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Voter preference on the issue of comprehensive land use

planning in Oregon was analyzed through various population

characteristics in order to determine the factors

contributing to public preference in this issue and how they

were distributed spatially. Two statistical models were

developed to analyze the correlations between voting outcome

in three comprehensive planning ballot measures and

county-level social and economic factors. From the analysis,

it was apparent that there was a spatial pattern of voting

outcome based on education and employment levels. This

pattern appeared to be fairly strongly established. A

downturn in the state's economy was not influential in

altering the spatial pattern of voting in this issue.

Introduction

Statewide comprehensive land use planning is a recent

development on the national landscape. Vermont, Hawaii,

Florida, and Oregon have each initiated state comprehensive

planning programs. Implementation of comprehensive planning

in Oregon occurred with the passage of Senate Bill 100 (SB

100) by the Oregon Legislature in 1973. This bill, along

with subsequent, related legislation, mandated comprehensive

land use planning which was developed according to specified

goals and guidelines. The Land Conservation and Development



Commission (LCDC), an unpaid commission appointed by the

governor, was created to oversee and review locally-generated

comprehensive plans to determine compliance to state planning

goals.

Since implementation of Oregon's comprehensive planning

program there have been three statewide referendum measures

on the general election ballot which called for the weakening

or elimination of L.CDC and the planning goals and guidelines.

The first measure appeared on the 1976 ballot and was

defeated by a 14 percent margin (402,608 in favor of

eliminating LCDC; 536,502 opposed). The second measure, on

the 1978 ballot, was defeated by a larger margin of 21

percent (334,523 in favor; 515,138 opposed). The issue

surfaced once more in 1982 and was once again defeated, but

by a narrower margin of 10 percent (461,271 in favor; 565,056

opposed) (Table 1). An analysis of voter outcome on these

three ballot measures has interesting implications for the

study of public preference on environmental issues.

This study analyzes the factors which influence voter

preference on the issue of comprehensive planning in Oregon.

The major objectives of the study are to determine: 1) the

impact of various social and economic factors on voting on

the county level; 2) the spatial patterns of voting behavior

which are inferred from the outcome of the three LCDC ballot

measures; and 3) the influence which major changes in

Oregon's economy have had on voter preference.

-2- -



TABLE 1--LCDC BALLOT MEASURE RESULTS, BY PERCENT

County 1976 1978 1982
yes no yes no yes no

Baker 58 42 45 55 72 28
Benton 26 74 30 70 34 66
Clackamas 46 54 40 60 44 56
Clatsop 44 56 37 63 47 .53

Columbia 54 46 45 55 58 42
Coos 69 31 65 34 72 28
Crook 48 52 40 60 52 48
Curry 74 26 64 36 74 26

Deschutes 40 60 33 67 43 57
Douglas 67 33 57 43 65 35
Gilliam 52 48 34 66 53 47

Grant 61 39 41 59 69 31

Barney 52 48 40 60 60 40
Hood River 44 56 34 66 46 54

Jackson 44 56 40 60 52 48

Jefferson 49 51 39 61 53 47
Josephine 68 32 50 50 61 39
Kiamath 53 47 40 60 63 37
Lake 98 02 48 52 67 33
Lane 39 61 38 62 45 55
Lincoln 56 44 49 51 52 48
Linn 42 58 39 61 47 53
Malheur 35 65 54 46 76 24
Marion 38 62 37 63 38 62
Morrow 51 49 38 61 54 46
Multnomah 33 67 35 65 32 68
Polk 39 61 39 61 44 56
Sherman 45 55 39 61 45 55
Tillamook 58 42 46 54 53 47

IJmatilla 41 59 39 61 51 49
Union 45 55 46 54 54 46
Wallowa 56 44 53 47 70 30

Wasco 42 58 34 66 44 56
Washington 43 57 37 63 39 61
Wheeler 63 37 43 57 67 33
Yamhill 44 56 40 60 48 52

