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ABSTRACT

An Evaluation of Land Use Planning
Workshops Held in Utah During 1973
by
Andrew C. Germanow, Master of Landscape Architecture
Utah State University, 1973

Major Professor: Craig Johnson
Department: Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning

During 1973 a series of land use planning workshops for local
officials and interested citizens was held in the multi-county planning
districts of ghe state of Utah. The workshops were based on a planning
process which had been used in Wasatch County, Utah, to develop the
Heber Valley Plan. The emphasis of this process and of the workshops
was the involvement of the citizens of the community in the planning
process and the use of natural resource information as an additional
basis for making planning decisions.

The evaluation includes a description of significant results of
the Heber Valley Plan, events leading to a series of workshops, a
typical workshop program, and activities which followed the workshops.

A questionnaire was sent to a sample of workshop participants in
order to assess the response to the program. A content analysis was
made of written comments on the returned questionnaires. A rating
sheet was also prepared for use in evaluating or preparing educational

literature for land use planning.



Results showed the workshops to be successful in creating aware-
ness of the need for community input and the uses of natural resource
information. They were less successful in providing "how to do it"

type information.

Included in the Appendix are A Workbook on Land Use Planning,

prepared specifically for these workshops, and The Heber Valley Story,

also distributed at the workshops.

(131 pages)



INTRODUCTION

Background

A new awareness of the environment commenced on April 22, 1970,
when millions of Americans took part in rallies, lectures and teach-ins
in celebration of Earth Day (National School Public Relations Associ-
ation, 1971). Since that time pollution control, ecology, and conserva-
tion have surfaced as major issues throughout the country.

An indication of this is the fact that between September, 1972,
and September, 1973, barely a week has gone by in which a major Utah

newspaper, The Salt Lake Tribune, has not published an article on an

environmental issue. Most often these articles pertain to a Utah
version of a national issue (Table 1) and are directly related to some
of the major components of Utah's economy--agriculture, mineral
extraction, and tourism (Table 2). A listing of these issues includes:
1) Allowing the level of Lake Powell, which backs up behind the
Glen Canyon Dam, to reach maximum capacity and enter the Rain-
bow Bridge National Monument.
2) The Environmental Protection Agency's proposed air pollution
control guidelines for Salt Lake City.
3) The impact of intensive recreation development in the canyons
which are the source of Salt Lake City's water supply.
4) Land use and water pollution control in and around Bear Lake.

5) The extraction of oil shale deposits in eastern Utah.



Table 1. Matrix--Utah environmental issues and national environmental

issues

Air

Water

=

Land

Pollution Pollution Use  Energy

Rainbow Bridge/Lake Powell

Air pollution control guidelines
Mountain recreation development
Bear Lake

0il shale

Kaiparowitz power project

Land use legislation SB 130

Central Utah Project

Energy crisis and gasoline shortage

Local planning and zoning issues

X X
X
X
X X
X X
X
X

X
X

Table 2. Matrix--Utah environmental issues and components of Utah's

economy

Mineral

Agriculture Tourism Extraction

Rainbow Bridge/Lake Powell

Air pollution control guidelines
Mountain recreation development
Bear Lake

011l shale

Kaiparowitz power project

Land use legislation SB 130
Central Utah Project

Energy crisis and gasoline shortage

Local planning and zoning issues

Mo oK oM

Mok MM

Mo oMK X X




6) The construction of the proposed Kaiparowits Power Plant near
‘the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.

7) The Central Utah Project; and the use, distribution, and

transport of water from the Uinta Basin to the Wasatch Front.

8) The energy crisis and gasoline shortage.

9) Senate Bill 130 of the Utah State Legislature; a state land use

law.
10) Numerous local planning and zoning issues involﬁing subdivisions,
commercial shopping centers, and strip development.

These environmental issues were the backdrop for the series of
land use'planning workshops held throughout Utah in the early months of
1973. They are controversial issues in that they affect Utah's economy
and nafural beauty.

Officials at every level of government must have a thorough under-
standing of the issues related to land use and of the controversies
which arise from them if they are to make responsible decisions
satisfactory to special interest groups as well as the public interest.
A workshop is a particularly useful format for presenting information
that will increase understanding of land use issues and provides a

forum for the airing of viewpoints about these issues.

Origin of the Study

A series of workshops on land use planning was held in each of the
seven multi-county planning regions in the state of Utah in early 1973.
The financial support for these workshops was provided by Utah State

University's Rockefeller Foundation financed Environment and Man Program,



and the State of Utah Department of Community Affairs, Division of
Inter-governmental Personnel Services. In addition, the Utah Rural
Development Committee and the Soil Conservation Service were sponsors
of the program. Also cooperating with this venture were the Wasatch
County Commission, the Utah State Planning Coordinator's Office, the
Utah Association of County Commissioners and the Utah League of Cities
and Towns (Environment and Man, 1973a).

The objective of these workshops was: 1) to train local leaders
to identify their planning problems, 2) to determine what natural re-
source information such problems require for solution, 3) to identify
the available natural resource technicians at a state, federal, or
private level who can assist in developing the needed resource informa-
tion, 4) to show how to evaluate data, and develop criteria for
decision making (Environment and Man, 1972b). The participants at
the workshops included local elected officials, members of appointed
citizen boards, commissioners, local government employees, interested
citizens, and employees of state and federal agencies which have an
interest in the problems of land use and natural resources. The format of
information presented and discussed at the workshops followed that of a
workbook (Appendix E) which the author of this report helped to prepare.

The information presented in the workshops and Workbook follows a
planning process used to develop the Heber Valley plan. In Heber Valley
the involvement of local citizens and cooperation between various re-
source professionals of state and federal agencies in developing and
interpreting natural resource information merged to develop guidelines

for land use decision making in Wasatch County, Utah. Workbook



activities prompted discussions which focus on a set of hypothetical
land use problems typical to Utah valleys and emphasize the need to
involve the people of a community in the planning process as well as
the ways a natural resource inventdry can be used in making planning
decisions (Figure 1). The discussion of these problems follows steps
in the planning process used in Heber Valley (Figure 2). These steps
include:

1) Defining the problem.

2) Gathering information about the goals, expectations and values
of the members of the community.

3) Gathering information about the natural resources of the
community, including the identification of the experts and
agencies who have access to this information,

4) Discussions using plastic overlays representing natural resource
data, of how this informatioﬁ can be used to help solve the
hypothetical land use problems.

5) A summary of the legal framework within which land use planning
takes place.

The workshops were conducted by a teaching team that included

representatives from the social sciences, natural sciences, and govern-
ment. Among them were:

Dr. Cyrus McKell, Director of the Environment and Man Program and
Professor of Range Science at Utah State University

Lyman Smart, Director, Intergovernmental Personnel Services, Utah
State Department of Community Affairs

Dr. Wesley Maughn, Professor of Sociology and Director of the
Community Service Center, USU Extension Service
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Figure 1. Hypothetical land use problems from the Workbook which were
used as the basis for discussions during the workshops.
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Don Drage, Resource Conservationist with the Soil Conservation
Service. Previously he had worked with the people of Wasatch
County in the development of the Heber Valley plan.

Lee Kapolowski, Environmental Coordinator, Utah State Planning
Coordinator's Office

Don Grimsley, Lawyer and Assistant Director, Environment and Man
Program, Utah State University.

Also giving a presentation at each workshop was a professional
planner who had worked on a comprehensive plan in the area as well as
a representative from the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management,
or the Soil Conservation Service. Each agency presented an explanation
of the ways they use natural resource data to make land use decisions.
At each workshop the executive director of the multi-county planning
district and various county planners lead a discussion entitled
"Where do we go from here?"

It was intended that thié discussion would provide the basis for
initiating a program of land use planning as a follow-up to the work-

shops. These follow-up activities are more fully explained in

Chapter 4.

Problem Statement

Several bills now before Congress call for a national land use
policy. These acts would enable the states to do planning review,
leaving the vast majority of land use decisions with the local govern-
ments (New Republic, April 7, 1973).

The land use planning workshops are typical of the kind of educa-
tional effort which will be necessary in order to prepare local

officials to responsibly make these decisions.



The purpose of this report is to evaluate how effectively this
particular program was able to achieve its objectives. This experience

may well provide lessons for other similar programs in the future.

Objectives

The evaluation of this program of workshops will include:

1) A case history of the background, development, implementation
and follow-up activities of these workshops, found in Chapters 3
and 4.

2) An analysis of the response of the participants to the work-
shops, in Chapter 5.

3) An analysis of the usefulness of The Workbook on Land Use

Planning and The Heber Valley Story as teaching aids during

the workshops and later as reference materials, also in
Chapter 5.

4) A summary of the strengths and weaknesses of the overall pro-
gram, and suggestions for ways similar programs might improve

on this program, Chapter 2.

Methods of Evaluation

The procedures used in meeting the objectives of this evaluation
include:
1) Interviews with individuals who were actively involved in the
planning and implementation of the workshops, including:
(a) Don Grimsley, Assistant Director, Environment apd Man

Program, Utah State University.



10

(b) Don Drage, Soil Conservation Service.

2) The author's personal notes of various meetings held in prepara-
tion for the workshops and observations of the workshops them-
selves.

3) The Environment and Man Program at Utah State University has
on file various items of correspondence relating to the work-
shops and their follow-up.

4) A questionnaire was prepared and sent to a sample of the work-
shop participants.

5) A rating sheet was developed, using sources from planning,
education, and public relations, to evaluate educational

literature on land use planning.
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CONCLUSIONS

Summary

One purpose of this report has been to evaluate how effectively the
objectives for the land use planning workshops were achieved. The re-
sults of this evaluation indicate that the two primary ideas emphasized
in the workshops were the ones which were most successfully achieved.
They wefe the need to include the people of a community in the planning
process and the usefulness of a natural resource inventory for land
use planning. Other objectives such as locating professional assistance,
defining problems, developing natural resource criteria and using it to
help make land use decisions were much less favorably feceived by those
who responded to the questionnaire.

Since the workshops were the first attempt at such an educational
effort on land use planning in Utah, these results appear reasonable.
Awareness of a problem must be created before there is any motivation
to attempt to solve the problem. Most successfully achieved were
awareness type objectives. Follow-up activities to the original seven
workshops will no doubt better achieve the "how-to-do-it" type of
objectives.

Two publications, The Workbook on Land Use Planning and The Heber

Valley Story, were written especially for use during the workshops and
as reference materials afterwards. It appears that they were useful

aids during the workshops.
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Although most of the respondents agreed that the literature was
a useful reference source, only 10 percent of the respondents had
referred to the Workbook more than five times, while 17 percent had
shown or lent the materials to more than five other people.

A rating sheet developed to provide a basis for evaluating and com—-
paring educational literature pertaining to land use planning was
tested on a number of such pieces of literature. The materials written
for the series of land use planning workshops in Utah ranked slightly

higher than other materials read.

Recommendations

While one purpose of this report has been to evaluate the series of
workshops, the other has been to suggest improvements that might be made
in a future program of this nature. These recommendations are derived
from the questionnaires, comments, and rating sheet results. They are
not critiques of this particular program as much as they are things

learned in the course of planning, preparing, and implementing the work-

shops.

Organization of the workshop

Although the organizational effort for these workshops was broad
based and thorough, only 14 percent of those invited attended. Factors
which might be considered in order to increase the turn-out would
include:

1) Selecting a specific "target" participant group.

2) Choosing a location for the workshop that is less than an

hour's drive for most of the "target" participant group.
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3) Choosing a date and time for the_workshop that is not likely
to conflict with other commitments of the participants.

4) Including in the invitation specific information as to what the
participants can expect to get out of the workshop.

5) Carefully considering the amount of time necessary for the work-
shop to achieve its objectives. The objectives of the Utah land
use planning workshops that were most successfully achieved,
those creating awareness, were covered in the morning session.
It may well be that the most effective program exposure time

is the first three hours of presentation.

The written materials

The rating sheet (Appendix C) will give an indication of what to
look for when choosing literature for a program, or if material is

written for a specific purpose.

