wholesale and Retail Trade 235 65

Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 38 81

Business and Repair Services 32 59
Personal Services 117 65

Entertainmuent and Recreation
Services 12 57

Professional and Related Services 188 71

Public Administration 66 55
Industry not reported

33 80

Table 1. Lakeview's Share of Lake County Employment - 1960

% of
Lake County

Lakeview Employment

Total Employed
1307 47

Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 74 11

Mining
23 42

Construction 100 50

Durable Goods Manufacturing 263 46

Non-Durable Goods Manufacturing 4l 84

Transportation, Communications
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is not operating today. This is important as 89 percent of the

manufacturing in Lake County in 1960 was the lumber and wood products

industry. In 1977 lumber and wood products made up 96 percent of all

manufacturing in Lake County. Only agriculture does not have a high

percentage of' its employment within Lakeview. This result is not

unexpected as the site of extraction for this industry is range and

irrigable land located over a wide area of the county. It will be

assumed that recent trends (1950-1980) of statistics for Lake County

are representative of Lakeview and Paisley for industrial,

employment, economic and social trends.

In order to declare that the Lakeview Unit (or any federal unit

) as a whole is meeting its stated purpose it must be found to

achieve each of the following goals:

Stability of forest industries

Stability of employment

Stability of taxable forest wealth

11) Stability of communities

A continuous supply of forest products and maintenance of

ecological benefits are other goals mentioned in the policy statement

(and the 191k act), but are not uniquely attainable by a federal

sustained yield unit. In the words of Granger (l9kk), they "will be

obtained except under extraordinary circumstances more or less

automatically from sustained yield management". The national forest

system is now legally committed to sustained yield management by the

1960 Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act (711 Stat. 215:16 U.S.C.

528-531i).

Indicators for each of the goals are:
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1) Forest Industry indicators;

Production

Efficiency

Investment

2) Employment indicators;

Employment trend

Unemployment

a) Regional share (shift-share analysis)

3) Taxable Forest Wealth indicators;

a) Real property value

It) Community indicators;

Birth rate

Age class distribution

Family income

Number below poverty level

Food stamp recipients

Divorce rate

Suicide rate

Crime rate

In some cases the measurement of indicators can be evaluated by

comparing past and present trends. Most indicators will be shown in

comparison to the measurements of the same indicators for Kiamath and

Harney counties.

Klamath and Harney counties are eastern Oregon counties

bordering Lake County on the west and east respectively. These

counties share similar geographic locations, climates and economies -

i.e., they are highly dependent on timber, agriculture and range. See
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figure 2 for the location of Lake, Kiamath and Harney counties in

Oregon.

As stated in Richardson's objection to comparison, there are

differences between the counties. If they had precisely parallel

economies Kiamath and Harney counties would have also needed a

federal sustained yield unit to protect their communities. Both

Kiamath and Harney have timber dependent communities, but it was

determined that only Lakevjew and Paisley (Lake County) were in need

of tlstabjljzatjon$,

It is assumed that the communities of Harney and Kiamath

counties are at acceptable levels of stability and that their

indicators show as much.

An acceptable indicator is evidence consistent with achievement

of a goal. An unacceptable result indicates a situation conflicting

with achievement of a goal. An ambiguous indicator is a result which

may appear inconsistent with achievement of a goal, yet the evidence

is not strong enough to discount unrelated factors.

An unacceptable indicator result casts doubt upon the

achievement of a goal. If there are no acceptable results and at

least one unacceptable result for a goal then that goal has not been

achieved. The presence of both acceptable and unacceptable

indicators makes achievement ambiguous. As "unacceptable'1 is a

stronger result, if more are in evidence than "acceptable" for a goal

then that goal will be considered not achieved. If all indicator

results are ambiguous then achievement for that goal is ambiguous.

Finally, if at least one indicator result is acceptable and none are

unacceptable than the goal has been achieved.



Figure 2. Location of Lake and Comparison Counties in Oregon
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Since overall community stability is the sum of all four of the

goals then achievement of community stability cannot be achieved if

any one of the goals is not achieved.

FOREST INDUSTRIES

Stability of forest industry is interpreted to be a permanence

in existence of the industry at a constant or growing level of

output. Since stagnation can lead to eventual elimination the

industry must also show signs of change - i.e., investment and

increased efficiency. Determination of achievement of the goal of

forest industry stability will rely on three groups of indicators;

Output, efficiency and investment.

a) Output - a constant or increa3ing output of timber products

from mills within the Lakevjew Unit with only temporary, moderate

declines will be considered a sign of community stability. If the

mills show a constant decrease of timber output this will be

considered suspect. It is recognized that the timber industry is

cyclical with production rising and falling with national demands

(Zivnuska 1919). Output of Paisley and Lakeview mills will be

compared to production of mills in Harney and Kiamath counties to

determine whether changes in logging production levels are a local or

regional phenomenon. If sharp or constant decreases in production

appear for Lake County and not for Harney or Kiamath counties this

will be considered significant.

Data for output of Lakeview Unit mills are available from annual

reports made by the mills themselves and are on file at the Fremont
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National Forest's Supervisor's Office in Lakeview. These reports are

required by the Forest Service in order to insure that the Conditions

of the policy statement are being met. Usher (1966) tallied the

total lumber output and timber output using private stumpage for the

years 1950 to 1965. Culbertson (1975) did the same for the years

1966 to 1973. Unfortunately lumber ouput data was incomplete for the

years 19711 and 1975 (recession years in the timber industry) so that

Beuter and Olson (1980) were unable to report figures for these two

years. Also data for lumber produced by private stuinpage were

unavailable so Beuter and Olson reported only total production for

the years 1976-1979.

Annual lumber production statistics by county is available from

the Western Wood Products Association (in an annual publication).

Statistics for Harney County were obtained by subtracting Lakeview

production from statistics for Lake and Harney counties which were

combined by the publication to avoid disclosure of individual mill

outputs.

b) Efficiency - two subiridicators for efficiency in the Lakeview

Unit are readily available. These are the two indicators used by

Beuter and Olson (1980). The first efficiency indicator is the log

recovery ratio- i.e., MBF lumber output per MBF log scale input. The

second is "average numbers of employees per MMBF log input ratio".

Gedney and Henley (1971), using unpublished log recovery data

from Oregon State University, determined a log recovery ratio for

"Eastsjde Doug Fir", which is used for comparison to Lakeview Unit

mills. Eastsjde Doug Fir of all categories covered by Gedney and

Henley most closely match the Ponderosa and mixed conifer forest type
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in Lake County. Beuter and Olson (1980) determined a 1976-1977 log

recovery ratio for mills within the Lakeview Unit by dividing total

lumber output by total log input for all mills in the unit.

If the average for Unit mills is lower than the average for the

comparison region this indicator falls in the ambiguous category.

Whether or not the difference between the averages of the suspect

indicatcr is great enough to be unacceptable must be decided by the

individual investigator.

Wall (1979) using employment figures from the Oregon Division of

Employment and wood consumption data from a 100% mill canvas by

Howard and Hiserote (1978) determined 1976 employment/input ratios

for several Northwest regions. Wall's ratio for central, eastern

Oregon region (encompassing Lake County, IClamath and several counties

to the north) will be compared to the employment_input ratio of Lake

County. Each null Within a federal unit must submit an annual report

of that mill's activities to determine compliance with the unit's

policy statement. These reports are on file for the Lakeview Unit at

the Fremont National Forest Supervisor's Office in Lakeview, Oregon.

Beuter and Olson (1980) determined the 1976 employment/input ratio

for Lakeview unit mills by dividing 1976 employment by total 1976 log
input. These statistics were gathered from the annual reports.

It is assumed that the use of manual labor is inefficient,

hence, the higher the number of employees per MMBF of input, the less

efficient the operation. But, if the log recovery ratio favors the

mill with the higher employment to input ratio than the subindicators

counteract and the result is ambiguous. Otherwise, if the average

for Unit mills is higher than the average for the comparison region,
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this indicator falls in the ambiguous category. cihether or not the

difference between the averages of the ambiguous indicator is great

enough to be unacceptable must be decided by the individual

investigator.

c) Investment - investment in mill facilities must occur in

frequency and in amounts sufficient to suggest that mills are

upgrading facilities to meet competition. Since comparable regional

statistics are unavailable, and maintenance and upgrading costs may

vary widely from year to year evaluation of this indicator becomes

difficult. If industry management is willing to upgrade or expand

facilities they must feel secure that they will exist long enough to

amortize that investment. The absence of any investment would

therefore be unacceptable.

Investment in mill facilities has been reported annually in the

L.akeview Unit mills' annual reports on file at the Fremont National

Forest Supervisor's Office in Lakevjew. Culbertsori (1975) reported

these figures for the years 1966-1973. Figures for 19711979 were

taken directly from the annual reports.

EMPLOYMENT

Employment and the opportunity for employment is an objective of

the 19I1I act heavily stressed in unit reviews and in literature on

community stability. Stability of employment will be described

through the use of three indicators; trends in overall employment,

unemployment and the regional share component of shift share

analysis.
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a) Employment trends - Stability in employment implies a feeling

of security in knowing that the availability and the number of jobs

will not drastically decline. A constant, or rising level in the

overall numbers employed 1$ desired. A temporary, gradual decline is

acceptable, but sudden, sharp drops or long term declines in

employment indicate instability and is unacceptable.

Data for trends of employment on the county level in Oregon come

from local area labor economists employed by the Employment Division

who are located throughout the state. Labor economists determine

county employment through surveys of most of the large businesses and

many of the smaller businesses in each county. The survey results

and their knowledge of the counties in their area are used to derive

"Labor Force" tables. The Labor Force tables are updated and

finalized when the quarterly tax reports are available. These

employment estimates have been available for Lake, Kiamath and Harney

counties annually since 1958. Labor Force tables contain estimates

of employment by industrial sectors, rounded off to the nearest ten.

b) Unemployment - high unemployment indicates a failure of the

area to provide employment for those seeking work. The percentage of

unemployment in Lake County is Compared to K].amath and Harney

counties. If the unemployment rate is lower than either of the

comparison counties for over half of the years the unit has been in

existence then the result is acceptable. If the unemployment rate

for Lake County is higher than both comparison counties and the

difference between Lake County's rate and the next highest rate is

greater than the difference between the comparison counties for over

half of the years tested then the result is unacceptable. The result
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is also unacceptable if the rate is higher than and increasing in

relation to both comparison counties. Otherwise, the result is

ambiguous.

Oregon Division of Employment Labor Force tables discussed in the

previous subsection also give unemployment rates (percentage of total

labor force unemployment).

c) Regional share - the regional share component of shift-share

analysis indicates the competitive position of the study area in

ability to provide jobs (the shift-share analysis technique can also

be used on income or even population). A positive regional share is

desired because it implies that the study area is providing a

disproportionate share of employment growth from within the larger

area on which the shift-share analysis is based. The sum of regional

shares for all sectors of at least zero is acceptable. The results

become unacceptable when the sum of regional shares is highly

negative.

Shift-share analysis compares change in employment of the

industrial sectors in the region under study to a larger geographical

unit, for example, the state of Oregon compared to the United States.

The smaller unit in the following example will be referred to as the

study area and the large unit as the nation. The change in

employment for a region over time is broken into three components;

national growth, industry mix and regional share.

It is expected that employment in the hypothetical study area

will grow over a period of time at the same proportional rate as

total national employment. This is the first shift-share component

called "national growth". In the example shown in table 2, the



Table 2. Study Area National Growth Component

1960-1970 Expected National
1960 National 1970 Growth

Industry Employment Growth. Rate Employment Component

35

A 400 1.20 480 80
3. 40 1.20 48 8

C 40 1.20 48 8

D 40 1.20 48 8

E 80 1.20 96 16

TOTAL 600 720 120
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expected igyo employment for the study area is derived by multiplying

the national growth rate (1.20) by the actual 1960 employment figures

for each industry. The national growth component is the difference

between expected 1970 employment figures and the actual 1960

employment figures.