Total 42.9 57.1 39.4 60.6 44.9 55.1

Source: Oregon Secretary of State, Elections Division

-3-



Comprehensive Planning in Oregon

The comprehensive planning program in Oregon was created

to resolve numerous conflicting land use demands. After

World War II, Oregon's population increased rapidly as

newcomers took advantage of the optimal environmental

settings and relatively stable economic conditions in the

state. Eighty percent of the state's total population

increase between 1950 and 1970 occurred in the Willamette

Valley where the major urban and agricultural lands are

situated. To accommodate increased demand for urban and

suburban housing, land at the periphery of urban areas was

taken out of agricultural production and subdivided into

small tracts. This instigated conflict between land users

who wanted to derive the maximum economic profits from the

land and those who were interested in retaining the maximum

livability of the state's natural land resources. Further

controversy emerged over the potential development of timber

lands and other natural resource lands in areas outside of

the Willamette Valley. A small group of state legislators

recommended comprehensive statewide land use planning to

identify and protect land uses that might otherwise be

overshadowed by economic considerations.

In 1969, the state legislature initiated statewide

comprehensive planning through the passage of Senate Bill 10,

which required counties and cities to develop comprehensive

land use plans. Until 1969, land use planning in Oregon had

been left to local governments, and was loosely controlled by

-4-



local policies and ordinances. The act of passage of SB 10

was more significant than the bill itself. There were no

comprehensive planning goals specified in the bill, nor were

there any provisions made for program funding or planning

authority to implement and manage the program. In addition,

there was no method suggested for coordination of planning

between government agencies. As then governor Tom McCall

commented, "the stick was there but not the carrot."1

The decisive move for comprehensive planning came with

the passage of SB 100 in 1973. Like SB 10, this bill

mandated comprehensive planning, but it also included

planning goals and provisions for funding for state-level

administration of the planning program.

From the beginning, LCDC and comprehensive planning

evoked bitter controversy between factions. Early opposition

to LCDC was strongest in eastern, southern, and coastal

Oregon, where primary activities, e.g. agriculture and

lumbering, dominated the economic landscape (Fig. 1).

Existing planning in these rural areas tended to favor

private interests rather than the public good. The

redistribution of planning authority from specific interests

to comprehensive statewide control legislated in SB 100 was a

threat to private landowner's "laissez faire" ideals.2

At the opposite extreme were the environmentalists who

staunchly supported comprehensive planning as a means of

preserving natural resource lands against planning decisions

based solely on economic considerations. Environmental

-5-
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support for LCDC was and has remained concentrated in the

Willamette Valley.

Comprehensive planning became an issue for a majority of

Oregonians only when an LCDC-related referendum measure

appeared on the general election ballot. Residents with no

direct interest in comprehensive planning played a

significant role in the planning program because of their

collective power to vote on this issue in the general

election.

The first LCDC referendum measure on the general election

ballot after the passage of SB 100 appeared in 1976. Ballot

Measure 10 called for complete elimination of LCDC and the

comprehensive planning program. The move to put the measure

on the ballot was primarily supported by those who opposed SB

100 during its legislative passage. This group accused the

planning program of "giving too much control to a small group

that knows nothing."3 Opposition to the ballot measure was

led by the same group who had fought for passage of the LCDC

bill in 1973 and had organized into a "citizen watchdog

group"--The 1000 Friends of Oregon. The paid professional

staff of 1000 Friends fought for LCDC in order "to preserve

all public interests in the land use decision-making

process."4 The ballot measure failed; comprehensive planning

was retained.

The 1978 ballot measure (Ballot Measure 10) called for

restructuring comprehensive planning by taking administrative

control of the program away from LCDC and giving it to the



Legislature. The justification for this scheme was that the

public would be given more direct control in the planning

process since legislators were responsible to their

constituency and the LCDC commissioners were not. Again, the

major impetus for this referendum came from rural interests.

The ballot measure was defeated largely because 1000 Friends

was able to rally urban support as well as support from the

construction industry.

Oregon's economy took a dramatic downturn at the close of

the 1970's. This change was brought on by a nationwide

recession, which constrained the availability of money for

housing and construction loans and ultimately reduced the

number of housing starts. The demand for lumber plummeted.

Many of Oregon's lumber production mills slowed production or

closed altogether, leaving thousands of rural residents

unemployed for long periods. The state was at an economic

standstill as state politicians and businesspeople scrambled

to find a quick-fix solution to the problems associated with

dependency on a primary-based economy. "Diversification"

became the economic rallying cry for the 1980's. Local

governments and developers worked hard to attract

out-of-state businesses to relocate in Oregon.

