


bracket. In general, the majority of respondents have an annual household income of
$80,000 or more. Of this majority, 60 percent of Saratoga Springs residents do not favor
the use of the upper Hudson River while 61.5 percent favor the use of the upper Hudson

River as a municipal water source.

Figure 11:

Income Status as an Indicator of Household Opinion
on the Use of the upper Hudson River as a
Municipal Water Source
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Qualitative Typology

Recreation as an Indicator of Opposition
Our data challenges the perceived notion that those who recreate tend to reside
close to Saratoga Lake. Judging from our data, the majority of those who recreate on

Saratoga Lake live more than 1.25 miles away from the Lake. However, recreation
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What Lies Beneath the Residents’ Opinions?

[n a study on effective watershed management strategies, Morton and Padgitt (2005)
introduce several frameworks for reviewing ecosystem-social relations, namely social
sanctions, sense of place, civic structure, and cultural difterences. They hold that beneath
socio-economic frameworks are the attitudes, beliefs, values, and norms of community
members. These are the aspects of social life that can influence public opinion of the
proposed municipal water sources. What is important to note is that all relevant socio-
economic information exists within the community of Saratoga Springs; however, the
data has limited uses without an organized conceptual framework. The quantitative and
qualitative data from this research pursuit creates a conceptual framework that
stakeholders can refer to with regard to the new municipal water source proposal (Letey
1999; Morton and Padgitt 2005).

As Saratoga Springs attempts to accommodate the population increase and the
subsequent increase in recreation, they must take an integrated approach that addresses
the social, economic, and environmental sustainability of the lake and the surrounding
communities. More importantly, policy makers need to address the complexity of the
water resource issue in relation to the social sustainability of Saratoga Springs by
examining different variables in addition to those examined in this study. Finally, data
suggests that if stakeholders wish to reach a balanced decision, they must increase
communication and education about the water source proposals throughout the City of

Saratoga Springs specifically as well as throughout Saratoga County.
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Suggestions for Future Studies

The time constraints of this project limited the sampling of a larger population and
restricted the study to a sample size of 150. It has been shown that to achieve a
confidence level of 95% for each question, one must sample at least 400 people (Babbie
1992: 201). Future studies might find that increasing the population size improves the
statistical significance of the study. Moreover, future researchers may find that
increasing the duration of the data collection process to a year long study would help
secure a larger sample population. Finally, future studies that see an importance in

limiting associated biases may choose to conduct mail surveys or personal interviews.
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Appendix A

Figure 1: Map of Survey Area — Saratoga Springs Inner and Outer Districts with
Proximity Buffers
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Figure 2: Survey

ID1. Do you use Saratoga Lake for recreation? yes(l) or no(2) NA(7)
Don’t Know(8) Refusal to Answer(9)
ID2. What year were you born?
<18(1)  19-25(2) 26-45(3) 46-64(4) >65(5)
NA(7) Don’t Know(8) Refusal to Answer(9)

(Answer assumed by interviewer)
ID3. What is your gender? Male(l) ~ Female(2)

ID4. Which seasons do you use the Lake? Fall(1) Spring(2) Summer(3)
Winter(4) NA(7) Don’t Know(8) Refusal to

Answer(9)

Now I am going to ask you a series of questions about your participation in different
recreational activities on Saratoga Lake?

ID5. How often do you or a member of your household use the Saratoga Lake for....

2+/Wk. (1) Once/Wk (2) Once/Mth (3) Rarely(4) NA(T) DK(8) Refusal(9)

Fishing(1D6)

Ice Fishing (ID7)

Motor ]
Boating(ID8)

Canoeing(1D9)

Sailing(ID10)

Swimming (ID11)

Crew (ID12)

ATV(ID13)

Cross Country
Skiing(ID14)

Snowshoeing(ID15)

Skating(ID16)

ID17. What is the highest educational degree that you have earned?
) HighSchool(1) Undergraduate(2) Advanced(3) NA(7)
Don’t Know(8) Refusal to Answer(9)
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ID18. What is your annual household income? Please tell me to stop when I have reached
the bracket that best suites your household.