The formula for national growth is:

NG. EMP. x GR1 a. r

= expected growth for the study area in
industry I from time zero to time t

EMP. = employment in study area industry I at
time zero

GR national growth rate of employment in all
industries from time zero to time t

Table 3 shows expected and actual 1970 employment figures for

the hypothetical study area. The differences between them are

attributable to the remaining components. How much effect the

composition of Industries in the study area have compared to the

nation is measured by the industry mix component. If the industrial

composition, for example, was weighted towards nationally slower

growing industries then this effect on employment will be negative.

The industrial mix component of shift-share analysis is found

through the following equation:

IN. = E1P. x (CR. - GR )1 1 1 r

where: IN. industry mix
dustry i

EMP. = employment in study
time zero

CR. = national growth1
industry i from

CR. = national growth rate
industries from time

component of study area in-

area industry i at

rate of employment in
time zero to time t

of employment in all
zero to time t

where: NC.
1



Table 3. Study Area Employment - Expected and Actual
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Industry

Expected
1970

Employment

Actual
1970

Employment Difference

A 480 400 -80
B 48 48 0

C 48 52 4

D 48 40 -8

E 96 120 24

TOTAL 720 660 -60
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The hypothetical national economy is shown in table k. The

national employment growth rates are determined by dividing the 1970

employment by 1960 employment. Nationally, industries A and C grew

slower than the national average and as such would be considered slow

growth industries. If employment in the study area was made up

mostly of these two industries then the industrial mix would be

expected to be negative.

Table 5 gives the industry mix components of the hypothetical

study area. The negative total industry mix component (-10k) tells

us that the study area has a higher proportion of slow growing

industries. If the study area industries had performed as had each

national industry then it would be expected that the study area would

experience an employment shift of _101 employees, however, there was

only a total shift of - 60. The difference lies in the local area's

competitive advantage compared to the nation. This competitive

advantage is measured by the regional share component. The regional

share component indicates the ability of a given industry attract a

share of the national growth. The regional share component could be

most easily determined at this point as the sum of the study area's

actual change in employment minus the national growth component

minus the industry mix, for each industry. Figure 3 illustrates the

relationship between the components for total employment. The same

relationship holds true for each industry.

The regional share can also be found using the following

formula:

RS. (AG. - GR.) x EMP.
1 1 1 1
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Table 4. National Industrial Growth Rates

1960 1970 DifferenceIndustry Employment Employment Growth Rate (GR1_GRr)

A 16000 14000 0.88 -0.32
B 25000 35000 1.40 0.20
C 25000 25000 1.00 -0.20
D 20000 25000 1.25 0.05
E 14000 21000 1.50 0.30

TOTAL 100000 120000 1.20
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Table 5. Study Area Industry Mix

1960 1960-1970 Industry
Industry Einploytnent (GR1_GRr)

A 400 -0.325 -130
B 40 0.02 1

C 40 -0.02 -1
D 40 0.05 2

E 80 0.30 24

TOTAL 600 -104
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Figure 3. Relationship of Shift-Share Components

1970 Expected Employment 720

NG IM
(120) (-104)

1970 Actual Employment 660

616 -
1960 Employment 600



where: RS. regional share of study area industry i

AG. actual growth rate of study area industry i
from time zero to time t

GR. national growth rate of industry i from time
zero to time t

employment in the study area at time zero in
industry i

Regional share plus industry mix is equal to employment shift -

i.e., _1OL + J4J4 -60. The employment shift can also be found by

subtracting the expected employment from the actual employment for a

given year.

Table 5 summarizes the process for determining the regional

share of the hypothetical area. The regional share column was

determined by multiplying 1960 employment by the difference column.

For industries A and C the regional share component indicates that

the study area compared to the nation was able to provide more

employment in those two industries. The reverse is true for

industries B and D. The study area has no comparative advantage or

disadvantage in industry E. Table 7 summarizes the shift-share

analysis of the hypothetical study area. Further descriptions of

shift-share analysis can be found in Ashby 1965 and Perloff et. al.

1960.

For this thesis the smaller study area is Lake County. The

counties of Lake, Klamath and Harney will be the larger unit or

nation which comprises the basis for comparison.

A shift share analysis will be done for the time periods

1950-1960 and 1960-1970 using employment data from Ashby and

Cartwright (1975) who used published and unpublished data from the

U.S. Bureau of Census. Ashby and Cartwright developed comparable

employment statistics compensating for changes in Standard Industrial

EMP.
1

42



Table 6. Study Area Regional Share
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Industry
1960

Employment

1970
Actual

Employment

Actual Study
Area Growth

Rate
Difference
(AG.-GR.)

Regional
Share

A 400 400 1.00 0.125 50
B 40 48 1.20 -0.20 -8
C 40 52 1.30 0.30 12

D 40 40 1.00 -0.25 -10
E 80 120 1.50 0 0

TOTAL 600. 660 44



Table 7. Study Area Shift-Share Analysis

Employment Shift: -104 + 44 = -60

44

Industry
1960

Employment

Actual
1970

Employment
National
Growth

Industry
Mix

Regional
Share

A 400 400 80 -130 50
B 40 48 8 8 -8
C 40 52 8 -8 12
D 40 40 8 2 -10
E 80 120 16 24 0

TOTAL 600 660 120 -104 44
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Classification code (SIC) and changes in employment statistics.

For a Shift-share analysis of a more recent time period,

1970-1979, Oregon Division of Employment data will be used for the

years 1960,. 1970 and 1979. The time period 1960-1970 is analyzed to

point up Possible differences between U.S. Bureau of Census data and

Oregon Employment Division data. Census figures give statistics for

a single point of time, while the Employment Division's data are

annual averages and its industries are more highly aggregated.

TAXABLE FOREST WEALTH

The loss of the forest resource of a timber dependent community

is reflected by the loss of jobs, income, secondary industries, value

of houses owned by the displaced labor force and value of abandoned

businesses. This loss of value of real, property would also cause a

loss of tax revenue to local government and a decline in the basic

services the local government can provide.

Stability of taxable forest wealth in the Lakeview Unit is

indicated by constant or increasing real property assessments in the

communities of Lakeview and Paisley (in conatant 1967 dollars). A

decline or sharp drop-off in real, property value is unacceptable.

Real property valuation for Lake County can be found in Beuter

and Olson (1980). Their data came from the Oregon Department of

Revenue and is shown in table B7 in appendix B for the years

1958-1978. To discount the effects of inflation the consumer price

index, with 1967 as the base year, is used to convert real property

valuations to 1967 constant dollars.
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The Bureau of Labor Statistics derives consumer price indices.

Their "Consumer Price Indices for urban consumers in Portland, Oregon

- Washington (1967 - 100)" can be found in table 8.

To put real property valuation into 1967 constant dollars the

valuation for a given year is divided by that year's consumer price

index. For example, a dollar in 1967 would buy what $1.98 would buy

in 1978. With the effects of inflation accounted for it is possible

to follow the trend over time of the real value of' property in Lake

County. Although inflation can be compensated for, other effects

cannot be such as interest rates, speculation on real estate or

consistent reappraisals.

COMMUNITY

The concern is for social well-being. Three groups of

indicators are used to cover a wide range of social concerns;

population, income and alienation.

a) Population... One specific concern for community stability was

to create an environment conducive to raising families. Two

population statistics will be used, the number of births per 1000

people and the age class distribution.

The number of births per 1000 people indicates whether or not

study area inhabitants feel secure enough to start and raise

families. The birth rate for Lake County was compared to the birth

rates for Klamath and Barney counties. When Lake County's birth rate



Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington D.C. 20212
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Table 8. Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers in Portland,

Oregon (1967 = 100)

Annual Annual
Year Average Year Average

1969 108.6 1954 78.7
1968 103.5 1953 78.8
1967 100.0 1952 78.4
1966 97.5 1951 76.7
1965 94.6 1950 71.0

1949 69.7

1979 225.4 1964 92.2
1978 198.4 1963 90.2
1977 180.2 1962 88.5
1976 167.0 1961 88.1
1975 156.5 1960 87.1

1974 142.8 1959 85.9
1973 127.3 1958 84.9
1972 119.5 1957 83.1
1971 116.1 1956 80.5
1970 113.2 1955 78.6
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is higher than either Kiamath or Harney counties' birth rates for

over half of the years of the unit's existence then the result is

acceptable. The result is unacceptable when Lake County's rate is

lowest and the difference between it and the next lowest rate is

greater than the difference between the two comparison counties for

at least half of the years. The result is also unacceptable if the

rate is lower than and decreasing in relation to both comparison

counties'. Otherwise, the result is ambiguous.

Data for the number of births per 1000 people for Lake, Klamath,

and Harney Counties were collected from unpublished tables provided

by the Vital Statistics Section of the Oregon Department of Human

Resources. Birth certificates are generally filled out by hospital

personnel except in cases where births occur outside of the hospital.

The birth attendant is required to fill out a certificate. The

certificates are turned into health department and the data are

forwarded to the Vital Statistics Division.

Age class distribution also shows the extent to which residents

are raising families. Each class is measured as a percentage of the

total county population. Age class distribution is also important in

that it shows the Unit's ability to attract and retain the young

labor force - i.e., ages 20-29, the ages most likely to start

families. There are two parts of the age class distribution

indicator which need to be evaluated; the young labor force and the

young family members (ages 19 and under).

The results are acceptable when Lake County's percentages for

either the young labor force or the young family members are higher

than either of the respective categories for both Klamath and Harney
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counties for over half the years tested. The results will be

Considered unacceptable when Lake County's rate is the lowest and the

difference between it and the next lowest county's is greater than

the difference between the comparison counties', for at least half of

the years tested. The results are also unacceptable if the

percentages are lower than and decreasing in relation to both the

comparison counties'. Otherwise, the results are ambiguous.

Overall, the indicator is acceptable when either subindicator is

acceptable and neither unacceptable. The indicator is unacceptable

when the reverse is true. Finally, the indicator is ambiguous if

both are ambiguous or if one is acceptable and the other is

unacceptable.

Data for age class distribution were taken from the 1950,1960
and 1970 Census of Population. The Census of Population is a

decennial census of the United States population carried out by the

U.S. Bureau of the Census. The sampling population is all U.S.

households and all individuals in living groups. Statistics for age

distribution come from a 100 percent survey of the sampling

population for the 1950, 1960 and 1970 censuses.

b) Income - Three income indicators will measure the Lakeview

Unit's ability to maintain a standard of living comparable to Kiamath

and Harney counties; family income, number below poverty level, and

number of persons receiving food stamps.

The median family income is important because it is an

indication of the standard of living in the area. The annual income

for the years 19I9,1959,1969 and 1979, measured in constant 1967

dollars, were used. If Lake County has a higher median income than
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either IClamath and Harney counties' for over half of the years

tested, the indicator is acceptable. If the median income for Lake

is lowest and the difference between it and the next lowest

comparison county is greater than the difference between comparison

counties.', for at least half of the years tested, then the results

are unacceptable. If Lake County's median income is lower than and

decreasing in relation to the comparison counties' median incomes the

results are unacceptable. Otherwise, the results are ambiguous.

Median family income for the years 1949,1959 and 1969 were taken

from the Census of Population for the decennial census years 1950,
1960 and 1970 respectively. As mentioned in the population section

the sampling population was all U.S. households and all individuals

in living groups. Median income for 1949 and 1969 came from a survey

of 20 percent of the sampling poplation and median income for 1959

came from a sample of 25 percent.