Unfortunately, the state's business infrastructure was poorly

equipped to deal with new businesses because of a lack of

available industrial sites, minimal cohesion between state

agencies which regulated economic development and industrial

location, and a general unwillingness among the population to

-8- -



allow new firms to come in before the old economic problems

had been solved.

LCDC became the bureaucratic scapegoat out of all this

confusion because of the supposed inflexibility and ambiguity

of the Commission and the planning goals.5 Specifically,

LCDC was blamed for overregulating the procedures for

industrial location, thus deterring firms from coming to the

state. For the first time, LCDC drew negative sentiment from

the urban areas of the state. Opposition was particularly

strong among conservative businesspeople who wanted to

encourage economic growth and diversification.

When LCDC and comprehensive planning appeared on the

general election ballot in 1982 (Ballot Measure 6) the issue

was hotly contested by various new interest groups. Business

interests were concerned with LCDC's apparent lack of

coordination in allowing industrial development to aid

Oregon's ailing economy. There were extreme differences of

opinion among politicians, some of whom had supported SB 100

nine years earlier. Many groups expressed dissatisfaction in

LCDC's inability to fulfill its mandated purposes within a

reasonable period of time. Although the measure failed in

the election, the returns indicated that LCDC had lost some

support in all regions of the state.

Comprehensive planning in Oregon has been continually

controversial because it affects the fundamental value of

private property ownership. The most vocal groups in the

issue--the rural landowners, the environmentalists,



conservative businesspeople, and politicians--have had

distinct roles. Most importantly, these groups have focused

their efforts on influencing the general electorate when LCDC

appeared on a ballot, since the voters make the final

decision on the retention (or demise) of the comprehensive

planning program. Therefore, the key to understanding the

controversy surrounding LCDC is to identify both the issues

in conflict and the factors which are associated with voting

behavior among the general public.

Background to the Study

Voting is a realized right in the U.S. through which an

individual is allowed to express his/her opinion about

political questions. Although voting is an individual

expression it is impossible to look at voting returns as

indicators of individual preference because voting returns

are not available at the individual level. Unless some sort

of public survey is utilized only an aggregate-level analysis

of voting is feasible. Analyzing voting behavior from the

precinct, county, or even the state level offers potential

insight into the voting process and the factors which

influence choice in an election.

Several studies have analyzed the influence of various

social factors on voting outcome for LCDC and other issues.

In a study of legislative voting on environmental issues,

Muckleston et al. determined that population density was a

significant factor with relation to the outcome of



legislative voting.6 Legislators from more densely populated

districts (generally in the Willamette Valley) tended to

favor environmental bills, while legislators from less

densely populated districts were opposed. Greaves' analysis

of the 1976 LCDC referendum indicated that there were

numerous factors which could be predictors of the outcome of

the election.7 The factors analyzed in her study included

county population decrease between 1960 and 1970, dependence

on primary sector economic activities, population density,

and degree of county urbanization. Greaves' study pointed

out the significance of media as a factor which appeared to

influence voting according to the subjectivity of the media

reporting. Finally, a post-1976 election study by Medler and

Mushkatel showed college education, professional-level

employment, median value of owner-occupied housing, and

above average family income to be significantly associated

with LCDC support.8

The Study

This paper reports on the analysis of several aspects of

voting on the issue of comprehensive planning in Oregon.

First, numerous county-level social and economic

characteristics of the population were analyzed in order to

determine their association with the voting outcome of all

ballot measures related to LCDC. An additional aspect of

this overall analysis was to determine whether there was a

distinct spatial pattern of voting which related to these

-11-



socio-economic factors. Finally, some important economic

changes in Oregon between 1976 and 1982 were examined to

determine the influence of these changes on voting outcome.

Population characteristics selected for analysis were

believed to have some association with basic social and
e

economic values throughout the state. The data were

collected for each year in which there was an LCDC ballot

measure. The county was chosen as the basic unit of analysis

since it is the smallest commonly enumerated unit for which

data from diverse sources can be readily obtained. Factors

analyzed in the study included percent of county population

with partial or complete college education, percent of county

population with no college education, county employment in

primary, construction, manufacturing, and service sectors,

county work force unemployed, income per capita, and county

population density. A complete list of factors for all three

election years is given in Appendix A.