Program presentation

The manner in which information is presented is as important as
the content of that information. Among the items to consider when pre-
paring for the presentation of a workshop are:

1) The pace of the program. Mornings can be an effective time to
get much accomplished. The interest level of the activities
immediately after lunch are most important. Some participants
will tend to get sleepy after a meal.

2) Presentations should be brief and to the point. What a speaker

1s saying may be important; certainly it is to him; however, if



3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

14

he takes too long a time to say it, the audience is likely not
to care.

The involvement of the participants at the workshop in the pro-
gram is absolutely essential. Specific activities or discussion
questions must be purposeful in order to be educational.

Small group discussions may be more effectively focused and
directed if there is a discussion leader at each table.

In order for participants; activities to be meaningful and
discussions fruitful, enough time must be allotted for them.
Clarify for the participants what they can expect with regard
to thé day's program, and their role.

The information presented and discussed should be clearly
relevant to the local situation.

By the end of the workshop participants should feel some sense
of accomplishment. There should be some type of "output,”

or completion of some task.

Follow-up

The follow-up activities for the series of land use planning

1)

workshops, held in Utah in 1973, are still continuing. The initial
workshop is the best place to launch any proposed follow-up. Items to

consider in this regard are:

Suggestions and ideas for these follow-up activities can and
should come from the participants at the workshops. 'Where do
we go from here?" type presentations led by a prepared local

official can be an effective start to a follow-up program.
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2) The follow-up can cover items not emphasized in the initial
workshop.
3) The follow-up activities should be more skill oriented with

more specific objectives.

The evaluation

Evaluation should be an integral aspect of a program of this type
from its inception. It is most important that objectives are developed
which can be used later as measurable criteria. Too often decisions
are made without considering the kinds of evaluative research which
would be needed to sustain the worth af a program, and more importantly,
what the reasonable alternatives are when evaluation indicates a pro-

gram has failed (Rossi, 1971).
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BACKGROUND

The Heber Valley Plan

The major stimulii for a series of land use planning workshops
throughout the state of Utah were the activities of a group of citizens
in Wasatch County, Utah. With the aid of a professional planner and
state and federal natural resource agencies this group put together
the "Heber Valley Plan."

Heber Valley is in a scenic mountain region located less than an
hour's drive from the Salt Lake City area, the major population center
in Utah. With fine fishing and hunting in the area, beautiful scenery,
and the development of a major ski resort nearby, the valley became a
haven for Utah's urban recreationists. The increasing popularity of
the valley also made it a prime location for land speculators and
developers of recreation second home communities. -The potential change
in the community from an agriculture to a recreation orientation
raised some questions of concern among some of the local residents.

The central issue was: If this development and growth are inevitable,
how can we prevent the deterioration of the beauty and quality of life
in our valley? (Berg and Drage, 1973)

At about this same time representatives of the Soill Conservation
Service in Utah were discussing ways to help local government and
planners gain a better understanding of the basic natural resource
data available and their function in land use planning (Berg and

Drage, 1973). The Heber Valley was suggested as a possible case study
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area due to the growing pressures there for recreational development.
The Wasatch County Commission, after agreeing to participate in such a
study, cooperated with the Wasatch Soil Conservation District in pre-
paring a proposal to be submitted to the Office of the Utah State
Planning Coordinator. The purpose of the proposal was to find assistance
for "the preparation of a basic natural resources inventory and guide,
which would contain special Interpretations of resource data that would
be readily usable by [the] planning commission and others ... to assist
with land use decisions." (Wall and Muir, 1971b) The State Planning
Coordinator's office was asked to help the county in "obtaining the
assistances of state and federal agencies'" in order to make and inter-
pret such a guide (Wall and Muir, 1971a).

This proposal called for coordination and cooperation among a
number of state and federal agencies, universities, local governments
and numerous officials. As the planning process was carried out, the
proposal emphasized that it be "people oriented." This organization

and progression of this process is described in The Heber Valley Story,

Appendix E of this report. The results of these efforts were:

1) A "summary of goals and policies for Wasatch County, Utah."
Formulated by a group of 100 citizens, the document articulates
goalsland policies related to the quality of the living environ-
ment, safety and sanitation, economical and efficient growth,
as well as the social and historical context of physical
development, and employment opportunities (Despain, 1972).

2) A natural resources inventory and interpretation for land use

planning. This work was done by a number of state and federal
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natural resource agencies. Assistance and coordination

was provided by the Merrill Library at Utah State University
and the Department of Geography at the University of Utah
(Drage, 1972).

3) A new zoning ordinance for Wasatch County, Utah. This docpment
reflects the goals recommended by the citizens' group, and also
requires that an "environmental impact statement" be submitted
by land developers before a project gains approval (Salt Lake
Tribune, 1972).

Results from the Heber Valley experience are significant in a

number of ways.

1) Involvement of citizens in the planning process.

Sociologist Herbert J. Gans (1968) feels that community planning

can be more effective if it meets the objectives of the residents. Psycho-
logist Robert Sommers (1972) indicates that people must be aware that a
situation is a problem before they are willing to do anything about that
problem. He adds, however, that there is no point in making people

aware of an environmental problem unless they are also given an opportunity
to influence the situation.

In Heber Valley the local problems of land use and their alternative

solutions were presented to and discussed by an advisory council of

100 citizens (Despain, 1972). Natural resource information was also
presented to the group and interpreted as it was relevant to land use
problems and their resolution. During these discussions goals and
policies for future growth evolved. Here, then, citizens were educated

to the problems facing their community, discussed information relevant
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to the solution of these problems, articulated their objectives for
planning future community growth and saw a new zoning ordinance written

and accepted which reflected their objectives (Salt Lake Tribume, 1972).

2) Cooperation of state and federal natural resource agencies.

In Utah 70 percent of the land is owned by the state or federal
government (Nelson, 1956). The agencies which own, administer, and
manage these lands have, over the years, made numerous studies of the
various natural resources under their control. The Soil Comservation
Service has also made a number of resource studies and interpretations
for privately owned land.

The representatives of agencies which agreed to help in the Heber
Valley Study (see Table 3) discussed not only ways they could help
Heber Valley but also ways they could help each other to minimize
duplication of effort and increase efficiency. The cooperation and
planning that occurred in Heber Valley shows that it is possible for
the efforts of a number of organizations to each bring its own special
expertise to bear on a particular problem or goal.

3) The effort to make natural resource information understandable

to the layman.

There is no point in excluding people from decision-making because
they are ignorant; the most feasible altermative is to educate them
(Sommer, 1972). In Heber Valley the natural resource information was
interpreted so that the citizens' group could easily understand the
problems, the issues, and the alternatives as they directly affected
that group and their neighbors. This is exceedingly important since

people generally do not take interest in the resolution of a problem



Table 3. List of organizations cooperating with the planning in
Heber Valley, Utah

Wasatch County Commission

Wasatch Soil Conservation District

Wasatch County Planning Board

Wasatch Council of Governments

Wasatch County Board of Health

Wasatch School District

Wasatch County School Board

Northeastern School Districts Curriculum Service Center

Mountainland Association of Governments

Utah Planning Coordinator

Utah Department of Community Affairs
Utah Department of Natural Resources
Utah Division of Environmental Health
Utah Division of Water Resources
Utah Forestry and Fire Control

Utah Park and Recreation Commission
Utah Highway Department

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Office of Utah State Superintendent of Public Instruction
Brigham Young University Center for Environmental Studies
Utah State University Extension Service

Utah State University Library

Utah State University Environment and Man Program
University of Utah

Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service

Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Reclamation

United States Geological Survey

Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Neilsen and Maxwell, Consulting Engineers
I. Dale Despain, Consulting Planner
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unless it is clear how their own homes, children or jobs are directly
affected (Gans, 1968).
4) The environmental impact statement as part of the new Wasatch
County zoning ordinance.
The regulations now require any land developer in Wasatch County
to submit a professionally prepared environmental statement prior to

the approval of a project (Salt Lake Tribune, 1972). Among other things

the statement must describe the impact of development on the natural
features of the immediate area as well as measures that will be taken
to control erosion, prevent fire, and dispose of liquid and solid
waste (Berg and Drage, 1973).

It is significant that not only is the "fly by night" developer
or land speculator discouraged but that the developer is forced to
consider environmental problems and the cost of providing solutions
to them, before he buys land or builds. In effect, he is being forced
to be more responsible to the actual condition of the land as well as

being responsive to its location.

The Development of a Series of Land Use Planning Workshops

As part of higher education's commitment to environmental awareness
the Environment and Man program at Utah State University, operating
under a three-year grant of $600,000 from the Rockefeller Foundation
had a number of objectives. One of these was a commitment to educational
and action oriented public service programs related to the environment
(Grimsley, 1973). This commitment nicely complimented one of the major

functions of a land-grant college, "extension'" of university personnel,
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services, and facilities out into the state. At Utah State University,
the Outreach program has an interest in the social and economic develop-
ment of Utah communities as well as maintaining a continuing interest

in the agricultural and natural resource aspects of Utah (Maughan, 1973).

As an expression of these objectives, the Environment and Man
Program sponsored a series of colloquia on land use planning for the
benefit of state and local officials as well as the university community.
Don Drage of the Soil Comservation Service was attending these sessions
at the time he was working on the Heber Valley Plan. At Drage's sugges—
tion, the chairman of the Wasatch County Commission was invited to
present a summary of the planning activities in Heber Valley during a
colloquia session.

This presentation sparked the idea that a potential way to follow-
up the colloquium might be a series of workshops on land use planning
around the state at which the Heber Valley story would be told (Mckell,
1972b). Dr. Cyrus McKell, Director of the Environment and Man Program,
later discussed with Mr. Lyman Smart, Director of the Intergovernmental
Personnel Agency (IPA) of the Utah State Department of Community
Affairs, the possibility of cooperating in the development of "a train-
ing program for officlals and employees of local governments in Utah
relating to environmental problems, natural resource inventories and
land use planning" (Smart, 1972).

A proposal to prepare the educational materials for such a train-
ing program was submitted to the IPA by McKell. The package of educa-
tional materials was to include two multi-media presentations, a

curriculum for the'training program, and a workbook on land use
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planning for counties and cities, using the Heber Valley Plan as a case
study (McKell, 1972a). The proposal was eventually funded through state
and federal monies from Title VIII of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1965 and the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. Matching
funds were provided from Utah State University from the University
Extension Service and the Environment and Man Program (McKell, 1972a).

A program was thus launched for a series of statewide educational
meetings on land use planning. The next step was to prepare the
educational materials and to contact the appropriate individuals in

order to set up a workshop in each of the state's multi-county planning

districts.

Written Materials

In September, 1972, a meeting was held in order to more fully out-
line the curriculum of the workshops and the content of the educational
materials. Attending this meeting were:

Dale Berg - Wasatch County Planner.

Dr. Wesley Maughan — Professor of Sociology at Utah State and

Director of the Community Service Center, USU Extension Service.
Don Drage - Resource Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service.
Lee Kapoloski - Environmental Coordinator, Utah State Planning
Coordinator's Office.

Lyman Smart — Director, Intergovernmental Personnel Services, Utah
State Department of Community Affairs.

Gerald Smith - Assistant Professor of Landscape Architecture and

Environmental Planning, Utah State University.
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Dr. Cyrus McKell - Professor oflRange Science and Director of the
Environment and Man Program at Utah State University.
Don Grimsley - Attorney and Assistant Director of Environment
and Man Program at Utah State University.
Joan Shaw - Editor, College of Natural Resources, Utah State
rUniversity.
Andrew Germanow - Graduate Student, Department of Landscape
Architecture and Environmental Planning, Utah State University.
The discussions at this meeting centered around establishing a
philosophy for the program and the approaches which could be used to
best implement that philosophy. It was decided that the workshops
ought to put forward a "positive" orientation toward the use of natural
resource information for land use planning rather than to emphasize
problems and dangers. It was felt that an acceptable approach would be
to show how community goals can be used as a framework for developing
guidelines and criteria for making policy decisions. Local elected
officials would then have a basis for dealing with the various issues
relevant to land use planning. This in essence was the approach which
appeared to work so successfully in Heber Valley.
In order to implement this philosophy the program of the workshops
would revolve around a workbook written especially for them, along
with a "companion" booklet specifically describing what happened in
Heber Valley. To emphasize their relationship, both books would follow
a similar format and have similar covers and graphics. The Workbook

would describe what could be done and why, while the Heber Valley Story
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would describe what happened and how. It was intended that these
materials would:

1) Be adaptable to the various regions of the state where the
workshop would be held.