As results of the 1980 census are not yet available an alternate

source for more recent estimates of family income was needed. The

Oregon Housing Division, since 1973, has annually released median

family income figures for each county in Oregon. The Oregon Housing

Division updates their figures by indexing it to total wages paid to

workers covered by unemployment insurance. Information on derivation

of median family income came from a phone call with the Oregon

Housing Division. Nearly 95 percent of all wages paid in Oregon are

paid to employees covered by unemployment insurance. The Oregon

Housing Division estimates that 60 percent of total income is

represented by covered employment, the remaining income being

interest, transfer payments, rental income and profits (i.e.
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proprietaj. income). The Oregon Housing Division estimates median

family income by taking the rate of increase in annual covered wages

from the base year to the year being estimated and applying it to the

base year median family income. For example, Lake County median

family income in 1969 was $9,2141. Covered wages in Lake County

increased from 1969 to 1980 by a factor of 1.9959. This factor is

applied to 1969 median family income to derive the 1980 family income

of $18,k1414 - i.e., 1.9959 x 92k1 1811L. Lake County median family

income is to be compared to that of Klamath and Harney Counties.

Poverty will be expressed two ways; percentage of families below

poverty level and percentage of persons below poverty level. Since

low percentages of families and persons below poverty level are

desired, when Lake County's percentages are lower than either

comparison counties' the results are acceptable. The results are

unacceptable if Lake percentages are greater than both comparison

counties' and the difference between it and the next highest county's

percentages are greater than the difference between the comparison

counties'. Otherwise, the results are ambiguous.

The 1970 Census of population describes how many families in

Lake County, Klamath County and Harney County are below poverty

threshold. The poverty threshold levels used in the 1970 census were

developed by the Civil Services Administration. These levels are

shown in table 9. The threshold level for a family depends on the

size of the family. The larger the family the more that must be

earned to avoid poverty. Slightly less is needed by farm families in

comparison to non-farm families to remain above the poverty level.

Food stamp recipients can include not only those below poverty



Table 9. Community Services Admini?tration 1970 Poverty
Threshold Levels - (annual income)

Family Size Non-fa Family Farm Family

I $ 1840 $ 1569

2 2823 2012

3 2924 2012

4 3743 3195

5 4415 3769

6 4958 4244

7 6i01-1 5182-'

Source: State Community Services Program, 1980 issue

a! for all states except Alaska and Hawaii

b/ 8 or more, $ 1.220 for each additional member

c/ 8 or more, $ 1030 for each additional member
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level but also those one step above. The more people in a houshold,

the greater the household income may be and still gain food stamp

support. Table 10 defines the threshold eligibility levels for food

stamp recipients.

The number of individuals receiving food stamps in each county

is divided by the respective county population. These percentages

will be reported for the years 1975-1979. The results are acceptable

when the percentages for Lake County are below the percentages for

either Kiamath and Harney counties for over half the years tested.

The results are unacceptable when Lake percentages are above both

comparison counties' and the differences between it and the next

highest county's are greater than the differences between the'

comparison counties', for at least half the years tested. The

results are also unacceptable if Lake County's percentages are both

higher and increasing in relation to the comparison counties.

Otherwise, the results are ambiguous.

Local offices of the Adult and Family Services Divi1on of the

Oregon Department of Human Resources provide "authorization to

purchase" cards which allow recipients to purchase food stamps at a

post office. The cards are returned to the Adult and Family Services

Division where data is collected on use by food stamp recipients.

Some of this data is published by the State Community Services

Program, Oregon Department of Human Resources in their publication

"Social Accounting for Oregon, Socio-economic Indicators". This

publication is published yearly (since 1976) and reports the number

of households in each county of Oregon receiving food stamps. County

total population estimates were obtained from the same publication.



Table 10. Food Stamp Eligibility Requireinents'

Source: Adult and Family Services Division, Oregon Department

of Human Resources, Salem, Oregon

a! effective January, 1980

b/ net income equals 0.8 gross income

Cl for each individual over eight add $ 53
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Number in
Household

Monthly Thresholdb,
Net Income Level

I $316
2 418

3 520

4 621

5 723

6 826

7 926

8 10281
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c) Alienation - Three indicators have been selected for their

ability to show the existence of unhappiness or alienation present

within the study area, they are : divorce rates, suicide rates and

crime rates.

Divorce rates will be shown for the years 1950-1979. If Lake

County has a lower divorce rate than either Kiamath and Harney

counties the results wil). be considered acceptable. The results are

unacceptable if the rate for Lake is highest and the difference

between it and the next highest county's is greater than the

difference between the comparison counties' for at least half of the

years of the unit's existence. The results are also unacceptable if

Lake County's rates are both higher and increasing in relation to the

comparison counties'. Otherwise, the results are ambiguous.

Statistics for divorce rates were taken from the "Divorce by

county of Ocourence" table published by the Vital Statistics Section

of the Health Division, Oregon Department of Human Resources. After

the judge decrees the dissolution of marriage the court clerk files

the certificate and the data is given to the Vital Statistics

Division. Data on divorces are recorded by place of occurence.

Suicide rates, like divorce rates, will be shown for the years

1950-1979. The suicide rate results will be evaluated the same way

as the divorce rate results.

Data for number of suicides per 100,000 people for Lake, Kianiath

and Harney counties were obtained from "Deaths due to Suicide by

County of Residence" table from the Vital Statistics Section of the

Health Division, of the Oregon Department of Human Resources.

Funeral directors, physcians and medical examiners fill out death
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certificates which include the apparent causes of death and residence

data of the deceaseds. These are turned in to local health

departments and the data are forwarded to the Vital Statistics

Section. Through agreements with other states, data on deaths of

Oregonians outside the state is obtained.

The Law Enforcement Council has established two crime indices

violent and property. Offenses included in the violent crime index

are murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Property

crime index offenses are burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft and

arson. Arson was added to the list of index crimes in 1979.

The result of the crime indices will be evaluated using the

same method as the divorce and suicide rates. The statistics were

obtained from the Law Enforcement Council's publication, "State of

Oregon Analysis of Criminal Offensestt (1975-1977) and "Analysis of

Crime in Oregon" (1978-1979).
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IV. RESULTS

The Results chapter is organized into five sections. The first

four sections Correspond to the four goals of the Lakeview Unit.

Each of these sections is divided into subsections corresponding to

the soejo-economic indicators for each of the goals plus a

ttconclusjonfl subsection which comments on the achievement or

non-achievement of the goal. The fifth section is a final conclusion

section which discussed the significance of the findings and remarks

on the achievement of the overall goal of community stability.

FOREST INDUSTRY

The existence of stability in forest industry was to be gauged

by three factors: timber industry output, efficiency and investment.

Output- As noted in the area description the major timber

product of the Lakeview Unit is lumber. Figure 4 shows lumber

production by mills within the Lakeview Unit for the years 1950-1979.

This figure shows both total output and output manufactured from

private stumpage. Annual total output for the years 1950-1979 varied

from a low of 56,391 MEF in 1965 to a high of 1O2,k91 MBF in 1971.

Peaks and valleys in total output are closely followed by those of

output from private stumpage. Although output varies periodically



Figure 4. Lumber Production by mills in Lakeview Unit 1950-1979
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above and below the average annual total output of 75,929 MBF, these

variations are cyclic rather than indicative of a long term trend.

Because there is no indication of a long term fall off of production

this result is acceptable. Data for figure 14 can be found in table

81 in appendix B.

Figure 5 shows lumber production of Kiamath, Barney and Lake

Counties. Klamath County shows a definite dropoff in lumber output

during the recession years of 1969-1970 and 19714-1975. Harney County

also shows a dropoff during 1969-1970. Output from Lakeview Unit

mills during the 1969-1970 recession show little of the perturbation

shown by the other counties. Unfortunately data during the 19714-1975

recession is unavailable for the Lakeview Unit and Barney County.

Both Klamath and Barney counties show a cyclical up and down pattern.

Lake County stays comparatively constant. The output of lumber

indicator is acceptable. Numerical data for Kiamath, Barney and Lake

counties can be found in table 82 in appendix B.

Efficiency... The two subindicators considered are average number

of employees per MMBF log input and log recovery ratio (the ratio of

lumber output to log input).

Recall that mills in the Lakeview Unit must meet a five man-hour

per MBF lumber remanufacturing
requirement, which may need to be

considered in evaluating efficiency indicators.

Wall (1979) found an average 1976 ratio of 5.9 employees per

MMBF log input for planing mills and sawmills in Crook, Deschutes,

Jefferson, Kiamath, Lake and Wheeler Counties. Beuter and Olson

(1980) found the same ratio (5.9) for Lakeview Unit mills using log

input and employment data from the 1976 annual report.



Figure 5. Lumber Production in Lake and Comparison Counties 1964-1 979
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The log recovery ratio for Lakeview Unit mills averaged 1.10

during 1976-1977 (Beuter and Olson 1980). Gedney and Henley (1971)

observe that studies have shown ratios ranging from 1.20 to 1.33.

Beuter and Olson state that computerized facilities in sawmills today

generally achieve higher ratios. With growth and log grade

differences between Douglas Fir used in Gedney and Henley's study and

the conifers in the Fremorit National Forest the ratio of 1.10 for

mills in the L.akeview Unit is not a large enough difference to be

conclusive. Hence, the indicator results are ambiguous.

Investment- During the years 1966-1979 the Unit mills invested a

total of 13.7 million dollars in their plants which is an average of

nearly one million dollars yearly. Statistics for comparison from

mills In nearby counties are unavailable. It can be concluded from

the amounts invested in Unit mills that commitment to upgrade

facilities has been made. There is no basis to suggest that this

result is in any way unacceptable, so it will be considered

acceptable.

Table 11 presents annual investment by unit mills from 1966 to

1979.

Conclusion - It is possible that the reduced competition of a

federal unit has allowed these lumber mills to become less efficient

but still able to compete for markets. It is also possible that

management can not raise the capital required to bring their mills to

peak efficiency. Production data has shown that unit mills have

maintained their share of the lumber market with a level of

production that has not fallen off over time.

The efficiency indicator was ambiguous and the investment



Table 11. Investment in Lakeview Unit Mills

Source: 1966 - 1973, from Culbertson 1975

1974 -. .1979, from annual reports submitted to the

'Fremont National Forest by lJnit mills
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Year $l000s

1966 608

1967 528

1968 1068

1969 253

1970 615

1971 705

1972 684

1973 1219

1974 1378

1975 565

1976 1977

1977 529

1.978 1814

.1979 1762
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indicator was acceptable. With this in mind it seems that the forest

industry in the Lakevjew Unit has achieved stability.

EMPLOYMENT

This goal was to be evaluated using three indicators; trends in

employment, unemployment and the regional share component of

shift-share analysis.

Employment Trend - Both total employment (figure 6) and

employment in the wood products industries (figure 7) experience

similar increases during 1978 and 1979 which is possibly due to the

construction of the Precision Pine Products mill within the unit.

For the lumber and wood products industry this recent increase

reversed a downward trend in employment. Lumber and wood products

employment steadily dropped from a high of 570 in 1959 to a low of

360 in 1975 (figure 7). As wood and lumber products employment

declined employment in the government in Lake County increased.

Government employment has more than doubled since 1958, steadily

increasing from an annual average of 18O in 1958 to 1010 in 1979.

Table B3 in appendix B shows employment data for Lake County from

1958 to 1979 broken down by industry.

Total employment in Lake County has remained very constant since

1958 hovering near an annual average employment of 2931 people. The

lowest annual employment average was 2810 in 1971 and the highest was

the most recent estimate of 3220 in 1979. Since total employment in

Lake County has remained constant and not decreased the results are

acceptable.