In order to determine the influence of population

characteristics and the spatial pattern of voting outcome, it

was necessary to make some initial observations about the

data which would be subsequently tested through statistical

models. Observations were made on the basis of the spatial

distribution of the population characteristics, and were

substantiated by literature pertinent to LCDC, comprehensive

planning, and Oregon elections.

To meet the objectives of the study, two distinct

statistical models were devised. The first model was used to

- 1 2-



determine the overall spatial pattern of voting and

associated population factors. The second model tested the

impact of social and economic changes on the outcome of

voting between 1976 and 1982 LCDC ballot measures.

Statistical analysis of the data for the first model

involved the use of two tests to determine the relationship

between voting outcome and socio--economic characteristics.

First, a simple regression using Pearson's product moment

correlation (Pearson's r) was run between each variable and

the results (percent of "yes" votes in each county) of all

three elections in order to determine how much of the voting

outcome could be explained by each variable. Second,

multiple regression (multiple r) was used to test the

combined influence of the variables on voting outcome. [Note:

The wording for each ballot measure was constructed so that a

"yes" vote indicated opposition to LCDC, and a "no" vote

indicated LCDC support.] See Appendix B for the ballot

measures.

Testing the influence of changes in social and economic

conditions on voting outcome involved devising a series of

statistical tests. First, individual variables for each year

were paired, e.g. Benton County unemployment for 1976 vs.

1982, and the differences tested using the Student's t-test

to determine whether there were any significant changes in

the variables between years. Simple correlation (Pearson's

r) was then used to test the relationship between voting

outcome and those variables for which there had been



sigrificant changes. Finally, the r-values were paired

between years and standard scores (according to Fisher's Z

transformation) were tested to show if there was any

significance in the change in correlations which would

indicate change in voting outcome.9

Observat ions

A strong divergence of collective opinion between voters

in the Willamette Valley and voters in other parts of the

state has been observed in statewide elections. Overall, the

LCDC issue has been indicative of this pattern. All counties

in the Willamette Valley opposed each referendum measure,

while only five non-valley counties showed consistent

opposition (Clatsop, Deschutes, Hood River, Sherman, and

Wasco).

The spatial distribution of each of the population

characteristics showed some fairly strong regional patterns,

with the exception of per capita income. In the Willamette

Valley counties there was a higher than average proportion of

residents with some college education, lower than average

unemployment levels, a large proportion of the population

employed in the service sector, and comparatively high

population density. In non-valley counties, there was a less

concise pattern of population characteristics, although there

was generally more primary and manufacturing employment, high

average unemployment, and lower population densities.

It is common to find strong support for Oregon

-14- - -
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environmental issues in urban areas.10 Cities tend to be

more economically diversified which is attractive to those

with college educations who usually work in the service

sector. Urban residents are geographically dissociated from

direct contact with land-based economies.1l As a result,

they often have a non-utilitarian view about land as a

resource. The initial evidence indicates that a regional

interconnection of college education, service sector

employment, and high population density would be associated

with opposition to LCDC ballot measures ("no" votes).

It was assumed that people in primary and secondary

sector employment would oppose any move to control land use

because of their direct involvement with land as an economic

resource. Since employment in these sectors is seasonal,

average annual unemployment is higher than in the service

sector. Lower proportions of college education are generally

common in rural counties. The combination of employment in

primary and manufacturing sectors, proportionately low levels

of education, high average unemployment, and low population

density were assumed to be indicative of support for LCDC,

ballot measures ("yes" votes).

Much of the state of Oregon was hit hard by the economic

recession in the late 1970's. The urban areas with their

greater diversity of economies, were more resilient than

rural areas where the economic base was often a single

industry, e.g. logging. Because primary and manufacturing

sectors were significantly associated with overall support of

-16-



LCDC ballot measures it was assumed that the downturn in the

timber industry would have led to increased support for the

elimination of LCDC and comprehensive planning within these

sectors in the 1982 election. A similar assumption was made

about increasing unemployment levels. Those counties in

which there was a significant increase in unemployment would

presumably show stronger support for eliminating LCDC than

those with lower levels of unemployment increase. Finally,

there was an apparent change in attitude about comprehensive

planning among the members of the business community who were

interested in seeing Oregon's economy grow and diversify.

Many businesspeople felt that LCDC inhibited economic growth.