2) Be useful as planning reference materials for local officials.

3) Help to identify and clarify the various agencies and state laws
related to land use planning.

4) Emphasize the need to incorporate natural resource data into
existing comprehensive plans.

5) Stimulate the participants at the workshops to discuss a
"typical" land use problem in light of a particular local
situation.

6) Emphasize the importance of involving the people of a community
in the planning process.

By early October a draft of the Workbook had been completed and
copies sent for criticism to those who had attended the September
meeting (Environment and Man, 1972a). Other individuals at the Univer-
sity who were experienced with educational materials or land use plan-
ning were also asked to critique the draft. During October and November
frequent meetings resulted in a series of re-writes, reviews, critiques

and revisions.

Work on the Heber Valley Story proceeded at about the same schedule,

and followed a similar pattern of review and revision.
By the end of November final drafts of the Workbook and the Heber

Valley Story were ready to be used at the first workshop, held in

Brigham City for the Bear River Association of Governments. Some
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revisions in format and organization were made in the Workbook after

the Brigham City workshop.

Organizing the Workshops

Paralleling the preparation of materials for the workshops, contacts
were made around the state in an effort to organize a schedule for the
seven workshops. In each of the multi-county regions there were three
levels of contact with local officials:

1) About two months prior to the first workshop, meetings were
held with the executive director and chairman of each multi-
county planning district along with the local university exten-
sion planning coordinators.

2) About three weeks prior to holding a workshop in one of the
multi-county planning districts, members of the teaching team
met with most county commissioners and local government leaders.
The purpose and scope of the workshops were discussed at these
meetings as were local land use problems.

3) Don Drage of the Soil Conservation Service met with natural
resource professionals and planners in each district prior to
the workshop in order to define likely follow-up activities
for each area (Environment and Man, 1973a).

In all of these meetings, the typical problem encountered was a
need to lend assurance that this would not be just another "one shot
deal." There would be follow-up activities, and these activities
would be focused according to the suggestions of the local officials.

The role of the Environment and Man program, as co-sponsor, was clearly



defined and the credibility of the effort established by the fact that
most of the groundwork was done by Grimsley, an attorney, and Drage of
the Soil Conservation Service, a joint effort by the University and a

natural resource agency (Grimsley, 1973).

27
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THE WORKSHOPS
Locations

Between Decembér, 1972, and March, 1973, a workshop on land use
planning was held in each of Utah's seven multi-county planning dis-
tricts. Figure 3 shows these and the site of the workshop in each
district. Below is a listing of each workshop and the date it was held:

Bear River Association of Governments—--

December 6, 1972, at Brigham City;

Five County Association of Governments—-

January 24, 1973, at Cedar City;

Uintah Basin Association of Governments--

February 14, 1973, at Bottle Hollow Resort;

Mountainland Association of Governments—-

February 21, 1973, at Park City;
Six County Commissioners Organization--
March 2, 1973, at Richfield;

Wasatch Front Regional Council--

March 12, 1973, at Farmington;

Southeastern Utah Association of Governments—-—

March 21, 1973, at Moab.

Participants

Invited to these workshops were over 3000 people representing

nearly every facet of Utah's communities. In general, they fit into
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one of three categories:

1) Agency: Associated with or employed by a state or federal
agency concerned with natural resources, land use, health or
economic development, and university extension representatives.

2) Local officials: Ranging from elected mayors, councilmen and
commissioners to appointed city engineers, building inspectors
and members of planning and zoning commissions.

3) Others: Representatives from service clubs, minority groups,
environmental groups, farmers, real estate and development
interests, news media and other groups likely to have an
interest in the future of their community. |

Since the seven invitation lists did not consistently describe a
title for each individual invited, it was impossible to compare the
different lists for varying percentages of agency, local official or
others invited. The registration lists, however, do give a fairly
accurate picture of who attended the workshops. Figure 4 shows compara-
tively the invitation and attendance at the workshops.

The percentage of those invited who actually attended (14 percent)
can be attributed to the fact that the workshops were day-long on
Wednesdays. Most of those invited are part-time officials employed
elsewhere. Driving distance and weather conditions are also likely to
have been factors. The fact that so many agency people were present
(31 percent) is probably because such a meeting could be classified
as part of their job. Many of those who attended were classified as
"other" because they did not say on the registration form what organiza-

tion they represented. It is interesting to note that the attendance



Workshops:

Brigham City--
invited/230

attended/60
Cedar City--
invited/314
attended/68
Bottle Hollow—-
invited/448
attended/60
Park City--
invited/332
attended/72
Richfield--
invited/532
attended/58
Farmington——
invited/954
attended/78
Moab--
invited/637

attended/56

- Figure 4. Comparison of invitations and attendance at land use
planning workshops.
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at the workshops remained fairly constant regardless of the size of

the invitation list.

A Typical Workshop

The workshops were most often held in the meeting room of a
restaurant in order to facilitate serving a hot lunch at noon. A pub-
lic address system and lighting control were necessary for adequate
presentation of the program. Table 13 (Appendix A) shows the checklist
used for the materials taken to each workshop.

Tables were set up so that participants could easily focus atten-
tion either to the front of the meeting room or to their own table
(Appendix A, Figure 22). This was necessary since the program at a
workshop is essentially a series of presentations for the entire group
followed by discussions at each table. An effort was made to encourage
the participants to sit with people they were not familiar, in order
for them to discuss issues with those whose viewpoints .they had not
already been exposed.

As the participants entered the meeting room they registered and
were given a copy of the Workbook (Appendix E) and an agenda of the
day's program. Typically the agenda included the following:

9:00 a.m. Welcome--

By an official well known in the multi-county
planning district.

9:10 a.m. Introductions—-

C.M. McKell, Director, Rockefeller Foundation-

financed Environment and Man Program, USU.
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9:15 a.m. Multi~Media Presentation--

"Land Use Planning in Sight and Sound."

This 40-minute slide and pre-recorded sound track presentation
covers an ecological perspective of land use planning, the historical
perspective for Utah, and introduces some basic concepts of
planning and factors which affect decision-making.

Following this presentation the participants at each table discuss
the relevance of the ideas they had just seen to their local situatioms.

9:45 a.m. Group Discussion: Defining problems and information

needed about the community--
Wesley Maughan, Utah State University.

A general discussion of the types of conflicts land use planning
attempts to resolve precedes a more specific discussion of five land
use problems typical of Utah's communities (see Figure 1). The partici-
pants are asked to identify one or more of these problems with local
situations and then to rank them according to the problem's urgency in
their communities.

Once the problem is identified, information must be gathered that
will be relevant to its solution. One important set of information
pertains to the communitf; the way elected officials and citizens can
be involved in the planning process, defining community goals, the role
of the local mass media, and the need for continuous input by citizens
representing various interest groups in the community. The participants
discuss the ways different interest groups in their community are
affected by the land use problem they previously ranked as most urgent.

Each individual at a table is asked to represent the views of a
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particular interest group in the discussion of a number of issues
related to land use.

10:30 a.m. Break.

11:00 a.m. Group Discussion: Information needed about the land--

C.M. McKell.

The natural resources which make up the landscape are also empha-
sized in the workshops. Groundwater recharge areas, fault zones,
marshes and other types of natural resource hazards and sensitive areas
are discussed. A composite diagram is used to show how these inter-
relate (Figure 5). The participants discuss the need to protect or
respect these factors for different types of development. A discussion
of the land use problem listed as most urgent is also undertaken along
these lines.

11:20 a.m. Group Discussion: How do resource professionals help?--

Don Drage, Soil Conservation Service, with a profes-
sional planmer.

The way state and federal agencies can be useful in providing infor-
mation and interpretations, and how their services may be requested,
is an important part of this section. An example of the way a soil
survey can be used is described.

The various services that a professional planner can provide is
demonstrated by examples of work which may recently have been done in
the district.

12:00 noon  Lunch.

1:30 p.ms Multi-Media Presentation: Heber Valley Story-—

Introduced by Don Drage.
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This 12-minute presentation shows the organization, efforts and
results of the citizen's group in Heber Valley as they created a land
use plan for their valley.

1:50 p.m. Group Discussion: Land use problem solving activity--

C.M. McKell.

After a review of information presented earlier in the day, four
plastic overlays (see Appendix E) of natural resource information are
used with the map in Figure 1 to stimulate discussion as to the ways
this information can be used to better evaluate a proposed land use.

2:30 p.m. Group Discussion: Legal framework and proposed

legislation--
Don Grimsley, Utah State University.

A brief presentation of the legal context of land use planning in
Utah is accompanied by the current status of a number of land use re-
lated bills in the Utah State Legislature.

3:00 p.m. Break.

3:30 p.m. Group Discussion: Where do we go from here?--

Led by the Executive Director, Association of
Governments.

In a discussion led by the Executive Director of the local
Association of Governments a number of suggestions for ways to follow-up
the workshop are discussed.

4:00 p.m. Adjournment.
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Since the first round of seven workshops, there have been numerous

follow-up activities. The Environment and Man Program has been direct

involved in some of these; others are spin-offs from the workshops in

the various multi-county planning districts in the state.

Follow-up which has directly involved the Environment and Man

Program includes:

1)

2)

A land use planning workshop on mountain canyons at Snowbird,
Utah, sponsored jointly by the Environment and Man Program and
the Utah Environmental Center. This workshop was attended by
about 70 people representing the various viewpoints and inter-
ests regarding the intensity of recreational development in
the mountain canyon watersheds which supply the Salt Lake City
area. A general discussion of land use planning, community
involvement, ways natural resource experts can be of help, and
the Heber Valley story took place during the morning session,
while the afternoon dealt specifically with land use in Little
Cottonwood Canyon, and the policy implications for future can-
yon use that the results of a preliminary study of Little
Cottonwood Canyon presented (Environment and Man and Utah
Environment Center, 1973).

A summer of environmental education at Utah State comprising:
" A 4-H Youth Community Environmental Improvement Conference.

The Conference was designed to increase the participants'

appreciation of their communities and the environment in

ly
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which they lived. Its purpose was to strengthen their

general understanding of ecological principles and of the

relationships which unite man and his environment (Conference

and Institute Division, 1973).

A vocational education workshop which identified appropriate

job potentials for high school graduates in natural resources

and environmental work. Interested teachers throughout the
intermountain region were invited to attend (Conference and

Institute Division, 1973).

Land use planning workshops for high school science and social

studies teachers were held to provide information and techni-

ques which can be used in teaching about land use problems.

Following the workshops participants will hold training con-

ferences in individual districts or regions throughout the

state to familiarize other local school teachers with the
opportunities for including land use problems in their areas

as class projects (Conference and Institute Division, 1973).

3) The workshop on land use planning that was presented around the
state was also presented to the Natural Resource Committee of
the Utah State Legislature (Grimsley, 1973).

4) McKell and Grimsley testified before the subcommittee on land
use of the Natural Resources Committee of the Legislative
Council of the Utah State Legislature regarding the series of
land use planning workshops and the role Utah State University

is prepared to assume in the effort to find solutions to land
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6)

7)

8)
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use problems and conflicts confronting the citizens of Utah
(McKell and Grimsley, 1973).

A land use planning training workshop was held at Utah State
University for executive directors of multi-county planning
districts, USU Extension agents and representatives of the Soil
Conservation Service. This workshop was designed to familiarize
multi-county planning districts with the type of assistance
that is available from the University and natural resource
agencies for local land use planning efforts. Extension agents
and Soil Conservation Service personnel were not being trained
as planners but to learn how their expertise may be used in
local planning projects (Environment and Man, 1973b).

A land use planning workshop was held in order to focus on the
problems facing the Bear Lake Region. The day following this
workshop, a meeting of the Bear Lake Regional Commission was
held, attended by the governors of Utah and Idaho and repre-
sentatives of all governmental entities whose jurisdiction
borders the lake. Various state and federal officials and

interested citizens also attended (Salt Lake Tribune, 1973).