Figure 6. Average Annual Employment in Lake County 1958-1979
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Figure 7. Lumber and Wood Products Employment in Lake County 1958-1979
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Table Bk

total working

Regional

Unemployment - Lake County's average annual unemployment has

ranged from a low in 1963 of 6.1 percent to

1975, averaging 8.5 percent since 1958 (see

in Lake County had been consistently higher

change in regional share of -262 (table 13). This means that the

sectors in Lake County were unable to provide as much employment

opportunity as the same sectors in the comparison counties of Klamath

and Barney. Lake County also has a negative industry mix (-1k7)

showing that Lake County's mix of industries is more heavily weighted

66

a high of 12.2 percent in

figure 8). Unemployment

than in either Kiamath or

Barney counties until 1976 at which point all three counties have

basically the same unemployment levels. In table 12 the results are

tested for unacceptablity by using the difference method. Figures in

column "Lake Difference" equal Lake County's unemployment rate minus

that of the highest comparison county's. Column "Comparison County

Difference" lists the differences between the comparison counties.

When the Lake Difference is greater than the Comparison County

Difference the test is positive and a "yes" is entered in the last

column. Out of the 21 years ten show positive results. This Is very

close to an unacceptable indicator but as results for less than half

of the years are positive this indicator is ambiguous. Since the

most recent years show average and acceptable levels of unemployment

results for Lake County, this indicator may become acceptable in the

future. However, past performance suggests that the recent trend may

be temporary

in appendix B contains unemployment as a percentage of

force for Lake, Klamath and Barney Counties.

Share - For the time period 1950-1960 Lake County had a



Figure 8. Percent Unemployment in Lake, Kiamath and Harney Counties 1958-1979
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Table 12. Test for Unacceptable Unemployment

a! is the difference between Lake County and the next highest
comparison county -- set equal to zero when Lake County is
not the highest

b/ is the difference between the comparison counties and is
only calculated when the Lake County difference is not set
to zero
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Year
Lake County,
Difference-

Comparison
County

b/Difference-

Lake County
Difference Greater

Than Comparison
Difference 7

1979 0.3 1.5 no
1978 0 0 no
1977 0 0 no
1976 0.6 0.1 yes
1975 1.7 0.4 yes

1974 1.4 0.9 yes
1973 3.5 0 yes
1972 2.3 1.5 yes
1971 1.6 2.0 no
1970 2.3 1.1 yes

1969 1.7 0.9 yes
1968 2.3 1.4 yes
1967 2.3 2.8 no
1966 2.8 2.5 yes
1965 2.4 2.0 yes

1964 1.5 2.2 no
1963 0 0 no
1962 1.3 2.5 no
1961 1.9 3.0 no
1960 2.0 3.0 no

1959 1.5 2.0 no
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Table 13. Lake County Shift-Share, Cqtnparison Counties Base
(1950 - 1960).'

National Industry Regional Actual
Industry Growth Mix Share Change

Agriculture & ag. services 112.1 -348.6 -120.5 -357
Forestry & fisheries 5.3 30.4 40.2 76
Mining 0.6 7.0 42.4 50
Contract construction 15.3 -9.7 74.4 80

Food & kindred products 2.4 4.8 4.8 12
Textile mill products o.i -0.1 -1.0 -1
Apparel & other textile prods. 0 0 0 0
Lumber, wood prods. & furniture 71.6 -22.9 -73.7 -25
Printing, publishing &

allied industries 2.7 6.5 -14.2 -5
Chemical & allied products o.i -0.1 -1.0 -1
Machinery 0.6 4.0 -5.6 -1
Motor vehicles & equipment a 0 0 0
Transportation equipment
except motor vehicle equipmt. 0 0 0 0

Other manufacturing 0.4 4.7 6.9 12

Railroads & railway express 1.3 -4.2 -4.1 -7
Trucking & warehousing 3.8 6.1 5.1 15
Other transportation 1.2 -4.8 1.6 -2
Communications 2..1 2.9 23.0 28
Utilities 4.1 6.0 -24.2 -14

Wholesale trade 4.1 -7.5 11.3 8
Food & dairy products store 8.5 -8.0 6.5 7
Eating & drinking places 8.0 -5.5 -0.5 2
Other retail trade 23.3 -12.6 -23.7 -13

Finance, insurance & real estate 6.7 8.5 -21.2 -6

Lodging places & personal svcs. 12.0 -2.4 -9.6 0
Business & repair services 13.0 -47.5 -18.5 -53
Entertainment & recreation svcs. 2.4 -1.8 0.4 1
Private households 7.0 17.1 7.9 32
Professional services 23.5 69.3 -19.9 73

Public administration 11.4 30.8 -16.2 26
Federal military 0.2 130.2 -132.4 -2

COLUMN TOTALS 343.8 147.4 -261.8 -65
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to the slowest growing industries in the three county base. Based on

the amount of employment growth in the three county base and the

amount of employment in Lake County in 1960, Lake County's share of

the base growth was 3I4 jobs. As a result of the combination of the

industry mix and regional share components there is a net employment

shift of -.409. About half of the negative regional share in Lake

County in 1950-1960 time period is due to the stationing of federal

military in Klamath County. The stationing of military personnel is

an administrative decision not necessarily based on the strength or

weakness of the local economy. Lake County regional share net of

federal military is -129 which is still highly negative, hence, is

unacceptable.

Table presents the final results of the shift-share analysis

for 1960-1970 using census data. For this time period the regional

share value dropped to 191.3. The lumber and wood products, the

contract construction and the professional services sectors have a

negative regional share of a hundred or more each. One of the

strongest performing sectors in Lake County, public administration,

has a regional share of 27. For this same time period, 1960-1970,

using Oregon Employment Division (OED) data, Lake County's regional

share is -16 (table 15). The OED data also shows lumber and wood

products and services sectors with high negative regional shares, but

the government sector (shown in census data 1960-1970 as positive) is

highly negative. The explanation for this apparent contradiction

lies in the difference between what the government sector of the OED

data and the public administration sector of the census data

represent. The OED's government sector represents all federal, state



a/ using census data
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Table 14. Lake County Shift-Share,

(1960

Industry

C9mparison Counties Base
- 1970)-i

National Industry Regional Actual
Growth Mix Share Change

Agriculture & ag. services 11.4 -97.9 -30.4 -117
Forestry & fisheries 2.4 99.0 -48.4 53Mining 1.1 -38.8 -12.3 -50
Contract construction 4.1 -39.0 -100.2 -135

Food & kindred products 0.6 -13.6 -14.1 --27
Textile mill products 0 0 0 0
Apparel & other textile prods. o 0 0 0
Lumber, wood prods. & furniture
Printing, publishing &

11.4 -2.4 -191.9 -183

allied industries 0.3 -3.4 0.1 -3
Chemical & allied products 0 0 0 0
Machinery 0.1 -3.0 -1.1 -4
Motor vehicles & equipment o 0 0 0
Transportation equipment
except motor vehicle equipmt. 0 0 0 0

Other man-ufacturing 0.3 -9.0 7.7 -1

Railroads & railway express. 0.1 -0.5 -3.6 -4
Trucking & warehousing 0.9 -7.2 -29.7 -36
Other transportation 0.2 0.7 4.1 5
Communications 0.9 3.5 -33.4 -29
Utilities 0.4 1.0 21.6 23

Wholesale trade
Food & dairy products store
Eating & drinking places
Other retail trade

0.8
1.5
1.4

3.6

2.0
9.6
7.6

23.6

-16.8
-37.1
30.0
28.8

-14
-26
39

56

Finance, insurance & real estate 1.0 1.6 23.4 26

Lodging places & personal svcs. 2.0 -22.2 -24.8 -45
Business & repair services 1.1 -5.2 9.2 5
Entertainment & recreation svcs. 0.4 1.3 2,3 4
Private households 1.8 -50.3 8.5 -40
Professional services 5.4 102.8 -110.1 -2

Public administration
Federal military

2.4

0
34.7

0
26.9

0

64
0

COLUMN TOTALS 55.6 -5.1 -49-1.3 -441



Table 15. Lake County Shift-Share, omparison Counties Base
(1960 - 1970)
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a/ using Oregon Employment Division data

National
Growth

Industry
Mix

Regional
Share

Actual
Change

Agriculture 28.8 -83.3 14.4 -40

Self emp., unpaid & domestic 25.8 -217.4 11.6 -180

Manufacturing

Lumber & wood 31.8 9.8 -191.5 -150
Other manufacturing 3.6 -29.3 -4.3 -30

Non-manufacturing

Construction 3.0 -1.1 -31.9 -30
Transp., comm. & utilities 4.8 -2.8 38.0 40
Trade 18.6 44.7 -43.3 20
Finance ins. & real estate 3.0 38.5 -11.5 30
Service & miscellaneous 12.6 64.2 -86.8 -10

Government 34.2 186.9 -111.1 110

COLUNN TOTALS 166.2 10.2 -416.4 -240
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and local employees no matter what the occupations of those employees

are. The census' public administration sector represents only those

government employees who deal solely with administration, the

remaining employees are disbursed to the sector most closely related

to the individual occupations, hence, the high negative regional

share in the OED's government sector indicates poor employment

opportunity in non-administrative government occupations.

The 1960-1970 shift-share analyses (table lii and table 15) show

highly negative regional shares and therefore are unacceptable.

The shift-share analysis of Lake County from 1970 to 1979 (table

16) shows another large negative regional share (-162). Although th

industry mix and the regional share were negative for 1970-1979 total

employment in Lake County increased, indicating that the base area

experienced stronger growth. Only contract construction, government

and agriculture show positive regional shares. The regional share

indicator for Lake County 1970-1979 is also found to be unacceptable.

Census employment statistics used for the shift-share analysis

resulting in tables 13 and 11 are found in tab].es B5 and B6 in

appendix B. OED employment statistics used for the shift-share

analysis resulting in tables 15 and 16 can be found in tables B7 and

B8 in appendix B.

Since the regional shares for each case 1950-1960, 1960-1970 and

1970-1979 were negative and consistently high this indicator must be

considered unacceptable.

Conclusion - Employment trends in Lake County was acceptable,

however, Lake County has had a consistently higher unemployment rate

than either Kiamath or Harney Counties and has not shared in the



Table 16. Lake County Shift-Share, Comparison Counties Base

U97O - 1979)1

a/ using Oregon Employment Division data
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National
Growth

Industry
Mix

Regional
Share

Actual
Change

Agriculture 117.0 -180.3 23.4 -40

Self emp., unpaid & domestic 66.4 -110.0 -56.4 -100

Manufacturing

Lumber & wood ioi.o 47.2 -48.1 100
Other manufacturing 8.0 5.0 -23.0 -10

Non-manufacturing

Construction 5,3 6.2 28.5 40
Transp., comm. & utilities 31.9 -19.0 -62.9 -50
Trade 87.7 64.5 -42.2 110
Finance ins. & real estate 21.3 8.6 -39.9 -10
Service & miscellaneous 53.2 2.6 -35.8 20

Government 180.7 55.4 93.9 330

COLUMN TOTALS 672.5 -119.8 -162.5 390
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employment growth enjoyed by the comparison counties, as shown by the

shift-share analysis. This brings to mind Usher's (1966) concern of

whether the "economic stability of the community was becoming

stagnation."

The employijient trend Indicator was acceptable, the unemployment

indicator was ambiguous and regional share indicators were

unacceptable. It must be concluded that the goal of stability of

employment is ambiguous. An analysis of the growth of the counties

in the comparison base of the shift-share analysis is desireable to

determine what the underlying factors of that growth are. Is there a

comparative advantage that one or more of the counties has over Lake

County and how, if at all, does the existence of the Lakeview Unit

affect that advantage?

TAXABLE FOREST WEALTH

Since 1965 the overall trend for real property values in Lake

County has been very constant, fluctuating only slightly around 85

million dollars (figure 9). Lake County property values rose

suddenly from 70 million dollars in 1958 to peak at 97 million

dollars in 1960. A similarly sudden drop occurs after 1960 to 79

million dollars in 1962. This rise and fall corresponds, in time, to

a rise and fall in uranium mining activity in Lake County.

Table B9 in appendix B contains the real property value data

used in figure 9.