It was therefore assumed that there would have been less

opposition to the 1982 LCDC ballot measure reflective of the

decrease in business support for comprehensive planning.

Results

The correlation coefficients for the results of the

elections and the variables generally support the assumptions

made about regional patterns of population characteristics in

association with voting outcome (Table 2). There is a

negative correlation (r=-.57) between college education and

yes votes on the ballot measures. Population without college

education shows a positive correlation (r=.59) with ballot

measure support, as does unemployment (r=.41). Weaker

correlations occurred for other factors associated with

ballot measure support; primary sector employment had a

-17- -



TABLE 2--CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR COMBINED ELECTION RETURNS,
1976 and 1982

A. Factors associated with ballot measure opposition:

Population with 1+ years of college (%)*

Population density**

Service sector employment***

Construction employment***

B. Factors associated with ballot measure support:

Population with no college education*

-.57

-.34+

-.27+

-.16+

.59

lJnemployment*** .41+

Primary sector employment*** .26+

Manufacturing sector emp].oyrnent*** .06+

+p > 0.01
[n = 36 counties]

Data sources:
* 1980 Census
**portland State University, Center for Population Research
***State Employment Division

-18-
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correlation coefficient of r=.26, and construction sector

employment showed a negative correlation (r=-.16) indicating

ballot measure opposition. Of the factors associated with

ballot measure opposition, population density and service

sector employment showed negative correlations (r=-.34 and

-.25, respectively). The results of the multiple regression

test are similar, as the combined influence of the factors

was dependent largely on education and unemployment (Table

3). These statistics infer a pattern which shows college

education, higher population density, and service sector

employment--prominent in the Willamette Valley--to have been

the strongest indicator of LCDC ballot measure opposition.

High average unemployment, lower education levels, and

dependency on primary and secondary industries--features of

social and economic conditions in eastern, southern, and

coastal Oregon--were the strongest indicators of LCDC ballot

measure support.

The initial t-tests showed there to be significant

changes in election returns (slight increase in ballot,

measure support), unemployment (increase), manufacturing

employment (decrease) and service sector employment between

1976 and 1982. There was not a significant change in primary

sector employment. Finally, r-values were standardized and

tested (Table 4). Although there was an apparent increase in

correlation for all variables from 1976 to 1982, none of the

changes in correlation proved to be statistically significant

(p < 0.05). There were major changes in Oregon's economy

-20-



TABLE 3--MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS FOR COMBINED ELECTIONS
1976 and 1982

Dependent variable: Vote (percent "yes" votes by county)

Multiple R R Square R Square Change

Education w/college .59 .35 .35

Education w/o college .70 .49 .13

Unemployment .72 .52 .03

Primary sector employment .74 .55 .02

Population density .74 .56 .01

other variables not significant at p ( .05

-21-



TABLE 4--CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR INDIVIDUAL ELECTIONS
1976 and 1982

Percent outcome for LCDC ballot measure,N=36

1976 1982

Education - w/college -.55 -.60

w/o college .57 .61

Employment primary .22 .31

construction -.15 -.14

manufacturing .21 -.08

service -.32 -.24

Unemployment .39 .48

Income per capita -.19 -.28

Population -.30 -.40

p > 0.05 for all coefficients
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during this period, but these changes were not apparent in

the voting returns for the 1982 election.

Summary and Conclusions

The objectives of this paper were to identify the impacts

and spatial distribution of social and economic factors on

county-level voting outcome in the issue of comprehensive

landuse planning in Oregon. The analysis was limited by the

number of variables chosen, as there was certainly a broad

range of socio-economic factors which contributed to the

outcome of voting in LCDC elections. In addition, there is

an inherent danger in using county-level analysis to describe

specific aggregate voting patterns since there is a tendency

to generalize an even distribution of population

characteristics within county boundaries.

Despite these limitations, a fairly distinct pattern of

voting on the LCDC issue was observed. In general, people

from the urban Willamette Valley tended to favor statewide

comprehensive planning, while people in the more rural areas

of the state tended to oppose it. In counties for which

there was LCDC support, there were higher levels of education

and more service sector employment. Counties which opposed

LCDC had lower education levels, higher average unemployment

levels, and more primary and manufacturing employment. There

was little evidence to indicate that changes in Oregon's

economy between 1976 and 1982 had any significant impacts on

the outcome of voting in the comprehensive planning issue.