A new staff member was hired to work through the Department
of Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning at Utah
State University with the Environment and Man Program and the
USU Extension Service.

Merrill Library at Utah State University is developing a pro-

gram which will provide for the collection, organization and
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subsequent availability of natural resources data for evaluation

by land users, planners and elected officials (Wooley, 1973).

Following-up the Workshops in the

Multi-County Planning Districts

The "where do we go from here'" segment of the workshop provided
the executive director of a multi-county association of governments with
some suggestions which could serve as the basis for initiating a number
of land use planning activities. Since many local officials did not
attend the workshops, and though the program probably did help to in-
crease awareness of the need for land use planning among those who did
attend, a gap still remained between that awareness and an understanding
of how to generate a particular actiom.

Three remedies were applied to close the gap: (1) A training
program for executive directors of multi-county associations of govern-
ments, for Utah State Extension Service personnel, and for local Soil

Conservation Service representatives; (2) the formation of a technical

coordinating team to assist with the initiation of a planning project

within a multi-county area; and (3) an intensive series of meetings in

each of the districts to further persuade local officials of the neces-
sity and value of land use planning. The last of these has probably
been the most effective tool for generating action. Experience has
shown that there is no substitute for one~to-one interaction (Drage,
1973b).

The training sessions introduced the participants to the kinds and

sources of available assistance (Environment and Man, 1973b):
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1) Environment and Man Program, Utah State University
' Coordination of USU input including research and training
programs.

2) Merrill Library, Utah State University

" Natural resource data depository, data base network and
control system.

3) Utah State University, Landscape Architect Extension Specialist

' Landscape inventories, visual assessments and planning
assistance.

4) Utah State University, Community Development Extension Specialist

* Community development services and human relations and
culéural refinement.

5) Local designated USU Extension Agents

" Local leadership coordination, informational programs on
local level.

6) Soil Conservation Service, Utah State University, and other

resource agenciles
" Problem area analysis; natural resource inventory and evalu-
ation; data interpretation and display; work outlines.

Most of the multi-county associations of governments are currently
working through a process of planning as a local learn-by-doing experi-
ence. The steps in this process include (Environment and Man, 1973b):

1) Establishing an association of governments policy on land use-

natural resource planning.

2) Identifying an area within the district that, due to various

pressures for development, make it a good local case study project.
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3) A "situational analysis" of the apparent goals, needs, and
problems is made of the case study area by local resource
technicians and then reworked by local officials.

4) A work outline or plan of operation is established to allocate
responsibilities and time.

5) Soon after a case study area has been selected, work begins on
compiling a bibliographic listing of all plans and studies
which pertain to a multi-county district. After a work outline
is established, actual preparations of base maps, overlays,
and other working materials is begun.

6) A workshop to involve local citizens.

7) The natural resource inventory and the final evaluation of the
land use problem area is completed until it is updated.

By early September, 1973, the intensive round of follow-up meetings

had produced the results (Figure 6) listed below (Drage, 1973b):

1) Five County Association of Governments—--

° The Kanab Watershed Area has been chosen as the priority study
area.

° Local commissioners are reviewing and revising the situational
analysis and beginning to prepare a plan of operation.

2) Uintah Basin Association of Governments—-—

* The Ashley Valley (Vernal-Maeser Area) has been selected for

study.

* Here the "situational analysis' prepared by a technical
advisory committee is being re-written by local commissioners

to more accurately reflect the local situation.
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3) Southeastern Utah Association of Governments—-—

* The Ferron-Huntington Valley Area has been selected for study
because of the power plant being constructed there. A local
technical coordinating team composed of representatives of
various natural resource agencies has begun a preliminary
"situational analysis."

The Moab-Spanish Fork has been identified as another likely
study area.
4) Mountainlands Association of Governments—-

" The information collected for use in making the Heber Valley
Plan has since been used in the writing of three environmental
statements (Drage, 1973b).

The Planning Commission of Alpine Valley requested that a
land use study be made of their valley. A citizens group
representing a broad cross-section of the community recently
met with the Soil Conservation Service to discuss initiating
such an effort. This is the only group that has initiated

a request for a study to be made of their area.

5) Six-County Association of Governments—-

* It is likely that a case study area will not be chosen
until an H.U.D. planning position vacancy is filled.

6) Wasatch Front Regional Council--

* The case study area here is the Ogden Valley. Work had begun

prior to the workshop and has reached the point of preparing

working materials.



7) Bear River Association of Governments--
' The Logan-Richmond Area east of the Bear River has been
chosen for study. Base maps and other working materials are

currently being prepared.
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EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM

The "heart" of evaluative research is the determination of whether
a planned activity--in this case a series of land use planning work-
shops—-has achieved its planned objectives, and an elaboration of how
or why the activity was able to achieve these objectives (Suchman, 1971).
In order to determine the extent to which this series of workshops
achieved its objectives, a questionnaire was sent to a sample of the
participants to provide additional insight into the evaluation. A con-
tent analysis was made of the questionnaire respondents' written comments.
A rating sheet was also developed and tested as a method of comparing
the materials written for these workshops with literature on land use

planning distributed by the Extension divisions of other universities.

The Questionnaire

Purpose

The intention of the questionnaire was to determine:

1) How successfully the objectives of the series of workshops
were achieved.

2) If observations made at the workshops might be verified.

3) The utility of educational materials written for these workshops.

4) The success of the method of presenting information.

5) The receptivity of the respondents to the use of natural re-
source information in resolving land use conflicts.

6) The receptivity of the respondents to workshops of this type.
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7) The receptivity of the respondents to the concept of respecting

natural resources as their cities and towns grow.

Method

The participants at the Cedar City, Park City and Richfield
workshops were sent questionnaires four to five months after the work-
shop. These three groups were chosen as a sample because of different
degrees of response, on the part of the multi-county associations, to
initiatives encouraging land use planning in each area as part of the
workshop follow-up (Drage, 1973a). Since the response of the five
county area (Cedar City workshop) to these initiatives had been most
positive, the Mountainlands Area (Park City Workshop) least positive,
and the response of the Six County Association about average, it was
felt that this sample would represent a cross—-section of all the partici-
pants attending the workshops.

Due to the length of time which lapsed between the workshops and
the mailing, a cover letter (Appendix B) was included which reviewed
the program. The 22-item questionnaire (Appendix B) contained graphics
reproduced from the workbook as an additional memory aid for the sub-
jects. A stamped, return addressed envelope was included in the June
mailing. In July a follow-up mailing was sent out with a different
cover letter (Appendix B) and a return addressed envelope without a
stamp.

Those receiving a questionnaire were asked to react to each item
according to the strength of their agreement with that statement. The

choices were: strongly agree, agree, no opinion, disagree, or strongly
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disagree. Responses were coded according to how favorable they are to
the attitude being measured. In the case of this particular question-
naire, the attitude being measured was the respondent's response to a
land use planning workshop. The higher the score received on a parti-
cular question would indicate a more favorable response toward the
workshop and the concepts discussed at it. Below is an example of
three questions and the way responses to them were coded.
Strongly No Dis- Strongly
Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree
7. I was able to identify one
of these land use problems
with a situation in my own

community. (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
Comment :

9. The group at my table was
able to focus clearly on
the topic under discussion. (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
Comment :

18. There is so much in the news
about the environment that
workshops like this aren't
needed. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Comment :

The numbers under each position do not appear on the questionnaire
given to the subjects.

On a summated or Likert-type scale of this type, the total score
of responses to all items represents an individual's position on a scale
of favorable to unfavorable toward the attitude being measured. Like-
wise, the scores of a selected group of respondents to a series of items
on the questionnaire may be ranked from high to low, giving each item
a position on a scale ranging from favorable to less favorable. The
higher an item ranks on the scale, the more favorable is the group's

response to that item.
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In the case of this questionnaire, individuals were aggregated
into a number of groups (all respondents, Park City Workshop respondents,
respondents whose overall reaction to the workshop was good, and others).
The group scores on each item in a set of items were totaled and ranked
according to which received more favorable responses——-the sets of items
related to the program activities, to the written materials and to the
objectives of the workshops as well as some general questions dealing
with concepts discussed during the workshops. These rankings could then
be used for comparison with other rankings of other sets of items in

order to gain some insight into the response to the workshops.

Limitations
A general limitation of a Likert-type scale is that while it makes
possible a ranking in terms of favorableness of an attitude toward a
particular object, it does not provide the basis for saying how much
more favorable one ranked item is over another (Selltiz et al., 1959).
Also, different patterns of response on a Likert-type scale may

lead to identical scores. "

... however, pragmatically the scores on
a Likert-type questionnaire often provide the basis for a rough order-
ing of people on the characteristic being measured." (Selltiz et al.,
1959, p. 369)

Specific limitations of the results of this questionnaire might
include the fact of a four to five month time lag between the workshops
and the first mailing, as well as the fact that a 45 percent return of

questionnaires may not be sufficient for some reviewers. However, it

may well be that as a result of the time lag, the responses may reflect
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strong impressions retained from the workshops. In light of this, it
may be significant that almost half of those who received questionnaires
were motivated enough to return them.

Since the questionnaire was not pre-tested the validity of the
results may be considered suspect. However, this report, being an
evaluation of a unique kind of program, may be considered a pre-test
for future environmental education programs for land use planning. Even
s0, one measure of the validity of the results is that some observations
made during the workshops were verified by responses to various items
on the questionnaire. They will be discussed in the results portion

of this section.

Results

The return. Of the 177 questionnaires mailed, 79 or 44.6 percent
were returned. Of this group, 74 were men, 43.6 percent employed by a
state or federal agency, and 54.4 percent elected or appointed officials
in their communities. Figure 7 shows the breakdown of respondents with
respect to age, education, and distance driven to the workshop. Of
particular note is the fact that nearly half of this group had to drive
an hour or better to get to the workshop. An indication of the occupa-
tional diversity of those who attended the workshops is the listing in
Table 4. A listing of the cross—-section of local officials attending
the programs is displayed in Table 5.

Objectives. In the planning stages of this series of workshops a
number of objectives were articulated. One purpose of the questionnaire

was to determine how well the participants at the workshops felt the



Sex:
Male/13.7%

Female/6.3%

Age:
20-30/15.2%

31-40/22.8%
41-50/26.62
51-60/22.8%
61+/17.7%

Education:
High school/
22.1%

College/41.6%

Grad. school/
36.4%

Driving Distance
0-10/27.6%

11-20/7.6%

21-30/11.4%
31-40/3.8%

40+/49.4%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percent

Figure 7. Demographic breakdown--all questionnaire respondents.
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Occupational diversity of respondents

Number

Occupation

Number

Occupation

NI NEEORHEN

R N

- N

ml W e W

Farming and Ranching

Dairy farmer

Area agronomist
Farmer-rancher
Turkey producer
Farm supervisor

Business

Self employed

Insurance

Real estate

Retall store and ser-
vice station

Public relations (for real
estate and resort
development)

Motel and restaurant

Building contractor

Planning
Engineer

Planning director

Consulting planner

Land use technician

Planning assistant and re-
search analyst

Planner

BLM-planning coordinator

N = [P0 R ]

=

NN W

’—l
u4 RN

Natural Resources

U.S. Forest Service
District conservationist - SCS
Soil conservation techni-
cian - SCS
District conservationist - SCS
Resource conservationist -
USDA
Planning coordinator - BLM
Area manager - BLM

Officials

Full-time elected officials

City manager

Executive-director, Associ-
ation of Governments

County clerk

City assessor

Sanitarian

Building inspector

Manpower Administrator

Farmers Home Administrator
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Table 5. Officials, by title, who returned the questionnaire

Number Title

Elected Officials

County commissioner
City manager

County Clerk
Councilman

President, Town Board
Town board-member
County assessor
Mayor

Community chairman

]
P—‘l HNMNEFEFNMNDEMN®

Appointed Officials

Planning commission

Planning director

Executive director Association of Governments
Soil Conservation District position

Area agronomist

Chairman--planning and zoning commission
Zoning administration

FHA state committeeman

Planner

Sanitarian

Airport manager

Building inspector and engineer

]
Nt NHEMHMEREFENMDWFONDWN

Planning and Zoning

Planning commission

Planning director

Chairman, planning

Zoning administrator

Planner

Sanitarian

Building inspector and engineer

=
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objectives were achieved. These objectives become criteria by which the
workshops are evaluated.