Conclusion - The value of taxable property for Lake County since

the county's brief exposure to uranium has remained constant. This



Figure 9. Real Property Valuation for Lake County 1958-1978 (1967 dollars)
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indicator is acceptable based on the absence of any long term or

permanent loss in real property valuation. Therefore it can be

concluded that the goal of stability in taxable forest wealth has

been achieved.

COMMUNITY

Evaluation of the Unit's achievement of stability in the

community was to be determined by looking at the indicators; birth

rate, age class distribution, family income, number below poverty

level, food stamp recipients, divorce rate, suicide rate and crime

rate. These indicators fall in three main areas; population, income

and alienation.

Population - The number of births per 1000 people in Lake County

in 1950 was 2k.7 (see figure 10). Since then it has fluctuated

yearly reaching a high of 29.5 in 1953 and subsequently declining to

lk.3 in 1965. Since 1965 the birth rate has regularly seesawed

between 12.5 and 19.0. Harney and Kiamath counties exhibit similar

downward trends from 1950; however, their declines are slightly more

gradual, leveling out in the middle 1970's. Overall birth rates in

Harney and Klamath counties are slightly higher than in Lake County

but the difference is slight. Since Lake County's birth rate is

consistently lower than the comparison counties, the results may be

unacceptable. Table 17 shows the test for unacceptability. Lake

Difference is greater than Comparison County Difference 11 out of 30

years. This indicator is ambiguous as the three counties exhibit

similar trends and 11 out of 30 represents less than half of the

77



Figure 10. Birth Rate for Lake, Kiamath and Harney Counties 1950-1979
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Table 17. Test for Unacceptable Birth Rate

79

a/ is the difference between Lake County and the next lowest compar-
Ison county -- set equal to zero when Lake County is not lowest

b/ is the difference between the comparison counties and is only
calculated when the Lake County difference is not set to zero

Year
Lake COUfltYa/
Difference-

Comparison
County

b/Difference-

Lake County
Than Comparison
Difference ?

1979 0 0. no
1978 2.1 0.5 yes
1977 0 0 no
1976 0 0 no
1975 1.8 0.7 yes

1974 0 0. no
1973 3.4 1.2 yes
1972 1.3 0.2 yes
1971 0 0 no
1970 1.6 3.4 no

1969 4.3 0.7 yes
1968 0 0 no
1967 2.2 6.5 no
1966 3.2 1.4 yes
1965 2.5 2.0 yes

1964 2.3 0.3 yes
1963 0 0. no
1962 4.1 5,2 no
1961 1.1 1.9 no
1960 4.3 2.0 yes

1959 1.5 4.2 no
1958 2.5 1.7 yes
1957 1.1 5.4 no
1956 3.6 1.9 yes
1955 0 0 no

1954 0 0 no
1953 0 0 no
1952 0 0 no
1951 1.0 3.2 no
1950 1.1 3.7 no
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years.

Figure 10 shows the number of births per 1000 people from

1950-1979 for Lake, Kiamath and Barney counties. The data from which

the figure was drawn can be found in table 810 in appendix B.

Population distribution by five year age classes for Lake,

Kiamath and Barney counties is shown in figures 11, 12 and 13 as a

time series by decade. The 1950 population distribution for Lake

county is nearly the same as for the comparison counties (figure 11).

The youngest age class for all counties shows the beginning of the

post-war baby boom and is by far the largest age class consisting of

12 to 12.5 percent of the population. Distribution percentages fall

for the next three age classes. People in the 15-19 year age class

were conceived during the latter part of the depression, which might

account for the relatively low proportions. Proportions rise (in all

three counties) to peak at the 25_10 age classes then steadily fall

off each succeeding class.

In 1960 (figure 12) the age distributions for Lake, Kiamath and

Barney counties are somewhat similar. For all counties the baby boom

has continued. The 25_lw peak in 1950 has grown ten years older to

form less distinctive peaks around the 35-kJ4 year age classes. The

20-2k year age class in Lake County is two percentage points lower

than in the comparison counties. This perhaps is an indication of an

inability of Lake County to hold on to its young labor force. Recall

that from 1950 to 1960 Lake County had a net employment loss of 65

workers and was unable to provide the same employment opportunities

as the surrounding region as shown by a negative regional share in

the shift share analysis.



Figure 1.1. 1950 Age Distribution in Lake, Kiamath and Harney
Counties
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Figure 12. 1960 Age Distribution in Lake, Klaznath and Harney
Counties
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Figure 13. 1970 Age Distribution in Lake, Kiamath and BArney
Counties
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The baby boom by 1970 (figure 13) has slacked off and the

products of the boom have grown older so that the 5-19 year age

classes have become the dominant age groups. Lake County's 2O-24

year class is still one percentage point below Harney and three

percentage points below Kianiath County. This can partially be

explained again by Lake County's relatively poor regional share of

employment (which had dropped from -259 to _183). Another factor is

the presence of the Oregon Institute of Technology in Kiamath Falls

attracting this age class to Kiamath County. This at least partially

explains Kiamath County's higher percentage for this age class. The

older age classes in the three counties are similar.

Table 18 shows the percentage of the total county population in

the young family group (age 19 and under) and the young labor force

(age 20-29) for Lake, Klamath and Harney counties, years 1950,1960

and 1970. In the young family group Lake County's percentages are

consistently equal to or above the comparison counties. This portion

of the indicator is acceptable.

The proportion of Lake County population in the young labor

force seems to be declining over time. Lake County's percentage for

1950 falls between the comparison counties', but for 1960 and 1970

Lake County's percentage drops below both Kiamath and Harney

counties'. In 1960 and 1970 the difference between Lake County's

percentage and the next lowest county's percentage is greater than

the difference between the comparison counties'. By using the

difference method this portion of the indicator is shown to be

unacceptable.

Of the two portions of the age distribution indicator one showed



Year

a/ b/.Table 18. Family Members and Young Labor Force in
Lake, Klainath and Harney Counties

Lake County Kiamath County Harney County

Young Young Young
Family Labor Family Labor Family Labor

Members Force Members Force Members Force

a! proportion of county population aged 19 and younger

b/ proportion of county population aged 20 to 29

85

(%) (Z) (%) (%) (%) (7)

1950 35.7 15.5 35.7 15.4 35.8 15.8

1960 41.2 11.4 41.2 13.3 41.5 13.7

1970 38.7 10.2 38.0 14.6 37.8 12.9
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acceptable results and one showed unacceptable results suggesting

that this indicator is ambiguous.

The percentage distribution data used to derive figures 11, 12

and 13 (for the years 1950, 1960 and 1970) is found in tables Eli,

B12 and B13 respectively in appendix B.

Median family income for Lake, Klamath and Harney counties is

shown in table 19 in constant 1967 dollars for the years 19119, 1959,

1969 and 1979. The median family income for Lake County rose

approximately $1,500 a decade from 19119-1969. In the decade

1969-1979 the median income in 1967 dollars actually fell which

indicates that incomes for that decade in Lake County did not keep

pace with inflation.

Over time, the median family income of Lake County has dropped

from the highest compared to Klamath and Harney counties in 19119 and

1959 to below Harney County but above Kiamath County in 1969 to below

both K].amath and Harney counties in 1979. This decrease in relation

to the comparison counties suggests that the results may be

unacceptable. But Lake County median income is equal to or greater

than the median incomes for the comparison counties for three out of

the four years measured, therefore the results are ambiguous.

Table B111 in appendix B exhibits the unadjusted median family

incomes used to derive table 19.

The number of families below poverty level in Lake County and

the comparison counties are shown in table 20 for the year 1969.

Lake County has the- highest proportion of families below poverty

level at 12.11 percent, somewhat higher than Kiamath County's 10.0

percent. Since Lake County has a greater proportion of families



Table 19. Median Family Income in Constant 1967 Dollars
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Year
Lake
County

Kiamath
County

Harney
County

1949 $ 5423 $ 5011 $ 5.189

1959 6974 6874 6418

1969 8104 7960 8290

1979 7630 8203 8169



Table 20. Number of Families Below Poverty Level in Lake,
Kiamath and Harney Counties - 1970

% of all
Number Below Families Below

Place Poverty Poverty
Threshold Threshold

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census J.972

88

Lake County 202 12.4

Kiamath County 1328 10.0

BArney County 98 5.0
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below poverty level, this indicator may be unacceptable. The

difference between Lake County and the next highest county (Klamath)

is 2.4 percent. The difference between the comparison counties is

5.14 percent. It is concluded that the indicator is ambiguous.

Food stamp recipient statistics are given in table 21 as the

number of people receiving food stamps and the proportion of county

population this represents for the years 1975-1979. The average

number of people receiving food stamps in Lake County was 417 (6.14

percent of the county population). 1978 was the only year Lake

County's percentage was above both comparison counties, therefore,

the indicator result is acceptable.

Alienation- Figure 114 shows the divorce rate per 1000 people for

Lake, Kiamath and Harney counties during the years 1950-1979. The

divorce rate for Lake County in 1950 was 14.1 per 1000. From 1950 to

1968 this rate fluctuated around a gradually decreasing trend. In

1968 this trend reversed to rise with occasional upward fluctuations

to the 1979 rate of 5.3 per 1000. The rising and falling trends are

very slight as even with fluctatjons the divorce rates in Lake County

never exceed 5.6 nor went below 1.5 per 1000. Kiamath County follows

a similar trend, however, its fluctuations are more moderate. its

trend reverses from falling to rising in the middle 1960's, and the

over all rate is slightly higher, never exceeding 8.6 nor going below

3.6 per 1000.

Harney County's divorce rate is generally closer to Lake

County's staying within the same general range and fluctuating by as

much as five per 1000 in a single year. This greater fluctuation for

Lake and Harney counties compared to Kiamath County can be expected



Table 21. Food Stamp Recipients in Lke, Kiamath and Rarney
Counties (1975 - 1979)

Lake County Kiamath County Harney County

Source: State Community Services, various years

monthly averages
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Year No. No. No.

1979 441 6.1 3923 6.5 371 4.6

1978 339 4.9 2725 4.6 353 4.6

1977 357 5.3 3018 5.3 285 3.7

1976 409 6.2 3435 6.2 291 3.9

1975 537 8.2 4996 9.2 300 4.1
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as the latter is larger than either of the former.

The divorce rate in Lake County was neither higher than nor

lower than both of the comparison counties for more than three years

at a time. Since Lake County's divorce rate is higher than both the

comparison counties' only three years Out of 30, the results are

acceptable.

Table B15 showing the number of divorces and the divorce rate

per 1000 people for Lake, Klamath and Harney counties is located in

appendix B.

Suicides in Lake County are fairly uncommon (one to three a

year). Figure 15 shows the suicide rate (number per 100,000 people)

for Lake County for the years 1950-1979. The rates jump drastically

from one year to the next ranging between zero and The number

of suicides in Harney County is also very low and the number of

suicides per 100,000 persons fluctuates between zero and 55.k.

Kiamath County having a larger population has a larger number of

suicides yearly ranging from two to 13 between 1950 to 1979. The

range of suicides per 100,000 for Klainath County is smaller, being

between L6 to 211.7.

For 13 out of 30 years the Lake County suicide rate is greater

than both the comparison counties', but for 10 of the 30 years the

rate is below both of the comparison counties'. Because the rates

fluctuate widely it can't be shown that Lake County is consistently

higher or lower than the comparison counties. A look at the average

suicide rates places Lake County between the comparison counties with

an average of 18.2 (Kiamath is low with an average of 16.2 and Harney

has the highest average at 18.8). The results are acceptable.



Figure 15. Suicides in Lake County 1950-1979
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Table B16 in appendix B shows the number of suicides and the

number of suicides per 100,000 persons for Lake, Kiamath and Barney

counties from 1950-1979.

Figure 16 shows the number of property crimes committed per

100,000 people in Lake, Kiamath and Harney counties from 1975-1979.

Lake County during that period fell from a rate of 1936 in 1975 to

683 in 1979. Klamath and Barney counties during 1975-1979 ranged

from a low of 3300 to a high of 1573. Overall the property crime

rate for Lake County Is consistently less than half that of the

comparison counties. It is safe to conclude that the property crime

indicator is acceptable.