-23-



The pattern of voting outcome in the LCDC issue is a function

of very basic social and economic factors rather than social

trends.
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APPENDIX Al -- COUNTY DATA

1976

Employment Sector
County Unemp. Prim. Const. Manu. Serv. Inc. Density

Baker 7.9 16.1 1.9 13.5 68.5 5308 5.2
Benton 7.4 4.1 3.3 11.8 80.8 5258 100.1
Clackamas 8.7 1.6 4.2 20.0 75.1 6594 121.1
Clatsop 9.3 2.1 2.8 29.2 65.9 6031 37.2
Columbia 12.1 3.8 6.0 33.7 56.5 5882 50.1
Coos 11.5 3.0 3.2 28.8 65.0 5722 38.7
Crook 14.0 7.4 1.6 36.6 54.4 5819 4.1
Curry 12.2 4.6 3.7 28.6 63.1 5675 9.7
DeschuteS 9.6 2.7 5.1 21.0 71.2 5998 17.6
Douglas 10.1 3.1 4.2 35.3 57.6 5673 17.7
Gilliam 7.2 28.3 1.0 0.0 70.6 5748 1.7

Grant 11.3 14.0 1.1 27.9 58.3 5470 1.7

Harney 9.6 15.0 1.6 30.4 53.0 6217 0.7
Hood River 12.8 13.9 2.6 24.5 59.0 6361 29.4
Jackson 10.6 5.2 4.1 18.8 71.9 5452 45.1
Jefferson 7.2 13.1 1.6 22.2 63.1 5390 6.2
Josephine 13.7 3.1 3.2 25.8 67.9 4926 34.6
Kiamath 9.5 6.5 3.3 24.9 65.3 5770 9.4
Lake 10.2 16.4 3.2 15.7 65.7 5716 0.8
Lane 10.9 2.1 4.1 21.9 71.9 5847 60.0
Lincoln 9.3 2.0 3.8 20.8 73.4 5779 32.2
Linn 10.6 5.5 4.2 37.1 53.1 5623 37.6
Maiheur 6.8 19.2 2.7 17.2 60.8 5607 2.6
Marion 8.7 5.1 4.7 16.5 73.8 6156 163.1
Morrow 6.5 28.6 9.4 24.8 37.1 9546 3.2
Multnomah 8.7 1.6 4.2 20.0 75.1 7652 1222.0
Polk 8.7 5.1 4.7 16.5 73.8 5220 62.5
Sherman 10.2 8.3 2.6 14.8 74.2 6875 2.4
Tillamook 10.4 10.3 2.3 24.1 63.2 5654 17.9
Umatilla 7.6 9.5 3.0 20.0 67.4 6034 17.0
Union 10.4 6.7 2.8 19.8 70.6 5233 11.4
Wallowa 10.9 23.2 3.1 14.3 59.4 6141 2.2
Wasco 10.2 8.3 2.6 14.8 74.2 6657 8.6
Washington 8.7 1.6 4.2 20.0 75.1 6907 309.2
Wheeler 12.4 25.8 0.0 33.8 40.3 5234 1.2
Yamhill 9.6 9.6 3.8 28.8 57.7 5634 72.4

mean 9.8 9.3 3.3 22.6 64.8 5966 71.0
standard dev. 1.8 7.8 1.6 7.9 9.6 826.9 205.9
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APPENDIX A2 -- COUNTY DATA

1978

Employment Sector
County Unemp. Prim. Const. Manu. Serv. Inc. Density

Baker 6.6 15.5 4.8 12.8 66.9 6592 5.2
Benton 5.2 3.4 2.7 15.1 78.8 6528 100.1
Clackamas 5.2 1.3 4.8 20.2 73.6 8231 121.1
Clatsop 6.5 1.9 3.4 27:9 66.9 7390 37.2
Columbia 7.0 3.9 3.4 32.0 60.9 .7292 50.1
Coos 7.2 2.8 3.6 27.4 66.2 7227 38.7
Crook 8.5 6.6 1.8 37.8 53.8 7367 4.1
Curry 6.9 3.8 2.9 29.1 64.2 7129 9.7
Deschutes 6.8 2.1 8.0 19.1 70.8 7456 17.6
Douglas 7.9 2.9 3.9 33.4 60.0 6931 17.7
Gilliam 5.1 26.9 1.5 1.7 69.9 6870 1.7