 <820,000 (1) $21,000-$40,000 (2) $41,000-560,000 (3)
~$61,000-$80,000 (4)  $81,000-$100,000 (5) Above $100,000
(6)  NA(7)  Don’t Know(8) ~_ Refusal to Answer(9)

ID19. Did you vote in the last Saratoga Springs election? _ yes(l) or  no(2)
B NA(7) Don’t Know(8) Refusal to Answer(9)

ID20. Are you aware that the city of Saratoga Springs 1s considering using Saratoga

Lake as a drinking water source? yes(l)or no(2)
_ NA®) ~ Don’t Know(8) Refusal to Answer(9)
ID21. Are you in favor of using Saratoga Lake? yes(l)or  no(2)
NA(7) ~ Don’t Know(8) _ Refusal to Answer(9)

[D22. Are you aware that the Saratoga County is considering using the Upper Hudson

River as a drinking water source? ~ yes(l)or  no(2)

~  NA(7)_  Don’tKnow(8)  Retusal to Answer(9)
ID23. Are you in favor of this option?  yes(l)or  no(2)

~_NA(7)  Don’tKnow(8) Refusal to Answer(9)

1D24. Gear the qualitative question based on the interviewee’s response to the previous
Questions. Ex. Do you have any further comments? Could you please elaborate on
how you formed your opinion on (blank)?
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Appendix B

Table 1: Survey Response Rates

Number of
Buffer Respondents Total Surveyed | Response Rate
1 12 65 40.00%
2 16 65 53.30%
3 11 65 36.60%
4 13 65 43.30%
5 13 65 43.30%
Table 2: Classification of Typical Respondent from Mean Statistics
Descriptive Statistics
Mean
Statistic
Age 46-64
Buffer 3.000
Degree Undergraduate
Income $81,000-Above$100,000
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Table 3: Standard Deviation and Standard Error Statistics

Descriptive Statistics
Std. Deviation
Std. Error Statistic

Age 0.111 0.874
Buffer 0.176 1.420
Degree 0.139 1.124
Gender 0.062 0.504
Recreation 0.062 0.503
SLfavor 0.348 2.809
UPHfavor 0.346 2.787
Income 0.233 1.644
Canoe 0.227 1.833
Crew 0.178 1.434
Fish 0.185 1.494
IceFish 0.119 0.961
MotorB 0.277 2.232
Sail 0.099 0.802
Fall 0.259 2.088
Summer 0.248 1.996
Spring 0.226 1.818
Winter 0.090 0.727
Skate 0.122 0.985
Snowshoe 0.115 0.923
Swim 0.304 2.455

Table 4: Crosstabulations and Statistical Significance

Crosstabluation: Buffer * Favor
the Use of Saratoga Lake

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic Significance

Value (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 5.931 p=0.919
Likelihood Ratio 5.665 0.932
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.046 0.829
N of Valid Cases 65.000
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Crosstabulation: Buffer * Favor
the Use of the Upper Hudson River

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic Significance

Value (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.323 p=0.969
Likelihood Ratio 2.378 0.967
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.008 0.930
N of Valid Cases 65.000
Crosstabulation: Buffer * Income
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic Significance
Value (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 27.192 p=0.295
Likelihood Ratio 30.959 0.155
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.022 0.881
N of Valid Cases 50.000
Crosstabulation: Buffer *
Recreation Participation
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic Significance
Value (2 sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.887 p=0.421
Likelihood Ratio 3.948 0.413
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.008 0.927
N of Valid Cases 65
Crosstabulation: Recreation
Participation * Saratoga Lake
Favor
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic Significance
Value (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.094 0.044
Likelihood Ratio 8.866 0.031
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.047 0.014
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N of Valid Cases

65

Crosstabulation: Income *
Saratoga Lake Favor

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic Significance

Value (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3.781 0.437
Likelihood Ratio 4.816 0.307
Linear-by-Linear Association 0.027 0.870
N of Valid Cases 49
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