Figure 17 shows the number of violent crimes committed per

100,000 people in Lake, Kiamath and Barney counties from 1975 to

1979. The rate in Lake County fluctuates between its low in 1975 of

61 to the high, the next year, of 226. Klamath and Barney counties

are both consistently higher. Kiamath County ranges between a high

of 25 to a low of 281. Barney County ranges between a high of 653

to a low of 237. For the five years for which there is data Lake

County's highest violent crime rate is lower than either of the

comparison counties' lowest violent crime rates. It again is safe to

conclude that this indicator is acceptable.

Table 817 in appendix B contains the original data for property

and violent crimes used for figures 16 and 17.

For the alienation group of indictors every one turned up

acceptable results. Overall, it is concluded that Lake County is at

least as stable as the comparison counties in terms of alienation.

Conclusion - Of the eight community indicators three were found
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Figure 17. Violent Crime Rates in Lake, Kiamath and Harney Counties 1975-1979
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to be ambiguous. It is concluded that the goal of stablity in the

community has been achieved.

CASE STUDY CONCLUSIONS

Overall, stability of forest industry was found to be achieved..

The ambiguous results of the efficiency indicator reinforces the

concern over the lack of competition within the unit. In future

studies it will be interesting to see if efficiency in the unit mills

improves now that the Precision Pine Products has entered the local

market.

It was determined that achievement of stability of employment is

ambiguous. Although the total level of employment has remained

constant, unemployment is high and Lake County's share of regional

employment growth has remained very low. Lake County's inability to

provide a comparable growth in employment opportunity may indicate

either stagnation in the economy or a desire of the local residents

to keep things just as they are, accepting a high level of

unemployment.

Achievement of the goal of stability in taxable forest wealth

was found to be acceptable. The value of real property income has

not fallen off in constant 1967 dollars giving the local government a

constant tax base with which to run its programs and services.

Stability in the community has been achieved. Even though the

proportions of young family population in Lake County is comparable

to Kiamath and Harney counties the birth rate is ambiguous indicating

that perhaps the population growth in Lake County is slower. Also,

97
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the proportion of the young labor force population and family income

indicators in Lake County are unacceptable and ambiguous, which again

may be a symptom of the lower employment opportunity pointed out by

the employment indicators. Each of the alienation (happiness)

indicators are acceptable and if a category for significant

attainment of an indicator had been created the crime rate for Lake

County would certainly qualify.

Of the four goals representing community stability (as opposed

to stability in the community) three are being achieved and one is

ambiguous.

Several of the indicators used to describe community stability

can show that the Lakevjew Unit is responsible for maintaining that

community stability. In the shift-share analysis for the years

1960-1970 and 1970-1979 (tables 15 and 16), industry mix components

for the lumber and wood products sector and the service sectors

(trade, finance, insurance, real estate, service) were positive.

This indicates that for the region, including Lake County, these

sectors were growing. Yet, the regional share effect for these

sectors in Lake County was negative. This can be interpreted as a

loss or relocation of services to outside of Lake County. The old

export base for Lake County (except government and, more recently,

lumber and wood products) has been contracting. There has been no

substitution of new industries. This situation shows up again in the

young labor force which has been migrating from Lake County leaving

behind a proportionately older population. This situation differs

markedly from the situation in Flagstaff, Arizona where a growing

university, tourism and service sector has expanded the export base
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eliminating the community's dependence on the wood products sector.

Dissolution of the Flagstaff Federal Sustained Yield Unit was the

result of this expansion of the Flagstaff area export base. Lakeview

has no such expanding export base. One can speculate that

dissolution of the Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit would cause

a more rapid relocation of services and the wood products sectors

from Lakeview to regional service centers, in particular, Kiamath

Falls. This relocation in turn would cause a contraction of

secondary goods and services and social services upon which rests the

community's stability.



V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The 191k Sustained Yield Management Act allowed creation of

federal sustained yield units for the maintenance of stable

communities which are dependent on timber sold from federal lands.

Five units were created, each with its own policy statement. The

policy statement sets the rules and policies under which the unit is

to be run. Periodically the units must be reviewed to determine if

the goals of the units' policy statements and the 19k act are being

met. These goals centeraround community stability. Literature and

previous studies suggest that community stability is a feeling of

security in the knowledge that they (the residents) have a means of.

livelihood that will not suddenly disappear leaving them isolated, in

debt and owners of worthless real estate. It is also the feeling of

social well-being from the existence of residentiary services that

meet their needs and desires.

To determine that a unit is achieving community stability it

must achieve each of the following goals:

Stability of forest industries

Stability of employment

Stability of taxable forest wealth

Stability of the community

100
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Indicators are used to evaluate achievement of each of the

goals. These indicators are evaluated either through trend analysis

or through comparison with similar areas.

As an example the Lakeview Unit was studied to determine

achievement of community stability in Lakeview and Paisley. The

results were:

1) Forest Industry Goal - achieved

Production - acceptable

Efficiency - ambiguous

Investment - acceptable

2) Employment Goal - ambiguous

Employment trend - acceptable

Unemployment - ambiguous

Regional share - unacceptable

3) Taxable Forest Wealth Goal - achieved

a) Real property value - acceptable

14) Community Goal - achieved

Birth rate - ambiguous

Age class distribution - ambiguous

Family income - acceptable

Number below poverty level - ambiguous

Food stamp recipients - acceptable

Divorce rate - acceptable

Suicide rate - acceptable

Crime rates - acceptable

It was found that the overall goal of community stability was
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being achieved but with reservation. The reservation concerns

achievement of the employment goal.

The Lakeview Unit example brings out several model weaknesses.

There is little data on investment outside of the study area.

Although there is investment, it is difficult to tell from the dollar

amount alone if this is minimal maintenance or major construction.

Another weakness may be the extra weighting given in the income

indicator by using proxy indicators, i.e., number of families below

poverty level and number of food stamp recipients. There is a

question of how much weight should be given to an indicator compared

to another indicator. At a higher level, how much weight should each

of the four goals have in determining the Unit's achievement of

community stability. Lacking criteria for weights for each of the

indicators and goals, they were given equal weight. An implicit

weighting is unavoidable in the number and formulation of indicators

for each goal. For example, it is possible to treat crime rate as

two separate indicators, property crime and violent crime, for the

goal of stability in the community.

A number of other indicators were considered and not included in

the model. They are mortality rates, educational attainment of

residents, absense of indoor plumbing, cirrhosis of the liver

(alcohoj.jsmm), number of establishment openings and closures, per

capita income, savings to loans ratio (investment opportunity), and

number seeking psychiatric help. reasons for exclusion of these

indicators were; 1) weak correlation to achievement of a goal, 2)

strong correlation to an indicator already being used or 3) lack of

data specific to Lake County or data unavailable for comparison.
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The major assumption of this model deserves reiteration: the

comparison region (Kiamath and Harney) is at an acceptable level of

stability and that its indicators show as much. This assumption must

hold true for the time period in which the indicators are tested. If

not, the "acceptable" category for indicators becomes much easier to

attain while "unacceptable becomes much harder. The results are then

biased to favor community stability.

In this thesis only readily available data and published sources

were used; it Is possible that surveys could be conducted to derive

data for indicators not included in the model.

The strength of this descriptive model lies in its ability to

pinpoint problem areas of the achievement of community stability. In

the Lakeview Unit this was felt to be the community's relative lack

of employment opportunity. Sooio-eoonomic indicators are linked

either directly or indirectly as shown by the migration of the young

labor force away from Lake County and the relative decreasing levels

of income which would be expected in an area where employment

opportunities are lacking. The model shows anomalies in indicators

which suggest directions for further research. For example, given

the low employment opportunity in Lake County one would expect a

relatively high amount of alienation, yet the opposite appears to be

true.

Using indicators from the model it was possible to determine

that the Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit contributes to

community stability in Lakeview.

This model accomplishes what previous studies were unable to do

which is to make conclusions on community stability based on a



systematic investigation. Even if conclusions are "ambiguoustt, a

basis and a direction are given for changes in policy and further

studies.
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POLICY STATEMENT FOR THE

LAKEVIEW FEDERAL SUSTAINED-YIELD UNIT

AS AMENDED ON 3/10/76

I. General Objectives

The objectives of the Act of March 29,19Lk (58 Stat. 132;16 U.S.C.

583-583i), are to promote the stability of forest industries, of

employment, of communities, and of taxable forest wealth, through

continuous supplies of timber; to provide for a continuous and ample

supply of forest products, and to secure the benefits of forests in

maintenance of water supply, regulation of stream flow, prevention of

soil erosion, amelioration of climate, and preservation of wildlife.

This policy statement Is designed to facilitate the accomplishment of

those objectives for the communities of Lakeview and Paisley and to

achieve the further objective of harvesting annually the full

sustained-yield production from the Lakeview Federal Sustained-Yield

Unit established by the Chief, Forest Service, on October 10, 1950,

hereinafter called the Unit.

Applicable provisions to effectuate this policy statement will be

included, as conditions of sale, in timber-sale agreements covering

national forest timber in the Unit.
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II. Limits of Manufacturing Area

AU timber sold for commercial use from national forest land within

the Unit, except as otherwise provided, will be required to be

manufactured within (a) the Lakeview community, which is defined as

the town of Lakeview and the adjacent area within a radius of six

miles of the Lake County Courthouse, or (b) the Paisley community,

which is defined as the town of Paisley and the adjacent area within

three miles of the center of the town.

Exceptions to the foregoing manufacturing restriction will be made by

the Forest Supervisor only: (1) to meet serious emergencies requiring

the removal and utilization of timber at rates which are n excess of

the capacity of manufacturing facilities in the Lakeview and Paisley

communities, (2) to permit the removal and use of timber from

rights-of-way over national forest lands granted to operators whose

plants are situated outside of the Lakeview and Paisley communities,

(3) to facilitate the economic harvesting of isolated tracts or of

small amounts of timber closely assoociated with privately owned

timber, (k) to make timber available, in amounts not exceeding five

percent of the timber abailable for cutting during any period, for

small mills within or near the Unit when primary manufacture at such

points is desirable or most practicable, (5) to remove material or

species unsuitable for sawlogs which may be used as pulp, or products

other than sawlogs, for which rio market exists wihtin the

manufacturing area, (6) to remove dead timber resulting from fire,
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windthrow, insects, diseases or other causes when, beyond any

reasonable doubt, following usual sale proceedures would result in a

dignificant loss to the Government through deterioration of the

timber invoved (7) to comsummate exchanges of land which do not

reduce the amount of timber available for sale in the Unit, (8) to

remove timber that has been previously offered for sale within the

Unit and upon which no qualified bids were received; provided that no

such sale will be offered outside the Unit until the appraisal has

been reviewed by the Forest Supervisor, and (9) to provide for the

primary manufacture of wood chips or other products from young timber

stands, or from normal logging residues within the Unit boundary but

outside the designated manufacturing area when primary manufacturing

at such locations is desirable or most practicable.

III. Definition of Manufacture

The term manufacture as used herein is defined as the primary or

first stage processing of logs by sawmills, veneer plants, and whole

log chipping facilities.

In sawmills, first stage processing wil be the manufacture of rough

green lumber produced at the green chain.

In veneer plants, first stage processing is considered to be the

production of green veneer ready for shipping.

First stage processing for whole log chipping facilities is



considered to be the production of green wood chips ready for

transport.

The following forest products will be excluded from the foregoing

manufacturing stipulation:

Christmas trees

Pine cones, forest greens, etc.

Resin-bearing material

Fuel wood, posts, poles and piling

IV. Sale of Timber

Timber will be offered for competitive sale from the national forest

lands in the Unit in accordance with the provisions of applicable

laws and the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture.