Grant 8.0 12.1 1.3 26.8 59.8 6661 1.7

Harney 7.3 13.2 2.5 28.8 55.5 6986 0.7

Hood River 11.2 10.4 2.5 26.0 61.1 7936 29.4
Jackson 7.0 4.6 4.6 18.4 72.4 6834 45.1
Jefferson 6.4 10.8 2.4 20.9 65.9 6600 6.2
Josephine 9.0 2.9 4.1 24.7 67.9 5983 34.6
Kiamath 7.2 6.1 25.4 65.3 7109 9.4
Lake 7.3 14.7 2.2 18.6 64.5 6455 0.8

Lane 6.8 1.8 5.3 20.3 72.6 7382 60.0
Lincoln 5.4 1.6 4.7 18.7 75.0 7178 32.2
Linn 7.4 5.3 5.5 35.0 54.1 6933 37.6
Maiheur 6.0 18.0 3.5 15.2 63.2 6182 2.6
Marion 5.6 4.3 5.3 16.0 74.3 7393 163.3
Morrow 4.3 25.2 21.2 19.8 33.7 9623 3.2
Multnomah 5.2 1.3 4.8 20.2 73.6 9371 1222.0
Polk 5.6 4.3 5.3 16.0 74.3 6263 62.5
Sherman 6.5 9.9 2.8 17.0 60.2 7825 2.4
Tillamook 6.2 . 8.9 2.9 25.8 62.3 7163 17.9

Umatilla 6.0 8.8 3.4 20.7 67.0 7089 17.0
Union 7.1 6.1 2.2 20.0 71.6 6701 11.4
Wallowa 7.6 21.2 3.0 15.1 60.6 7003 2.2

Wasco 6.5 9.9 2.8 17.0 70.2 8134 8.6
Washington 5.2 1.3 4.8 20.2 73.6 8842 309.2
Wheeler 11.0 30.7 1.9 21.2 46.1 6175 1.2

Yamhill 5.5 7.9 4.5 30.5 57.0 6905 72.4

mean 6.7 8.6 4.0 22.0 64.8 7214 71.0
standard dev. 1.4 7.6 3.2 7.1 8.9 822.1 205.9
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APPENDIX A3 -- COUNTY DATA.

1982

Employment Sector
County Unemp. Prim. Const. Manu. Serv. Inc. Density

Baker 16.7 16.3 2.2 8.1 73.4 8315 5.2
Benton 6.5 3.1 1.3 17.4 78.2 8776 104.1
Clackamas 10.4 1.5 3.2 18.7 76.2 10811 129.4
Clatsop 12.5 2.3 2.0 22.9 72.8 9559 38.8
Columbia 12.3 3.4 4.8 24.4 67.4 9355 53.5
Coos 14.3 3.0 2.1 21.7 73.2 8561 38.7
Crook 17.9 8.8 1.8 28.2 61.2 8763 4.3
Curry 16.3 4.2 3.3 22.7 69.8 8798 10.5
Deschutes 15.9 2.2 4.7 13.9 79.2 8475 21.0
Douglas 17.3 3.6 3.5 27.3 65.6 8644 18.1
.Gilliam 5.7 23.8 1.5 1.6 73.1 10219 1.6
Grant 20.4 15.0 0.8 13.1 71.1 8447 1.7
Harney 14.0 17.2 3.3 12.0 67.5 8560 0.7
Hood River 14.8 10.8 2.5 23.7 63.0 10851 29.6
Jackson 14.5 4.6 2.3 15.2 77.9 8676 47.5
Jefferson 10.2 10.7 3.2 19.7 66.4 8473 6.8
Josephine 15.2 2.6 2.2 21.5 73.9 7441 36.3
Kiamath 14.0 6.9 1.8 21.3 70.0 8784 9.6
Lake 12.5 16.4 1.5 17.4 64.9 8713 0.9
Lane 12.5 1.9 2.9 18.2 76.9 9026 58.7
Lincoln 11.4 1.5 3.1 16.2 79.1 9462 36.6
Llnn 15.0 4.8 2.6 33.4 59.1 8744 38.7
Malheur 10.1 19.5 1.8 15.7 63.1 7774 2.7
Marion 10.4 4.4 3.0 15.0 77.5 9277 176.4
Morrow 10.1 28.5 5.4 25.1 40.9 10917 3.5
Multnomah 10.4 1.5 3.2 18.7 76.2 12548 1235.2
Polk 10.1 4.4 3.0 15.0 77.5 7826 63.6
Sherman 12.7 6.3 2.5 15.2 75.9 8282 2.6
Tillamook 15.8 8.9 2.7 17.4 70.9 9193 18.9
Umatilla 11.9 7.8 1.9 19.3 70.9 8707 18.5
Union 12.9 6.8 2.0 16.9 74.3 8353 12.0
Wallowa 11.4 21.9 1.2 12.5 64.3 8972 2.3
Wasco 12.7 6.3 2.5 15.2 75.9 10568 9.5
Washington 10.4 1.5 3.2 18.7 76.2 10970 362.7
Wheeler 9.8 35.7 2.3 4.8 57.2 9982 0.8
Yamhill 11.9 7.0 2.3 26.6 64.0 8956 79.2