Items ffl4a-h on the questionnaire are these objectives (see
Table 6). The subjects were asked to respond according to how well
their attendance at the workshop helped them to identify, determine,
understand, or evaluate information relative to the objectives of the
workshop. Their response is exhibited in Figure 8. The ranking of
these responses on a scale of most favorable to least favorable is
shown in Table 6. This indicates that item #l4g received the most
favorable response and was the objective of the workshop which proved
to be most helpful and therefore most successfully achieved. Item #14f,
on the other hand, was least favorably received, was considered least
helpful, and was, therefore, least successfully achieved.

This ranking can be compared with interest to the results of ques-
tions #15 and #16. Here the subjects were asked to choose the objective
(#14a-h) they felt best described the purpose of the workshop and to
rate how well they felt this purpose was accomplished. Figure 9 repre-
sents a ranking of objectives according to the order in which the
respondents felt they best described the purpose of the workshop and
how well the objective was achieved. It is obvious that the directions
at this point in the questionnaire were not clear since 38 percent of
the respondents did not single out a particular objective yet they did
note a level of accomplishment on the next question. This response
is assumed to pertain to the workshop as a whole rather than a single

objective.
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Table 6. All respondents, ranking of objectives of the workshop
according to how attendance at the workshop helped respon-
dents to identify, determine, understand, etc.

Ranking Objectives

#1 #l4g. Understand the importance of including the people
in your community in the decision making process.

{2 #14b. Determine what natural resources information such
planning problems require for solution.

#3 #14h. Understand how a natural resource inventory can be
used as an aid in making land use decisions in your
community.

{4 #l4a. Identify your community's planning problems.

#5 #fl4e. Develop natural resource criteria to make land use
decisions.

6 #l4c. Identify the available state, federal, or private
natural resource technicians and planners who can
assist in developing the needed base of natural
resource information.

#7 #14d. Evaluate natural resource information as you make
land use decisions.

#8 #14f. Understand a way to make decisions about where

different types of human activities—-agricultural,
residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational
can be placed on the land.




Points
335

330

320

310

300

290

Figure 8.

l4a 14b 1lbdc 14d 14e 14f 14g 14k
Questions
310 312 303 296 304 292 333 311

All respondents, responses to questions {#lé4a-#14h.
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Question =

None listed/38%
#l4a/5.1%
#14b/5.17%
#14c/1.5%
#14d/2.5%

#l4e/2.5%

#14£/25.4%
#14g/10.2%

#14n/10.27%

10 20 30 40 50
Percent

Figure 9. The objective chosen as best describing the purpose of the workshop, percent of
respondents who chose each.
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It is encouraging to note that the two main thrusts of the workshop--
emphasis on the need to include the people of a community and emphasis
on ways natural resource information can be used in planning--came
through clearly as those objectives which were most helpful to the re-
spondents. However, it is also clear that the workshops were less help-
ful in directing the respondents as to how to actually go about identi-
fying problems, locating assistance, developing natural resource criteria,
and using it to help make land use decisions.

There are several factors which may account for disparity between
the achievement of awareness type goals and those of a more "how-to-do-
it" nature.

1) The morning session of the workshop was devoted to putting
across the main emphasis of the program, while there were
several "action" type objectives for the afternocon session.

2) The presentation time allotted for the primary emphasis of
the program was greater than that for any of the "how-to-do-
it" type objectives.

3) Activities designed to reinforce the main emphasis of the pro-
gram may have been more clearly defined and more easily carried
through.

It is disappointing to note that #14f, "understand a way to make
decisions about where different types of human activities—--agricultural,
residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational can be placed on
the land," was ranked least helpful. This item was taken directly from
the Workbook definition of land use planning. In other words, while the

workshops were apparently successful in creating an awareness of two
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fundamental aspects of land use planning, they were much less success-—
ful insofar as helping the respondents better understand land use
planning as a process.

This observation is supported (Figure 9) by the fact that even
though item #14f was most often selected as best describing the pur-
pose of the workshop, 65 percent of those who chose it (Appendix D) felt
the objective was only "somewhat' or "very little" achieved. At the
same time, 62.5 percent of those who chose #l4g as best describing the
purpose of the workshop felt that the objective was 'perfectly" or
"very much' accomplished.

Program. The program of a workshop consisted of a series of
presentations followed by small group discussions. It was hoped that
the participants would be able to identify with a "typical" land use
problem, relate the group discussions of that problem to his own
community, and, using plastic overlays of natural resource information,
begin to appreciate how that information could be used to solve a land
use problem. Items #7, #8, #9 and #10 on the questionnaire asked the
subjects to substantiate the degree to which those goals for the pro-
gram were fulfilled.

The results (Figure 10 and Table 7) indicate that the respondents
most favorably agreed that they could identify one of the "typical"
problems with a situation in their own community. Use of the overlays
was helpful in giving the respondents an idea of how natural resource
information could be used to help find solutions for land use problems.

However, they were less likely to agree that the group at their

table was able to focus clearly on the topic under discussion. Item #9



Points
330

320
310

300

290

280

270

Figure 10.

327 310 216 323
#7 #8 #9 #10

Questions

All respondents, results of question #7-#10.
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Table 7. All respondents, ranking of responses to "program" items,
#7-#10, on questionnaire

Ranking Item

1z #7. 1 was able to identify one of these land use problems
with a situation in my own community.

2, #10. Going over the problems again using plastic overlays
for soils limitations, fault zones, drainage prob-
lems and steep slopes helped to give an idea as to
how this information might help solve a land use
problem.

3. #8. As the workshop progressed I was able to relate the
discussion to this problem and my own community.

4, #9. The group at my table was able to focus clearly on
the topic under discussion.

was added to the questionnaire because observation of-the workshops
indicated that this might be the case. The low ranking of #9 verifies
that observation. |

Another observation that was verified (Figure 11) was that those
who were younger and better educated were more responsive to the program
than those who were older and less well educated.

General questions. A number of general questions were part of

the questionnaire for the purpose of:
1) Determining the receptivity of the respondents to the use of natural
resource information in resolving land use conflicts--ques-
tion #17.
2) Determining the receptivity to programs of this type--ques-

tions #18 and #19.



Question #7
Young/5.0

01d/4.3

Question #8
Young/4.7

01d/4.0

Question #9
Young/3.7

01d/4.3

Question #10
Young/4.8

01d/4.3

3.5 3.7 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.9
3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.4 4.6 4.8 5
Average Point Score

.0

Figure 11. Comparison of responses between younger and better educated respondents,
and older and less well educated respondents.

29
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3) Determining the receptivity to the concept of respecting

natural resources as the cities and towns of Utah grow.

The results (Table 8) show that the average score for each of
these items was more than four. In other words, on the average, the
respondents were receptive to respecting natural resources and using
such information to help resolve land use conflicts. They also were
receptive to workshops of this type. Ranking the total scores of this
group of items shows (Table 9 and Figure 12) that the respondents were
more inclined to agree with questions about natural resources than they
were with those about workshops.

A profile of those who strongly agreed on question #17 (Figure 13)
indicates that those in occupations relating to planning and natural
resources were more likely to be receptive to using natural resource
information, while those who were local officials, in business, or in
farming were less receptive to the role such information can play in
resolving land use conflicts. Most of the remainder of those in each
of these occupation groups did "agree'" on #17 (Figure 14).

Materials. The Workbook on Land Use Planning and the Heber Valley

Story were intended to be used not only as aids during the workshops,
but also later as reference materials.

The results showed that almost all who responded still had the
materials (Figure 15). However, only eight respondents referred to the
Workbook more than five times. Fourteen respondents said they had
shown or lent these materials to more than five people (Figure 16). Of
those who responded to the question, 8l percent strongly agreed or .

agreed that the Workbook was a useful reference. Sixty-eight percent

felt the Heber Valley Story was a useful reference (Table 10).
,{‘“ A iof =p { =3 1]
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Table 8. All respondents, responses to questions #17-#20
Strongly No Dis—-  Strongly
General Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average
Question 17 30 43 2 0 0 328.0 4.4
Question 18 2 i1 8 36 27 307.0 /o |
Question 19 15 59 0 0 1 312.0 4.2
Question 20 29 41 3 0 i 319.0 4.3
Totals 101 179 13 1 4
Table 9. All respondents, ranking of responses to ''general" items,
#17-#20, on questionnaire
Ranking Item
L. #17. Natural resource information can play a role in
resolving land use conflicts.
i #20. 1f we don't begin to respect the natural resources
as our cities and towns grow, Utah could end up with
land use problems similar to California and Colorado.
E #18. There is so much in the news about the environment
that workshops like this aren't needed.
4, #19. Workshops like this help to create an awareness of

the way environmental problems are related to land
use problems.




Points

340

330

320

310

300

328 307 312 319
#17 #18 #19 #20
Question

Figure 12. All respondents--response to questions #17-#20.
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Sex: s

Male/93.3%

Female/6.7%
Age:

20-30/13.3%

31-40/30.0%
41-50/26.7%
51-60/16.7%
61+/13.3%

Education:
High school/
10.3%

College/40.3%
Grad. school/
41.47

Driving Distance:
0-10/33.3%

11-20/10.0%
21-30/10.0%
31-40/3.3%
40+/43.3%
Occupation:
Agency/50.0%
Non-agency/

50.0%

Elected/Appointed:
Yes/50.0%

No/50.0%

50

Percent
60

70

80

90 100
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Percent of those

in each occupation

group:
Business/36.4%
Farming & ranch-
ing/15.4%
Planning/53.8%

Natural resources/
57.1%
Officials/26.7%

Percent of those
in each local
official group:

Elected/23.8%

Appointed/47.67

Planning & zon-
ing/50.0%

Figure 13 (Continued).
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10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent
Sex:

Male/93.0%

Female/7.0%
Age:

20-30/18.6%

31-40/18.6%
41-50/23.3%
51-60/27.9%

61+/11.6%

Education:
High school/
28.6%

College/35.7%

Grad. school/
35.7%

Driving Distance:

11-20/4.7%
21-30/14.0%
31-40/4.7%
40+/51.2%

Occupation:
Agency/41.9%

Non-agency/
58.1%

Elected/Appointed:
Yes/50.0%

No/50.0%



Percent of those

in each occupa-

tion group:
Business/54.5%

Farming &
ranching/53.8%

Planning/
46.27%
Natural re-
sources/42.9%

Officials/
66.7%

Percent of those

in each local

official group:
Elected/61.9%

Appointed/
52.47%

Planning & zon-
ing/50.0%
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Figure 14 (Continued).
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Workbook
Yes/95%

No/5%

Heber Valley

Story
Yes/91%

No/9%

72

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Percent

100

Figure 15. All respondents—--"Do you still have the Workbook/Heber
Valley Story?"
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Referred to Work-
book:
0-5 times/89.3%

6-10 " /10.7%

11-20 " /0.0%
21+ " J10.0%
Referred to He-

ber Valley Storv:
0-5 times/93.2%

6-10 " /5.5%

11-20 " /1.4%
21+ " /0.0%

Showed others
Workbook:
0-5 times/90.4%

6-10 " /8.2%

11-20 " /0.0%

21+ " [1.4%

Showed others
Heber Valley

Story:
0-5 times/90.3%

6-10 " /8.3%

11-20 " /1.4%

21+ " /0.0%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percent

Figure 16. All respondents, number of times referred to/showed others
the Workbook/Heber Valley Story.
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Table 10. All respondents, 'Workbook/Heber Valley Story was a useful

reference"
Strongly No Dis-  Strongly

Materials Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average
Question 13C 9 48 10 2 ol 272.0 3.9
(Workbook)
Question 13D 4 28 12 2 1 173.0 3.7
(HVS)
Totals 13 76 22 4 2

Overall reaction. The subjects were asked to rate their overall

response (Figure 17) to the workshop as either excellent, good, average,
poor or unsatisfactory. Profiles of each of these groups (Figure 18)
indicate that the planning and natural resource occupational groups
responded more positively to the workshops than those in the business

and full time official groups. Officials who were appointed or connected
with planning and zoning had a more favorable reaction to the workshops

than did elected officials (Figure 19).