It will be the objective of the Forest Service to design the sale

program for the Unit so that active competition for the purchase of

the timber will be possible and so that efficient logging and

manufacturing operations of varying sizes can be accommodated.

Unless approval of the Regional Forester is given in advance,

purchasers who have been awarded sales within the Unit shall not bid

on, or otherwise become involved in, other offerings of national

forest timber outside the Unit for primary manufacture within the

Unit or within the Lakeview or Paisley communities.
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National forest timber will continue to be available in sufficient

amounts to satisfy the needs of bona fide settlers, miners,

residents, farmers, and prospectors for minerals, for personal and

domestic use, in accordance with existing laws, regulations and

Forest Service policies.

Rate of Cutting

The potential yield and programed allowable harvest of national

forest timber in the Unit, which govern the average amount of timber

that may be sold annually, will be as stated in the Timber Mangement

Plan currently in effect. The Timber Management Plan, including the

determination of otential yield, may be revised at any time, with the

approval of' the Regional Forester. Events such as a national

emergency, a major conflagration, an extremely damaging insect or

disease attack, or other disaster of severe consequence, or periodic

resource surveys which produce new resource information will normally

warrant the revision of the plan and recomputation of the allowable

harvest levels.

Local Manufacture and Remanufacture

The economic stability of the dependent communities of Lakeview and

Paisley will be furthered by the greatest practicable reduction and

utilization of waste in the woods and at manufacturing plants, as

well as by local refinement and remanufacture of the products of
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primary processing. To this end, the primary processors of national

forest timber purchased from the Unit will be expected to

remanufacture their products locally to the greatest practical

degree, or to offer them at competitive prices to remanufacturers

within the Lakeview and Paisley communities for further processing.

The remanufacture requirement for sawmills will be met when an

average of five manhours of work per thousand board feet of logs is

used in remanufactur'ing, refinement, or processing beyond the rough

green lumber stage. The remanufacturing requirement for veneeer

plants, whole log chipping facilities, or other wood fiber based

processing facilities, will be met when their primary products have

been processed to the highest level practicable, within the limits of

local remanufacturing facilities.

In conducting timber harvesting activities and related road

construction work, and in local manufacturing and remanufacturing

operation, local labor and contractors will be employed insofar as

practicable.

VII. Accomplishment of Objectives

Normally every five years but at not more than ten-year intervals,

the Regional Forester will analyze the results obtained through the

application of these policies in the management of the national

forest timber resource to determine whether or not the objectives of

the Unit are being attained. This review will also be conducted at

the end of each ten-year timber management planning period.
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A review will also be made when the closure of all the manufacturing

facilities occurs for a period of six months or more in either

Lakeview or Paisley. In case of such a closure it will be considered

prima facie evidence that the objectives of this Policy Statement are

not being met.

Each analysis will include, but will not be limited to:

Adherence to the cutting budget.

The efficiency of operating practices being employed both in

the woods and processing plants and the degree to which new plant

facilities are provided to keep the wood utilization program for the

Lakeview Unit in step with technical advances made by the pine

industry elsewhere.

Waste utilization in the woods and in manufacturing and

remanufacturing plants in the Lakeview and Paisley communities.

The extent to which national forest timber from the Unit is

refined and remanufactured in the Lakeview and Paisley communities.

The extent to which local labor is employed.

Whether any changes are desirable in the exceptions listed in

the second paragraph of Section II of this policy statement.
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If, for any reason, it is determined that the objectives of the Unit

are not being substantially achieved, an advisory public hearing will

be held to consider proposals calculated to correct the

unsatisfactory conditions. If such hearing fails to develop practical

ways and means of adjusting this program to more fully meet the

objectives contemplated by the Act of March 19,19II, (58 Stat. 132;

16 U.S.C. 583-583i), the declaration establishing the Unit may be

revoked. If it is determined that objectives of the Unit are being

satisfactorily accomplished, the program outlined in this Policy

Statement will be continued without interruption or substantive

change.
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Table 31. Lumber Production of Mills in Lakeview Unit

Source: 1950-1965 Usher 1966

1966-1973 Culbertson 1975

1976-11979 Beuter and Olson 1980
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Year

Total
Production

(MBF)

Production
From Private
Timber Sources

(MBF)

1950 59,368 11,220
1951 78,618 25,96.1
1952 75,771 22,053
1953 90,767 29,634
1954 87,321 27,255

1955 82,456 24,464
1956 62,486 7,380
1957 63,513 6,067
1958 67,420 8,991
1959 71,914 6,986

1960 58,339 7,484
1961

. 64,112 3,865
1962 61,272 1,983
1963 72,245 8,250
1964 64,817 6,561

1965 56,391 3,042
1966 72,855 2,151
1967 74,785 2,749
1968 92,094 20,288
1969 86,202 29,909

1970 88,497 35,951
1971 102,494 61,453
1972 90,979 34,303
1973 92,587 14,289
1974 N/A N/A

1975 N/A N/A
1976 65,800 N/A
1977 74,100. N/A
1978 84,200 N/A
1979 84,600 N/A



a! Lakeview Unit production can be found in table B1
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Table B2. Lumber Production in Comparison Counties, 1964-1979

Source: Lake & Harney counties combined and Kiamath County
figures are from Western Wood Products Association,
various years

Year

Kiamath
County
(MMBF)

Lake &
Harney
Counties
(MMBF)

Lake & Harney
Counties Minus
Production in,
Lakeview Unit

(NMBF)

1979 503 208 123

1978 534 206 122

1977 548 202 126

1976 500 21]. 145

1975 457 170 N/A

1974 483 206 N/A

1973 528 214 121

1972 515 200 109

1971 505 203 101

1970 452 167 79

1969 464 163 77

1968 570 213 121

1967 538 214 139

1966 497 203 130

1965 470 199 143

1964 457 200 135



Source; Research and Statistics Section. annual. Labor Force Tables. Oregon Employment
DivisIon, Department of Human Resources. Salem, Oregon.

a/ Labor force data shifted from "place of work" to "place of residence" in 1970

b/ "Service and miscellaneous" includes mining

Table' B3. Lake County Employment 1958 - 1979'"

1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968

Agriculture 580 530 480 500 630 650 660 670 650 640 650

Self emp., unpaid & domestic 440 440 430 350 320 320 310 300 290 280 320

Manufacturing, total 580 700 590 550 530 580 510 480 460 450 490Lumber & wood 550 570 530 510 500 540 480 460 440 420 440Other manufacturing 30 130 60 40 30 40 30 20 20 30 50

Non-manufacturing, total 820 740 700 700 630 630 670 730 710 690 730Construction 20 40 50 40 20 30 40 70 60 60 60Transp., comm. & utilities
Trade

70 80 80 80 70 60 60 60 70 70 90

Finance
280 320 310 290 290 290 310 330 320 310 330ins. & real este

Service
50 50 50 70 90 100 100 90 90 70 70& miscellaneous 400 250 210 220 160 150 160 180 170 180 180

Government 480 490 570 530 570 590 570 550 570 600 620

TOTAL ENFLOYNENT 2900 2900 2770 2630 2680 2770 2720 2730 2680 2660 2810



Source: Research and Statistics Section. annual. Labor Force Tables. Oregon Employment
Division, Department of Human Resources. Salem, Oregon.

a! Labor force data shif ted from "place of work" to "place of residence" in 19W

b/ "Service and miscellaneous" includes mining

Table B3. continued

1969 197Q' 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979

Agriculture 640 440 440 440 430 420 410 400 400 400 400

Self enip., unpaid & domestic 300 250 280 290 280 250 170 130 180 190 150

Manufacturing, total 470 410 440 480 450 440 380 380 410 450 500
Lumber & wood 430 380 430 460 430 420 360 360 390 430 480
Other manufacturing 40 30 10 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Non-manufacturing, total 750 750 750 690 720 700 700 740 740 810 860
Construction 20 20 40 20 30 20 50 80 60 60 60
Transp., comm. & utilities 120 120 100 80 60 60 60 60 60 60 70
Trade 330 330 340 380 400 400 350 350 360 400 440
Finance ins. & real estee 80 80 80 70 70 70 70 60 60 70 70
Service & miscellaneous- 200 200 190 140 170 150 170 190 200 210 220

Government 640 680 650 770 790 800 860 910 930 990 1010

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 2800 2530 2560 2670 2670 2610 2520 2560 2660 2840 2920



Table B4. Unemployment in Lake, Harney & Klainath Counties
1958 - 1979

Source: Research and Statistics Section, various years
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Year

Lake
County

(70)

Harney
County

(Z)

Klamath
County
(%)

1979 9.3 7.5 9.0
1978 7.3 7.3 7.2
1977 7.6 8.1 7.9

1976 10.2 9.6 9.5
1975 12.2 10.5 10.1
1974 9.7 8.3 7.4

1973 9.6 6.1 6.1
1972 8.2 5.4 6.9
1971 8.9 5.3 7.3

1970 9.3 5.9 7.0
1969 6.4 3.8 4.7
1968 7.0 3.3 4.7

1967 8.3 3.2 6.0
1966 8.2 2.9 5.4
1965 8.1 3.7 5.7

1964 7.8 4.1 6.3
1963 6..1 3.8 6.3
1962 8.2 4.4 6.9

1961 9.3 4.4 7.4
1960 8.8 3.8 6.8
1.59 7.5 4.0 6.0

1958 9.3 N/A 7.0



Source: Ashby and Cartwright 1975
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Table B5. Lake County Employment from Census Data

Industry 1950 1960 1970

Agriculture & ag. services
Forestry & fisheries
Mining

924
44

5

567

120

55

450
173

5
Contract construction 126 206 71

Food & kindred products 20 32 5
Textile mill products 1 0 0
Apparel & other textile prods. 0 0 0
Lumber, wood prods. & furniture 590 565 382
Printing, publishing &

allied industries 22 17 14
Chemical & allied products 1 0 0
Machinery 5 4 0
Motor vehicles & equipment 0 0 0
Transportation equipment
except motor vehicle equipmt. 0 0 0

Other manufacturing 3 15 14

Railroads & railway express 11 4 0
Trucking & warehousing 31 46 10
Other transportation io 8 13
Communications 17 45 16
Utilities 34 20 43

Wholesale trade 34 42 28
Food & dairy products stores 70 77 51
Eating & drinking places 66 68 107
Other retail trade 192 179 235

Finance, insurance & real estate 55 49 75

Lodging places & personal svcs. 99 99 54
Business & repair services 107 54 59
Entertainment & recreation svcs. 20 21 25
Private households 58 90 50
Professional services 194 267 265

Public administration 94 120 184
Federal military 2 0 0

ALL ENPLOYNENT 2835 2770 2329



Sôurce Ashby and Cartwright .1975

a! the comparison counties are Klainath and Harney counties

Industry 1950 1960 1970

Agriculture & ag. services 3892 2896 2454
Forestry & fisheries 139 252 465
Mining 34 86 27
Contract construction 1252 1308 1087

Food & kindred products 229 312 186
Textile mill products 2 0 5
Apparel & other textile products 1 0 0
Lumber, wood prods. & furniniture 3869 4188 4254
Printing, publishing &
allied industries 184 261 214

Chemical & allied products 20 20 4
Machinery 93 179 47
Motor vehicles & equipment 4 0 15
Transportation equipment

except motor vehicle equipmt. 9 12 9
Other manufacturIng 121 326 137

Railroads & railway express 1311 967 872
Trucking & warehousing 194 256 221
Other transportation 153 98 109
Communications 205 265 291
UtilIties 254 330 353

Wholesale trade 774 698 745
Food & dairy products stores 571 575 658
Eating & drinking places 848 880 996
Other retail trade 2106 2223 2561

Finance, insurance & real estate 489 624 657

Lodging places & personal svcs. 856 939 747
Business & repair services 691 468 432
Entertainment & recreation svcs. 169 174 188
Private households 387 548 253
Professional services 1665 2462 3459