mean 12.8 9.0 2.6 18.1 70.1 9160 74.4
standard dev. 3.0 8.4 0.9 6.3 7.8 1071 210.1

Data sources: State Employment Division, Department of Economic Devel-
opment, and P.S.U. Center for Population Research.
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APPENDIX A4--PERCENT 0F POPULATION WITH AND WITHOUT COLLEGE EDUCATION

County

Baker
Benton
Clackamas
Clatsop
Columbia
Coos
Crook
Curry
Deschutes
Douglas
Gilliam
Gr ant
Harney
Hood River
Jackson
Jefferson
Josephine
Klamath
Lake
Lane
Lincoln
Linn
Maiheur
Marion
Morrow
Multnomah
P01k
Sherman
Tillamook
Umatilla
Union
Wallowa
Wasco
Washington
Wheeler
Yamb ill

Education with college Education without college

21.6 78.4
42.3 57.7
27.2 72.8
23.2 76.8
16.5 83.5
19.2 80.8
16.9 83.1
20.5 79.5
25.7 74.3
17.7 82.3
29.3 70.7
19.9 80.1
17.0 83.0
19.1 80.9
24.1 75.9
19.4 80.6
20.0 80.0
21.0 79.0
19.9 80.1
30.7 69.3
24.3 75.7
18.9 81.].

24.6 75.4
24.6 75.4
19.7 80.3
30.6 69.4
28.4 71.6
23.7 76.3
18.3 81.7
20.5 79.5
24.7 75.3
20.9 79.1
20.9 79.1
34.2 65.8
14.1 85.9
22.7 77.3

mean 22.8 77.2
standard dev. 5.5 5.5

Data source: 1980 Census
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APPENDIX B -- BALLOT MEASURES

1. Ballot Measure 10, 1976
Purpose: This measure repeals statutes relating to

state-wide land use planning, coordination and control, and
creating and prescribing powers, duties of Land Conservation
and Development Commission and Department, including statutes
relating to state-wide land use goals and guidelines, review
and control of local comprehensive plans, land use decisions,
and activities of state-wide significance. The statute
establishing standards for county comprehensive plans is
amended to delete reference to state-wide goals and
guidelines.

2. Ballot Measure 10, 1978
Purpose: Nullifies Land Conservation Development

Commission adopted planning goals, guidelines adopted March
8, 1979. Cities, counties must adopt comprehensive plans,
have all planning, zoning authority except legislature must
prescribe goals, zoning, planning, notice procedures to be
used. Legislature may establish and may regulate use in
statewide significant geographic areas subject to
compensation for adversely affected owners. Voter approval
required before new regional planning districts organized.
State, local land use legislative acts subject to referendum.

3. Ballot Measure 6, 1982
Purpose: Measure removes the requirement that local

plans conform to state-wide planning goals. It retains the
requirement that each city and county establish and maintain
a master land use plan. Abolishes Department of Land
Conservation and Development, Land Conservation and
Development Commission, and Land Use Board of Appeals.
Appeals of local land use decisions transferred to circuit
courts. Directs formation of committees to advise on state
wide goals, and to draft legislation consistent with measure.
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