Content analysis

Purpose. Any procedure which assesses the relative extent to which
a specific reference, attitude or theme permeates a given messé,ge or
document is defined as content analysis. It 1s a research method
capable of investigating the extent to which the content of a form of
communication serves as the basis of inference (Holsti, 1960).

A content analysis was used to assess attitudes and themes pre-

valent in the comments written by respondents on returned questionnaires.



Excellent/17.1%

Good/60.5%

Average/19.7%
Poor/2.6%

Unsatisfactory/0%
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10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Percent

Figure 17. All respondents, overall reaction to the workshop.
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Business:

Excellent/0%

Good/72.7%
Average/27.2%
Poor/0%

Unsatisfactory/0%
Farming & ranching:

Excellent/8.2%
Good/58. 3%

Average/16.6%
Poor/0%
Unsatisfactory/0%

Planning:

Excellent/30.8%
Good/53.8%

Average/15.47
Poor /0%

Unsatisfactory/0%

Figure 18. Overall reaction to the workshop by occupation group.



Natural Resources:

Excellent/28.5%

Good/50.07%

Average/14.2%

Poor /0%

Unsatisfactory/0%
Full-time Officials:

Excellent/0%
Good/66.6%

Average/26.6%
Poor/0%

Unsatisfactory/0%
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Figure 18 (Continued).
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Elected Officials:

Excellent/4.8%

Good/57.1%

Average/23.8%

Poor/4.8%

Unsatisfactory/0%

Appointed
Officials:

Excellent/22.7%
Good/50.0%

Average/27.3%
Poor /0%

Unsatisfactory/0%

Planning & Zoning
Officials:

Excellent/28.6%

Good/50.0%

Average/21.4%
Poor/0%
Unsatisfactory/0%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percent

Figure 19. Overall reaction to the workshop by type of local official.
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There were a number of reasons for doing this:

1) Determine the attitudes or themes which occurred most fre-

quently in the comments.

2) Determine strong negative or positive reactions to the workshops.

3) Collect ideas for the improvement of such a program.

4) Gain additional insight into the questionnaire results.

Method. Nearly 66 percent of those who returned the questionnaire
provided a written comment about the workshop they attended, or about
land use planning in general. The comments were categorized according
to whether the comment was a suggestion, opinion, a critique or a
positive remark. These categories were further broken into sub-groups
according to subject matter most frequently referred to or mentioned
(Appendix D).

Results. The comments were grouped into one of four basic cate-
gories which reflected the predominate attitude or theme of each.

These categories were: Suggestions (35 comments), opinions (35),
critiques (35), and positive remarks (26)(Table 11). There was a total
of 131 comments, an average of 2.5 for every respondent who had written
a comment.

The comments in the suggestions category pertained primarily to
aspects of the program and to the follow-up of the workshops. Men-
tioned most frequently was a desire for more workshops on land use
planning that would deal with a specific local problem.

Comments in the opinions category were mostly respondents'
definitions of what is the "real" problem of land use planning. The
crux of the problem was placed everywhere from government controls to

environmentalist groups to human nature.



Table 11. Number and type of comments on returned questionnaires

80

Groups Number of Comments on Questionnaire
Agency 25
Officials 15
Others 12
Total 52
Type of Comment Number
Suggestion 35
Opinion 35
Critique 35
Positive 26

Total 131
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Criticism of the workshops in these comments covered broad areas.:
Most of these comments reflected dissatisfaction with the group dis-
cussions, the location of the workshop, and aspects of the program
presentation at the workshops.

Most of the positive remarks dealt with the program presentation
of the workshops. The use of "typical" land use problems as examples
and plastic overlays of natural resource information were most fre-

quently mentioned as being helpful.

Rating Sheet for Educational Literature

on Land Use Planning

Purpose

Numerous planning meetings have been held and a number of pieces
of educational literature on land use planning for local officials
and the general public have been generated. One function of such
literature is educational; to provide knowledge and skills that clarify
the issues and help the reader to understand problems of land use. The
other function is public relations, since "good public relations is
necessary for the success and acceptance or support of any program."
(Gilbert, 1971, p. 11)

Three broad categories of criteria (and/or guidelines) appear to
be helpful when evaluating (and/or writing) educational literature on
land use planning: public appeal, information, and educational concepts.

If a goal of environmental education, as applied to land use
planning, is to promote and create broad based public support for

responsible land use, then a positive public appeal is necessary.
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Public relations is '"the engineering of consent." (Gilbert, 1971,
p. 12) Successful public relations appeal of literature on land use
planning is related to its simplicity, attractiveness, ease of under- |
standing, overall style and uniqueness (Gilbert, 1971).

Another goal of education on land use planning is to provide
information and skills that will enable the student to participate
in community decisions. Literature for this purpose should provide
knowledge that will aid in the understanding of issues and controversies,
as well as provide an insight into the various human, environmental,
and financial costs and benefits of alternative solutions to the
problems.

That this literature is appealing and informative is not enough.
There are also a number of criteria relating to educational concepts
that should be met. These include: a philosophy that man is an
integral part of an ecologic system (NSPR Assoc., 1971), an approach
that is realistic (NSPR Assoc., 1971), and that the material is at
an approp?iate level of readability (Gilbert, 1971).

The purpose of the rating sheet is to:

1) Test a proposed framework of criteria, or guidelines, for the

writing or evaluation of educational literature pertaining
to land use planning.

2) Provide a basis for comparing written materials prepared

specifically for these workshops with written materials dis-

tributed by other university Extension Services.
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Method

A rating sheet was prepared (Appendix C) and tested on eight
graduate students; four from the Department of Landscape Architecture
and Environmental Planning, four from the College of Education. They
were instructed (Appendix C) to not only read and evaluate particular
pieces of literature but also to comment on the appropriateness of
the various elements of the rating sheet. Each piece of literature
was read by two to five individuals. Average scores (Figure 20) and

the range of scores (Figure 21) were calculated.

Results

Since the range of scores on better than half of the materials
reviewed by the readers was less than 10 percentage points, it seems
reasonable to assume that the rating sheet does provide a basis for
comparison. Of the 12 pieces of educational literature on land use

planning the Workbook on Land Use Planning and The Heber Valley Story

received the highest scores. The range of scores (Figure 21) indicates
that both the two highest and two lowest scoring pieces of literature

were consistently rated by the reviewers.



Workbook in Land Use Planning/80.9%

The Heber Valley Story/79.9

Zoning--An aid to commumity resource
development/73.0%

You and Rural Zoning/72.7%

Open Space Acquisition and Contrbl/?lfSZ
Facts About Rural Zoning/68.5%

Rural Zoning in Missouri/64.6%

Rural Zoning/62.9%

Making Rural and Urban Land Use Decisions/62.5%
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40 50 60
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70

80

90 100

Figure 20. Average scores of pieces of literature on land use planning that were used for testing

the rating sheet.

%8



Workbook in Land Use Planning/6.7%
The Heber Valley Story/6.7%

Zoning--An aid to community resource
development/6.9%

You and Rural Zoning/40.4%

Open Space Acquisition and Control/32.9%
Facts About Rural Zgning/23.4z

Rural Zoning in Missouri/19.5%

Rural éoninng.SZ

Making Rural and Urban Land Use
Decisions/2.7%

10 20 30 40 50
' Percent

Figure 21. Percentage point range in scores of literature tested with rating sheet.
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Figure 22. Typical meeting room layout for workshops on land use planning.
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Table 12. Comparison of invitations and attendance at the land use
planning workshops

92

Those Who Attended Who Were:

Number  Attended Agency Local Officials Others

Workshop Invited No. % No. % No. % No. p 4
Brigham City 230 60 26 NA NA NA

Cedar City 314 68 22 16 24 31 46 21 31
Bottle Hollow 448 60 14 29 49 6 10 25 42
Park City 332 72 22 20 28 24 34 28 39
Richfield 532 58 11 26 45 11 19 21 37
Farmington 954 78 9 31 40 12 16 33 43
Moab 637 56 g 3L 56 6 11 20 36
Totals 3447 452 14 153 39 90 23 148 38




Table 13. Materials for land use planning workshops

a3

Land Use Planning in Sight and Sound -~ Slide Box #1
Slide Box #2
Tape—-Audio
Extra Reel

Heber Valley Story —- Slide Box
' Audio Tape

Carousel Projector (with extra bulb)
Portable Screen

Overhead Projector (with extra bulb)
Tape Player

Land Use Planning Workbooks

Heber Valley Story (books)

OVERLAYS (for presentation)

OVERLAYS (for practical workbook exercises)
AGENDAS

NAME CARDS

Extra Pencils

Masking Tape

Registration Paper

Cassette Recorder

Marking Pencils (felt pens)

Land Use Planning Colloquium Reports
Cassettes

Extra Batteries

Extension cords

PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM

CHALK
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Table 14. Demographic breakdown—-all questionnaire respondents

Sex: Male Female

Number: 74 5

Percent: 93.7% 6.3%

Age: 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61+
Number: 12 18 21 18 10
Percent: 15.2% 22.8% 26.6% 22.8% 12:7%
Education: High School College Graduate School
Number: 17 32 28
Percent: 22.1% 41.6% 36.47%
Driving Distance

to Workshop (miles): 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 40+
Number: 22 6 9 3 39
Percent: 27.8% 7.6% 11.4% 3.8% 49.47%
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Table 15. All respondents, responses to questions #l4a-#l4h

Strongly No Dis-  Strongly
Objectives Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average
Question 14A 11 60 4 1 1 310.0 4.0
Question 14B 16 53 6 1 0 312.0 4.1
Question 14C 11 52 11 3 1 303.0 3.9
Question 14D 10 54 8 3 0 296.0 3.9
Question 14E 14 50 10 2 0 304.0 4.0
Question 14F 10 52 9 3 i 292.0 3.9
Question 14G 29 43 4 2 0 333.0 4.3
Question 14H 14 53 9 | 0 311.0 4.0

Totals 115 417 61 16 3




Table 1
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6. All respondents, ranking objectives according to which one
best describes the purpose of the workshop, and the degree
to which that purpose was accomplished

Accomplished
Percent Percent of Degree Percent of those
Ranking of respon- those who of who said chosen
All dents who chose the accomp- objective was accomp-
respon- picked objective lishment  lished--perfectly,
dents Objective objective very much, etc.
1 None 38 6.6 Perfectly 66.7
used 43.6 Very much 38.2
46.6 Somewhat 41.2
3.1 Very little 12.5
2 14f. 25.4 0 Perfectly 0
35 Very much 20.6
50 Somewhat 29.4
15 Very little 37.5
3 lbg. 10,2 12.5 Perfectly 33.3
50 Very much 11.8
25 Somewhat 5.9
12.5 Very little 125
3 14h. 10.2 0 Perfectly 0
25 Very much 5.9
375 Somewhat 8.8
37.:5 Very little 3%:5
5 14b. 5.1 0 Perfectly 0
25 Very much 259
75 Somewhat 8.8
0 Very little 0
3 l4a. 5.1 0 Perfectly 0
100 Very much 11.8
0 Somewhat 0
0 Very little 0
7 14d. 2.5 0 Perfectly 0
0 Very much 0
100 Somewhat 5.9
0 Very little 0
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Table 16. Continued

Accomplished
Percent Percent of Degree Percent of those
Ranking of respon- those who of who said chosen
All dents who chose the accomp- objective was accomp-
respon- picked objective lishment lished-—perfectly,
dents Objective objective very much, etc.
7 l4e. 2.5 0 Perfectly 0
0 Very much 59
100 Somewhat 0
0 Very little 0
9 l4e. 1.5 0 Perfectly 0
100 Very much 2.9
Somewhat 0
Very little 0
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Table 17. All respondents, results of question #7-#10