Public administration 706 1023 1339
Federal military 22 1457 1522

ALL EMPLOYMENT 2.1250 23827 24307
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Table B6. Comparison Counties' Employment from Census Data



Source: Research and Statistics Section. annual, Labor force
tables. Oregon Employment Division, Department of
Human Resources. Salem, Oregon.
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Table B7. Lake County
Division

Employment from Oregon Employment
Data

1960 1970 1979

Agriculture 480 440 400

Self emp., unpaid & domestic 430 250 150

Manufacturing

Lumber & wood 530 380 480

Other manufacturing 60 30 20

Non-manufacturing

Construction 50 20 60

Transp., comm. & utilities 80 120 70

Trade 310 330 440

Finance ins. & real estate 50 80 70

Service & miscellaneous 210 200 220

Government 570 680 1010

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 2770 2530 2920



Table B8. Comparison Employment-1Counties Base

Source: Research. and Statistics Section. annual. Labor force
tables. Oregon Exnployme-t Division, Department of
Human Resources. Salem, Oregon.

a! Lake, Kiamath and Harney counties
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from
Oregon Employment Division Data

1960 1970 1979

Agriculture 2820 2500 2140

Self einp., unpaid & domestic 3210 1780 1470

Manufacturing

Lumber & wood 4210 4540 6310

Other manufacturing 770 440 630

Non-manufacturing

Construction 520 540 850

Transp., comm. .& utilities 1640 1680 1860

Trade 3330 4010 5860

Finance ins. & real estate 410 750 1030

Service & miscellaneous 1970 2690 3440

Government 3300 4580 6170

TOTAL ENPLOYMENT 2Z180 23510 29760
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Table B9. Real Property Valuation of Lake County in Constant
1967 Dollars

Source: Assessed valuations and conversion factors to true cash
value from Oregon Department of Revenue. The consum-
er price index for all urban consumers in Portland,
Oregon was used to make dollars constant

Year

Lake
County

($1 000s)

1978 87,107
1977 82,726
1976 88,291

1975 81,974
1974 82,154
1973 89,627

1972 89,131
1971 84,692
1970 83,578

1969 86,627
1968 88,971
1967 85,839

1966 84,508
1965 78,242
1964 78,08.1

1963. 78,898
1962 78,733
1961 93,892

1960 96,946
1959 9.3,420

.1958 69,722



Table B1O. Birth Rate in Lake, Klamath and Harney Counties
(per 100,000)

Source: Unpublished tables from Vital Statistics Section,
Oregon Department of Human Resources
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Year
Lake
County

Klamath
County

Harney
County

1979 19.0 17.4 17.4
1978 14.2 16.8 16.3
1977 17.5 16.7 17.1

1976 16.9 15.3 19.1
1975 14.5 16.3 17.0
1974 17.5 16.9 16.7

1973 12.5 15.9 17.1
1972 16.0 17.3 17.5
1971 15.8 21.2 15.4

1970 16.1 21.1 17.7
1969 13.7 18.0 18.7
1968 17.8 17.9 16.6

1967 15.0 17.2 23.7
1966 14.3 17.5 18.9
1965 15.5 18.0 20.0

1964 18.6 20.9 21.2
1963 2.1.0 22.0 20.0
1962 19.5 23.6 28.8

1961 21.3 22.4 24,3
1960 21.7 26.0 28.0
1959 23.3 24.8 29.0

1958 21.4 23.9 25.6
1957 23.3 24.4 29.8
1956 21.8 25.4 27.3

1955 26.1 24.0 27.2
1954 26.1 23.6 24.5
1953 29.5 24.4 29.2

1952 26.8 25.0 30.8
1951 24.2 25.2 28.4
1950 24.7 25.6 29.3
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Table 311. 1950 Age Distribution in Lake, Kiamath and Harney
Counties

Age Class

Lake
County

Klamath
County

Harney
County

No. No. No. %

Under
5 years 782 11.8 5068 12.0 749 12.3

5-9 634 9.5 4053 9.6 533 8.7

10-14 546 8.2 3273 7.8 479 7.8

15-19 409 6.2 2657 6.3 425 7.0

20-24 489 7.4 3009 7..1 466 7.6

25-29 543 8.2 3497 8.3 498 8.1

30-34 515 7.7 3516 8.3 431 7.1

35-39 540 8.1 3515 8.3 480 7.9

40-44 438 6.6 3234 7.7 422 6.9

45-49 387 5.8 2746 6.5 383 6.3

50-54 381 5.7 2.123 5.0 317 5.2

55-59 309 4.6 1742 4.1 273 4.5

60-64 238 3.6 1476 3.5 241 3.9

65-69 163 2.5 1040 2.5 173 2.8

70-74 133 2.0 613 1.5 113 1.8

75+ 142 2.1 588 1.4 130 2.1

ALL 6649 100.0 42150 100.0 6113 100.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1952



Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1963
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Table B12. 1960 Age Distribution in Lake, Kiamath and Harney
Counties

Lake Klainath Harney

County County County

Age Class No. No. % No. %

Under
5 years 777 l0..9 5437 11.5 814 12.1

5-9 859 12.0 5055 10.6 762 11.3

10-14 686 9.6 4703 9.9 637 9.4

15-19 495. 6.9 3577 75 450 6.7

20-24 335 4.7 3074 6.5 448 6.6

25-29 447 6.2 2975 6.3 430 6.4

30-34 508 7.1. 3013 6.3 486 7.2

35-39 476 6.7 3212 6.8 461 6.8

40-44 482 6.7 3290 6.9 404 6.0

45-49 493 6.9 3203 6.7 402 6.0

50-54 4.14 5.8 2714 5.7 367 5.4

55-59 338 4.7 2307 4.9 307 4.6

60-64 286 4.0 1650 3.5 252 3.7

65-69 238 3.3 1314 2.8 196 2.9

70-74 152 2.1 979 2.1 152 2.3

75+ 172 2.4 972 2.0 176 2.6

ALL 7158 100.0 47475 100.0 6744 100.0



Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1972
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Table B13. 1970 Age Distribution in Lake, Klamath and Harney
Counties

Age Class

Lake
County

Klarnath

County
Harney
County

No. % No. % No. %

Under
5 years 512 8.1 4274 8.5 593 8.2

5-9 585 9.2 5038 10.]. 710 9.8

10-14 700 11.0 5126 10.2 789 10.9

15-19 655 10.3 4566 9.1 638 8.8

20-24 304 4.8 4044 8.1 453 6.3

25-29 344 5.4 3284 6.6 476 6.6

30-34 338 5.3 2909 5.8 439 6.1

35-39 362 5.7 2858 5.7 442 6.1

40-44 453 7.]. 2881 5.8 451 6.3

45-49 380 6.0 3031 6.1 438 6.].

50-54 389 6.1 2906 5.8 419 5.8

55-59 368 5.8 2714 5.4 389 5.4

60-64 344 5.4 2201 4.4 325 4.5

65-69 244 3.8 1640 3.3 277 3.8

70-74 183 2.9 1066 2.1 145 2.0

75+ 182 2.9 1483 3.0 231 3.2

ALL 6343 100.0 50021 100.0 7215 100.0
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Table 314. Median Family Income in Lake, Kiamath and Harney
Counties in Historical Dollars

Source: 1949,1959 and 1969 figures are from U.S. Bureau of
the Census, deciennial Census of the Population

1979 figures are from Oregon Division of Housing, Salem
Oregon

Year

$

Lake
County

$

Kiamath
County

$

Harney
County

1949

1959

1969

1979

3,780

5,991

8,801

17,197

3,493

5,922

8,645

18,491

3,617

5,513

9,003

18,413



Table B15. Divorce in Lake, Kiamath and Harney Counties
(rate per 1000)

Source: Unpublished tables from Vital Statistics Section,
Oregon Department of Human Resources
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Year

Lake
County

Kiamath
County

Harney
County

No. Rate No. Rate No. Rate

1979 38 5.3 514 8.6 46 5.8
1978 32 4.6 429 7.3 38 5.0
1977 29 4.3 426 7.5 30 3.9

1976 32 4.8 352 6.3 24 3.2
1975 26 4.0 279 5.1 29 3.9
1974 36 5.6 280 5.2 18 2.5

1973 24 3.7 320 6.1. 22 3..1

1972 38. 5.6 257 4.9 11 1.6
1971 23 3.7 256 5.1 16 2.2

1970 24 3.8 251 5.0 13 1.8
1969 24 3,5 256 5.1 21 2.9
1968 15 2.3 210 4.3 15 2.0

1967 23 37 238 5.0 17 2.4
1966 15 2.4 192 4.0 17 2.4
1965 19 3.1 177 3.7 29 4.1

1964 35 5.4 176 3.7 26 3.7
1963 22 3.3 203 4.3 18 2.5
1962 20 3.1 202 4.1 22 3.3

1961 24 3.4 179 3.6 33 4.7
1960 27 3.8 236 5.0 23 3.4
1959 11 1.5 202 4.2 28 4.6

1958 23 3.5 171. 3.9 30 4.8
1957 20 3.1 158 3.7 30 4.6
1956 24 3.6 207 4.9 24 3.6

1955 21 3.0 198 4.7 28 4.0
1954 25 3.6 211 4.9 21 3.2
1953 24 3.6 2.19 5.2 30 4.9

1952 31 4.6 214 5.1 21 3.5
1951 18 2.8 215 5.0 32 5.5
1950 27 4..1 215 5.1. 17 2.8



Table 16. Suicidein Lake, Kiamath and Harney Counties
(rates per 100,000)

Source: Unpublished tables from Vital Statistics Section,
Oregon Department of Human Resources
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Year

Lake
County

Kiamath
County

}Iarney

County

No. Rate No. Rate No. Rate

1979 2 27.7 11 18.3 1 12.1
1978 1 14.5 7 11.9 2 26.1
1977 3 44.9 5 8.8 4 51.9

1976 2 30.2 10 10.0 1 13.3
1975 0 0.0 12 22.1 2 27.2
1974 1 15.5 11 20.6 1 13.8

1973 1 15.2 13 24.7 3 42.1
1972 1 14.8 7 13.5 1 14.5
1971 1 16.0 6 11.9 4 55.4

1970 2 31.5 7 14.0 0 0.0
1969 0 0.0 7 14.1 2 27.5
1968 2 30.7 12 24.4 1 13.3

1967 3 48.4 8 16.7 .1 13.9
1966 2 32.1 6 12.4 1. 13.9
1965 0 0 9 18.7 1 14.1

1964 1 15.4 10 15.1 0 0.0
1963 1 15.4 10 21.1 1 14.2
1962 0 0.0 10 20.4 1 15.1

1961 0 0.0 7 14.1 2 28.4
1960 1 14.6 7 14.7 2 29.7
1959 1 13.8 9 18.8 0 0.0

1958 1 15.1 2 4.6 1 16.0
1957 1 15.7 5 11.6 1 15.4
1956 1 15.0 5 12.0 0 0.0

1955 1 14.2 4 9.4 2 28.5
1954 1 14.3 10 23.3 3 45.1
1953 1 15.2 8 19.0 1 16.2

1952 2 29.6 5 11.9 1 16.7
1951 3 45.9 8 18.7 0 0.0
1950 0 0.0 9 21.4 2 32.7



Source: Oregon Law Enforcement Council, various years
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Table B17. Crime in Lake, Klainath and Harney Counties

(in rates per 100,000)

1979 1978 1977 1976 1975

Lake County

Property crimes 653 1116 1018 1224 1936

Violent crimes 83 174 135 226 61

TOTAL 736 1290 1153 1450 1997

Kiamath County

Property crimes 4573 4434 3550 4191 4471

Violent crimes 425 409 333 281 356

TOTAL 4998 4843 3883 4472 4827

Harney County

Property crimes 3300 4065 4442 3453 4013

Violent crimes 237 653 428 386 531

TOTAL 3537 4719 4870 3839 4544