Strongly No Dis-  Strongly
Program Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average
Question 7 34 37 2 1 1 327.0 4.4
Question 8 22 47 3 i} 1 310.0 4,2
Question 9 9 49 4 11 1 276.0 37
Question 10 32 36 5 2 0 323.0 4.3
Totals 97 169 14 15 3
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Table 18. Comparison of responses between younger and better educated
respondents and older and less well educated respondents

Age 20-30

Education Graduate School

Question 21-- Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

1 16.7%2 4 66.72 1 16.72 0 0.02 0 0.0%

Strongly No Dis-  Strongly

Program Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average

Question 7 6 0 0 0 0 30.0 5.0

Question 8 4 2 0 0 0 28.0 4.7

Question 9 0 5 0 1 0 22.0 3.7

Question 10 5 1 0 0 0 29.0 4.8

Totals 15 8 0 i 4 0 109.0 4.55

Age 60+

Education High School

Question 21-- Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

0 0.02 4 ~»00Z 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0.0%

Strongly No Dig-  Strongly

Program Agree Agree Opinion agree Disagree Total Average

Question 7 i 3 0 0 0 170 4.3

Question 8 0 4 0 0 0 16.0 4.0

Question 9 L. 2 0 0 0 13.0 4.3

Question 10 1 3 0 0 0 17.0 4.3

Totals 3 12 0 0 0 63.0 4,22
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Table 19. Profile--those who '"strongly agree" on question #17,
"natural resources can play a role in resolving land use
conflicts"

Sex: Male Female
No. b 4 No. %
28 93.3 2 6.7
Age: 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61+
No. % No. % No. y 4 No. % No. %
¢ 13.3 9 30.0 8 26.7 5 16.7 4 13.3
Education: High School College Graduate School
No. % No. % No. ;s
3 10.3 14 48.3 12 41.4
Driving Distance: _0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41+

No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

10 33.3 3 10.0 3 10.0 1 33 13 43
Occupation: Agency . Non-Agency
No. % No. y 4
15 50.0 15 50.0
Elected or Appointed: Yes No
No. - 4 No. %

15 50.0 15 50.0

Percent of Those in Each Occupation Group:

4/11 Business 36.4%

2/13 Farming and ranching 15.4%

7/13 Planning 53.8%

8/14 Natural resources 57 1%

4/15 O0fficials 26.7%
(5 others)

Percent of Each Local Official Group:

5/21 Elected 23.8
10/21 Appeointed 47.6
7/14 Planning and zoning 50.0

%
l3
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Table 20. Profile—-those who "agree" on question #17, '"natural re-
source information can play a role in resolving land use

conflicts"
Sex: Male Female
No. % No. 7%
40 93.0 3 7.0
Age: 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61+
No. % No. % No. % No. p 4 No. %
8 18.6 8 18.6 10 23.3 12 27.9 5 11.6
Education: High School College Graduate School
No. % No. % No. b4
12 28.6 15 35.7 15 35.7
Driving Distance: _0-10 11-20 21-30 _31-40 41+
No. 7% No. % No. % No. % No. %
11 25.6 2 4.7 6 14.0 2 4.7 22 51.2
Occupation: Agency Non-Agency
No. % No. %
18 41.9 25 58.1
Elected or Appointed: Yes No
No. % No. %

15 50.0 15 50.0

Percent of Those in Each Occupation Group:

6/11 Business 54.5%
7/13 Farming and ranching 53.8%
6/13 Planning 46.2%
6/14 Natural resources 42.9%
10/15 o0Officials 66.7%

Percent of Those in Each Group of Local Officials:

13/21 Elected 61.9%
11/21 Appointed 52.4%
7/14 Planning and zoning 50.0%
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Table 21, All respondents, "Do you still have the Workbook/Heber
Valley Story?"

Yes No
No. %z No. p 4
Question 11A 71 95.0 3 4.0
Question 11B 66 91.0 6 8.0
Totals 137 9

Table 22. All respondents, '"Number of times referred to or showed
‘ others the Workbook/Heber Valley Story"

0-5 6-10 11-20 21+
Materials No. % No. % No. % No. 4
fefusead €6 wkbk: Question 12A 67 89.3 8 10.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
‘ HVS: Question 12B 68 93.2 &4 5.5 1 1.4 0 0.0
Showed wkbk: Question 13A 66 90.4 6 8.2 0 0.0 1 1.4
HVS: Question 13B 65 90.3 6 8.3 1 1.4 0 0.0
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Table 23. All respondents, overall reaction to the workshop (Question
#21)

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

17.1% 60.5% 19.7% 2.6% 0

Table 24, Overall reaction to workshop (question #21) by occupation

groups

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory
Business 0 127 27.2 0 0
Farming & ranching 8.2 58.3 16.6 0 0
Planning 30.8 538 15.4 0 0
Natural resources 28.5 50.0 1%.2 0 0
Full time officials 0 66.6 26.6 0 0

Table 25. Overall reaction to workshop (question #21) by type of
official

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

Elected* 4.8 57.1 23.8 4.8 0
Appointed 22.7 50.0 27.3 0 0
Planning & zoning 28.6 50.0 21.4 0 0

*Row for elected officials does not equal 100% because not all of
this group responded to the question.



Table 26. Compilation of rating sheet scores
Evaluation By: Per-
(Graduate Public Informa- Educ. No. cent
Title Published By: Students) Appeal tion Concepts Total N.A. Score
Zoning—-an aid to Fed. Ext. Service LAEP 18 10 22 50 0 69.5
community resource
development
" W Educ. 18 12 25 55 0 76.4
Rural Zoning in Univ. Missouri LAEP 13.5 8.5 18 40 0 55.5
Missouri
» W Educ. 15 11 28 54 0 75.0
. " Psyc. 13 10 20 43 1 63.2
You & Rural Zoning Univ. Minnesota LAEP 16 8 17 41 0 56.9
- * Soc.Sci. 16 9 21 46 0 63.8
i " Educ. 23 11 36 70 0 97.3
Facts About Rural Ohio State Ext. LAEP 21.3 11.5 23 55. 1 77.6
Zoning
» £ Soc.Sci. 17 6 16 39 0 54.2
& ’ Educ. 19 7 27 53 0 737
Open Space Acquisi- Texas A&M Agri.
tion & Control Ext. Service LAEP 20 11 23 54 2 84.3
) B Soc.Sci. 15 4 18 37 0 51.4
" i Educ. 18 10 25 53 0 73.7
" " Educ. 19 11 25 55 0 76.4
Making Rural & Ur- Iowa State Ext.
ban Land Use Dec. Service Psyc. 20 5 21 46 0 63.8 -
i = LAEP 16 8 20 44 0 61.1 Q




Table 26. Continued
Evaluation By: Per-
(Graduate Publie Informa- Educ. No. cent
Title Published By: Students) Appeal tion Concepts Total N.A. Score
Rural Zoning Wash.State Univ. LAEP 16.6 8.6 21 46.2 0 64.1
o 4 Psyc. 12 10 19 42 1 61.6
Heber Valley Story  Environment & Man,
Utah State Univ. LAEP 22 12 27 56 0 77.8
B g LAEP 20 i I 26 57 0 79.1
i B Educ. 20 11 30 61 0 84.6
* u Educ. 20 11 25 56 0 77.8
Workbook in Land Environment & Man,
Use Planning Utah State Univ. LAEP 21 11.4 26.1 58.5 0 81.2
" " LAEP 23 10 24.5 575 1 84.5
i " LAEP 20 11 30 61 0 84.6
i " Psyc. 20 8 27 55 0 76.4
" " Soc.Sci. 21 8 27 56 0 77.8
Pine Creek & Mill Yale--School of
River Study Forestry LAEP 21 7 26.5 54.5 0 75.6
Everyone has a Stake Extension Div.
in Community Plan- Univ. of Missouri LAEP 17 11 23 51 1 75
ning
A 3-County Plan- Extension Div.
ning Program Univ. of Missouri LAEP 10 8.1 20 38.1 0 52.8

SOT
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Appendix B

The Questionnaire and Cover Letters

June 1973

Hello!

On March 7, 1973, you attended a workshop on land use planning in
Richfield. This workshop was sponsored by the Environment and Man
Program at Utah State University.

The program of this workshop included:

. A multi-media presentation entitled '"Land Use Planning in
Sight and Sound."

. Discussion activities in a workbook prepared for the workshops.

. Presentations by a representative of the Bureau of Land
Management and U.S. Forest Service.

. Presentation by George Smeath, Professional Planner.

. A multi-media presentation of "The Heber Valley Story;" a
booklet telling that story was also distributed.

. A discussion with Marven J. Ogden, the Executive Director of
the Six County Association of Governments, "Where Do We Go
From Here."

We would appreclate you helping us to evaluate this program by

completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it in the envelope
provided.

Thank you,

Andy Germanow
Environment & Man Program
Utah State University
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June 1973

Hello!

On February 9, 1973, you attended a workshop on land use planning
in Cedar City. This workshop was sponsored by the Environment and Man
Program at Utah State University.

The program of this workshop included:

. A multi-media presentation entitled "Land Use Planning in
Sight and Sound."

. Discussion activities in a workbook prepared for the workshops.

. Presentations by a representative of the Soil Conservation
Service.

. Presentation by John Willie, Professional Planner.

. A multi-media presentation of "The Heber Valley Story;" a
booklet telling that story was also distributed.

. A discussion with Neil Christensen, the Executive Director of
the Five County Association of Governments entitled, "Where Do
We Go from Here."

We would appreciate you helping us to evaluate this program by
completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it in the envelope
provided.

Thank you,

Andy Germanow
Environment & Man Program
Utah State University
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June 1973

Hello!

On February 21, 1973, you attended a workshop on land use planning
in Park City. This workshop was sponsored by the Environment and Man
Program at Utah State University.

The program of this workshop included:

. A multi-media presentation entitled "Land Use Planning in Sight
and Sound." '

. Discussion activities in a workbook prepared for the workshops.

. Presentations by a representative of the Soil Conservation
Service.

. Presentation by Dale Despain, Professional Planner.

. A multi-media presentation of "The Heber Valley Story;" a
booklet telling that story was also distributed.

. A discussion with George Scott, Executive Director of the
Mountainlands Association of Governments entitled, "Where Do
We Go From Here."

We would appreciate you helping us to evaluate this program by
completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning it in the envelope
provided.

Thank you,

Andy Germanow
Environment & Man Program
Utah State University



Hello

In June you were sent a questionnaire and asked to help us
evaluate a Land Use Planning Workshop which you attended earlier in

the year.

July, 1973
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To those of you who have returned the questionnaire -- Thank You!

If you have not yet returned the questionnaire we would appreciate

it if you would do so.

AG/do

Please send it to:

Workshops

Environment and Man Program
UMC-48

Utah State University
Logan, Utah 84322

Thank you,

Andy Germanow



THE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Male Female circle one

2. Age - check one: ___ 20 - 30
31 - 40
__ 4 -50

3. Education - check one:
____ High School
___College

5. Occupation:

0 -10miles
_11.- 20 miles
21 - 30 miles

__ Graduate School

How far did you have to drive to the workshop: - check one:

31 - 40 miles

40+ miles

u
i
<,
2
_0_4.
b
L
2

If so, what is your title?

6. Are you an elected or appointed official in your community?

PROGRAM

During the workshop this map was

used as an example of a typical

Utah valley. The land use problems

discussed were:

1) Sub-divisions on prime agricultural
Tands

2; Commercial strip development

3) Recreation-second home sub-divisions
in mountain lands

4; Location of a new industry

5) Location of a new highway

Please put an "X" in the appropriate space:

10.

Strongly No
Agree Agree Opinion

I was able to identify one of

Strongly

Disagree Disagree

these land use problems with a
situation in my own community.
Comment:

As the workshop progressed I

was able to relate the discussion
to this problem and my own com-
munity.

Comment:

The group at my table was able to

focus clearly on the topic under
discussion.
Comment:

Going over the problems again

using plastic overlays for soils
limitations, fault zones, drainage
problems and steep slopes helped
to give an idea as to how this
information might help solve a
land use problem.

Comment:

MATERIALS

At the workshop you were given a Workbook in Land Use Planning and a bookiet entitled

The Heber Valley Story.

1.

12.

13.

Do you still have: a; The Workbook Yes No
b) The Heber Valley Story Yes No

Since the Workshop how many times have you referred to:
a) The Workbook b) The Heber Valley Story
5

- 0 - e
_ 6-10 i
- 11 - 20 _
. 21 + _

To how many people have you shown or lent:
a) The Workbook b) The Heber Valley Story

The following questions refer to these materials.

_ 0-5
— 6 - 10 .
. 11 - 20
Please put an "X" in the appropriate space:
Strongly No Strongly
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree

I have found the workbook to be a useful

reference.

COMMENT :

I have found the Heber Valley Story

to be a useful reference.




THE QUESTIONNAIRE (Continued)

OBJECTIVES
Please place an "X" in the appropriate space:

14. If you think your attendance at this workshop has helped you to:

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly No
Agree Agree Opinion
a. Identify your community's planning
problems.
Comment:

b. Determine what natural resources

information such planning problems
require for solution,
Comment:

¢. Identify the available state,

federal, or private natural resource
technicians and planners who can
assist in developing the needed base
of natural resource information,
Comment:

d. Evaluate natural resource information
as you make Tland use decisions.

Comment:

e. Develop natural resource criteria

to make land use decisions.
Comment:

f. Understand a way to make decisions

about where different types of
human activities--agricultural,
residential, commercial, industrial,
and recreational can be placed on
the land.

Comment:

g. Understand the importance of

including the people in your
community in the decision making
process.

Comment:

h. Understand how a natural resource

inventory can be sued as an aid
in making land use decisions in
your community.

Comment:

15. A1l of the above statements were objectives of the workshop.
the one You feel best describes the purpose of the workshop.

16. How well do you feel this purpose was accomplished?
somewhat

perfectly very much

Please circle

very little

GENERAL

Put an "X" in the appropriate space:
Strongly No Strongly
Agree Agree Comment Disagree Disagree

17. Natural resource information can
play a role in resolving land use
conflicts.

Comment:

18. There is so much in the news
about the environment that
workshops 1like this aren't needed.
Comment :

19. ‘Workshops 1ike this help to create
an awareness of the way environmental
problems are related to land use
problems.

Comment :

20. If we don't begin to respect the
natural resources as our cities
and towns grow, Utah could end up with
land use problems similar to California
and Colorado.

Comment:

21. Record your overall reaction to the workshops by making an "X" at the appropriate-
point on the scale:

Excellent Good Average Poor Unsatisfactory

22. What suggestions or candid comments do you have with regard to this or future
workshops of this type?

gl
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Appendix C

Rating Sheet and Instructions for Its Use

The purpose of this rating sheet is to provide a framework for
the evaluation and/or writing of literature pertaining to land use
planning.

You have been given one rating sheet for each pilece of land use plan-
ning literature.

Use the following procedure for evaluating the written material:

1) Familiarize yourself with the rating sheet and each piece of
literature.

2) Rate each pilece of literature according to how well it fits
the criteria stated for each element.

—-Scoring is as follows: Excellent, 4 points; adequate, 3 points;
mediocre, 2 points; poor, 1 point.

-—-Guides on the left side of the page are criteria which must be
met—--the more criteria met, the higher the rating.

--Guides on the right side of the page indicate possible deficiencies—-
more of these will lower the rating.

--Note N.A. in the space if the element is inappropriate and
state why.

3) Use the attached chart to determine reading difficulty.

4) Feel free to make comments on the rating sheet.

Reading Ease Scores and the Average Level of Difficulty
(Source: Gilbert, 1971)

Syllables Average Per cent of

per 100 Sentence Educational Population

Words Length Description Equivalent Able to Read

192 29 very college 5
difficult graduate

169 25 difficult some college 33

155 21 fairly high school 54
difficult

147 L7 standard grade school 83

139 14 fairly easy seventh 88




RATING SHEET FOR EVALUATION OF LAND USE PLANNING LITERATURE

Category: Public Appeal

Element Rating

Guide Excellent, Adequate, Guide

Mediocre, Poor

Cover . Pictorial . Dull
(Gilbert, p.219) . Meaningful . Black & white

. Provocative . Detracts

. Color
Overall Design . Attractive . Cluttered
(Gilbert, p.291) . Color . Sprawling

. Black & white

Illustrations . Clear . Confusing
(Gilbert, p.291) . Comprehensive . Absent

. Meaningful . Sparse

. Plentiful . Too profuse

. Revealing . Blurred

. Comparative . Black & white

. Color

Text

Easily scanned
Headings
Subheadings
Graphics
Bold face type
Underlining
Italics

Data and Statistics

Used only when absolutely
necessary to prove a point

. Difficult to scan

. Data and statistics
add to confusion

ETT



Continued

Element

Guide

Rating

Excellent, Adequate,
Mediocre, Poor

Guide

Text (Cont.)

Use of references
Kept to a minimum

Too many references--
overly academic

Page Size + 81/ = 11 Too small
(Gilbert) . Or other easily handled size Too large and bulky
Image . Positive approach Negative approach
Category: Information
Goals . Clearly stated . Not stated
. Problem defined Context of piece of
literature is unclear
Scope . Issue/issues explained Issues and interest
. Aspects/nature of the issue is clear . groups not made
. Interest groups defined clear
Depth . Reasons for controversy explained Reasons for contro-

Alternative approaches to the
issue are clear

Human, environmental & financial
costs and benefits described

versy not made clear
Alternatives re:
issue not discussed
Costs and benefits to
the general public
and various interest
groups not made clear

711



Continued

(Gilbert)

of interest

Category: Educational Concepts
Element Rating
Guide Excellent, Adequate, Guide
Mediocre, Poor
Philosophy . Man is an integral part of an . Man is above/apart
ecological system from nature
Approach . Realistic Overly emotional
(NSPRA) . Reasons for responsible and intelli- . Reasons for land
gent land use explained--with facts use absent
Interdisciplinary . Land use planning related to Land use planning is
politics, community values, engineer-— not viewed as any-
ing technology, architecture and thing more than
design, etc. zoning
Key Points Clear Unclear
(Gilbert) Repeated
Summarized in closing paragraphs
Interest Level News story type-—immediate and Drags

Lead Paragraph
(Gilbert)

. An interest grabber

"So what else is new?"

Number of Topics
Covered
(Gilbert)

1000-2000 words per topic
4-8 double spaced pages per topic

Extremely long or
short

STT
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Element

Guide

Rating

Excellent, Adequate, Guide
Mediocre, Poor

Reader Parti-

. Encouraged via

. Not encouraged

cipation writing
(Gilbert) drawing

discussing

proposing action
Reading . Appropriate to audience . Inappropriate
Difficulty Re: Reading ease formula . Too difficult
(Gilbert) . Standard level of difficulty

Re: Reading ease formula

9TT
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Appendix D

Results of Questionnaire Comments Content Analysis

Suggestions (35)
Program (17)
- Get down to specific problems of on the ground situations. (9)

— Need a better understanding of how private rights are affected by
planning. (4)

— Show more films (1)

- Need to consider all factors, economic, social, etc. ———— not just
Natural Resources. (1)

- Need more professional planners to discuss these problems. (1)

- More facts regarding the actual detrimental effects of haphazard
development and lack of foresight. (1)

Follow-up (16)
- More workshops. (13)

Extension course on land use planning should be offered. (1)

More follow-up reminders after workshops. (1)

Require all real estate developers to take similar workshops as a
prerequisite for licensing. (1)

People (2)

- Geared more to the average citizen----housewife, working man,-—-
voting public must be more aware of planning needs. (1)

- Need broader community representation. (1)

Opinions (35)
Definitions of the Problem (23)

- Real problem is traditional attitudes and resistance to change. (4)

- Too many people in Utah feel that over crowding, pollution, etec. are
such distant problems that they need not be concerned. (4)
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- Basic problem is human greed-;people act in their own self interest-—-
no workshop of this nature will solve that problem. (Don't quit
though at least you leave some people with no excuse.) (3)

- Need to comsider the needs and problems of all segments of the popula-
tion, not just planner's theories. (3)

- Too many government controls will stifle individual initiative and
freedom. (2)

-~ Our problem is haphazard and unorganized growth. (2)

- Serria [sic] Club and other strong environmentalist groups are pre-
venting needed growth. (1)

- 80 far no land use ordinances, with teeth, exist to protect natural
resources. (1)

- People in different occupations, public positions, or from rural or
urban areas all saw problems in different light, or not at all. (1)

- Some people want no solution and see no problem. (1)

- Those who have the most to learn will not attend meetings of this
type. (1)

General (12)

- Not involved in land use planning. (7)

- I have not referred to the workbook but I have used the lessong—--
currently using soil surveys to implement this type of planning here.
(1) ‘

— Success of workshop will depend on how much was retained by local
officials. (1)

- Few changes in attitudes since workshops—--all was left in the
meeting room. (1)

- Planning gets rid of a closed door or do nothing approach. (1)

- Much news on the environment is based on poor information. (1)
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Criticism (35)

Group Discussions (10)

- Group at table too diversified. (3)

Not much interaction in my discussion group. (1)

Too much talking around the problem. (3)

- Group at table was not heterogeneous in interests or assignments. (1)

Not enough time for group discussions. (2)
Location (4)

- Hold in a more appropriate place. (3)

- The distance kept many people away. (1)

Typical Problems (3)

- Typical problems did not apply at all. (2)

- Did not agree with solutions suggested for the typical problems. (1)
General (15)

- Momentum of the workshop dropped sharply after lunch. (1)

- Come up with the solution. (1)

- Too much material presented in too little time. (1)

~ Directed too much toward state rather than local control. (1)

- Too much polities. (1)

- The problems are evident—-but how to go about solving them and using
the information presented seem to be far apart. (1)

- Get more city and county leaders involved and not so many agency
people. (1)

— Workshop centered on private land problems, since much of Utah is
U.S. Government owned, Federal planning efforts should be incor-
porated. (1)

- Have not found booklets useful. (1)

- Not enough everyday ordinary people involved. (1)
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We need to develop essentials for Utah---such as water--let's not
be too rigid about natural resources and facts. (1)

Workshop was OK but tried to deal with too wide a gap. Experienced
planners had little to gain. Folks with no planning background were
snowed. Some in the middle gained a great deal. (1) '

Questionnaire should have come earlier.(2)

Workshops must relate more to the comprehensive nature of planning

decisions—--more to it than just a fault zone or a flood plan. (1)

Positive Remarks (26)

Program (23)

Able to identify with the "typical" land use problems. (7)

The overlays of natural resources information was a helpful graphic
illustration of the factors involved in considering various types
of development. (6) ‘

Interest and participation at workshop was good. (2)

Enjoyed the workshops. (2)

Workbook a good primer to show basic ideas and problems. (2)
Helpful in defining problems. (2)

People gained. (1)

Helped me to recognize the problems of a lay citizen in understanding
planning and zoning. (1)

Follow-up (3)

I heard many real estate developers comment that they better under-
stood the reasons for good planning and zoning after the workshop.
(1)

Used books to consider new zoning proposals. (1)

Used but did not relate well to my line of work. (1)
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Appendix E

The Heber Valley Story and Workbook in Land Use Planning
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Written by Dale Berg, Wasatch County Planning Office, and Don Drage, Soil Conservation
Service, and edited by Joan K. Shaw, Editor, College of Natural Resources, under the direc-
tion of C. M. (Cy) McKell, Director, Environment and Man Program, Utah State University,
and in collaboration with:

Lucy Ascoli, Utah State University Extension

Gerald Hansen, Soil Conservation Service

The Environment and Man Program operates under a 3-year grant from the Rockefeller
Foundation. Publication of The Heber Valley Story was partly financed by the Inter-
governmental Personnel Agency through funds provided under Title VIII HUD Act of 1969,
Title I, Higher Education Act of 1965, and IPA-1970.
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FOREWARD

Land use planning in the United States is hampered by a lack of both natural resource
data and the adequate consideration of community goals that local government and planners
need to make wise land use decisions. As a result, many comprehensive pl<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>