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ABSTRACT

Public participation is a non-formal adult learning activity man-
dated in many government-sponsored planning efforts. Although many
planners firmly believe that public participation is a good thing, few
are skilled in designing and conducting an effort appropriate for achiev-
ing intended outcomes. This is a study of the public participation
effort in a major river basin planning project, the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level
B River Basin Study.

Designed to determine the relative efficacy of particular techniques
of public involvement in promoting anticipated learning outcomes among
planners and publics, the study combined a series of 3 surveys with par-
ticipant observation and document analysis. Early in the river basin
study interviews were conducted with a) all planners involved in the
study; b) a sample of Citizen Advisory Committee members; and c¢) a
matched sample of non-member residents. A second wave of interviews was
held midway in the planning project. The final survey included three
samples: a) residents in a typical county (general public); b) planning
staff; and c¢) persons targeted for participation and included on the
study mailing list. The first group was interviewed and the other two
received mailed self-administered questionnaires. Outcomes of interest
were the publics' and planners' understanding of role expectations; the
publics' awareness of the river basin study and the problems/solutions it
addressed; and planners' awareness of publics' concerns, interests, and
preferences. :

Results of the study included: 1) Although more involvement was
associated with more learning on the part of the publics, no one tech-
nique was clearly superior to another; 2) Although the planners did not
develop an explicit rationale (means—ends statement) for the public
participation effort, they considered it successful because no serious
public objections were raised concerning the final plan; 3) The public
participation effort was shaped less by preconceived ideas of representa-
tiveness, desired outcomes, and means-ends relationships than by changing
demands and circumstances imposed by the nature of the planning project,
the sponsoring agency, and, to a lesser extent, the publics. Skills in
identifying, negotiating, and responding flexibly to these demands are
vital for public participation efforts. Illuminative evaluation is more
appropriate than goal-oriented in cases like this where both the ability
to conduct a stable program and the understanding of likely outcomes is
uncertain,
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Legislation that calls for various levels of government to conduct
water resources planning generally requires that such planning include a
public participation component. Presumably, affording the public an
opportunity for oversight of planning activities is a means of ensuring
that planners do indeed determine and protect the publics' interests.,

Public participation, however, need not be considered as a quasi-
-adversarial activity in which publics (relatively powerless, inexpert,
and unorganized) attempt to keep the planners (in full authority by dint
of office, expertise, and control of resources) honest. An alternative
view, and one that is consonant with much of the language of planning
legislation, is of public participation as an educative activity. From
this perspective the function of public participation is to ensure that
planners learn which publics have interests in water resources, what
those interests are, how thos2 interests are perceived to be jeopardized
or protected, and what choices the publics prefer when interests con-
flict. At the same time the publics learn (if they are not already
aware) that their interests are at stake in decisions about water
resources. They must learn, if they are to express informed preferences,
what those interests are and how they conflict. Furthermore, they must
learn how the planning process is organized and how they may participate
effectively.

The research described in this report was undertaken from this
perspective. It was a case study of the North Carolina public participa~
tion effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study. Using
observation, document analysis, and a series of surveys of various groups
of publics and planners, the research addressed the following questions:

1) Is it appropriate and useful to view public participation in
planning as an educational process?

2) What were the components of the public participation effort, and
what relationships were found between them and evidences of
learning?

3) What shaped the public participation effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Study?

4) What problems and issues were encountered in this public partici-
pation effort?

Public Participation as an Educational Process

Public participation in planning is seen by both planners and parti-
cipants as an educational experience for the public,
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Persons who had participated in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study had been
more involved in learning about the Study (e.g. through reading Study
materials) than in informing planners of public preferences. The single
most important thing that respondents felt planners could do to help
citizens participate in future water resource planning was to better
educate the public.

Planners clearly considered themselves as educators of the public,
and believed they should make their work understandable and interesting
to the public, Almost all believed that the public participation compo-
nent was sufficiently important that it should and would be included in
planning studies even if not required. Most were willing to invest at
least 10 percent of their time to contact with the public which, they
believed, should be frequent enough so that the public could become well~
informed and capable of providing useful opinions about study issues.
Without being educated about the content of planning, the publics' ideas
were not, apparently, considered to be valid., Becoming educated about
water resources planning was seen to be largely the responsibility of the
publics, with the planners playing a facilitative role.

Although planners indicated that it was desirable to have public
opinion to inform their work at various points in the Study, they did not
appear to have a clear idea of what they wanted to learn from the publics
or how best to go about it. The educative nature of public participation
was seen primarily as a matter of the publics learning what planners felt
they should know.

Technical aspects of water resource planning (including problems,
solutions, and tradeoffs involved) were seen as the major content of
learning for the public. Both the publics and planners needed to learn
what was expected of them in the various aspects of public participation,
and how to fulfill those expectations effectively.  Planners in fact
gained skill in communicating with the public and handling other aspects
of interaction in the public participation effort, There was room for
improvement of both technical learning and role learning in the Yadkin-
Pee Dee Study.

Recommend ations

1. A careful definition of the public inputs that are needed and
useful at each stage of a planning study would be desirable.
This would guide the planners' efforts both as educators and as
learners. It would also provide clearer direction to the public
for their involvement,

2. Another kind of learning content that should be carefully defined
is what people are expected to do as planners, as participants in
a meeting, as CAC members, and in any other roles that are a part
of the public participation effort.
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3. Once defined, attention should be given to educating people to
what these expectations are and how to carry them out well.

4. Skills training should be provided for the planning staff in
making presentations, handling discussion, working with groups,
designing a variety of ways for gathering information, and other
aspects of public participation.

5. The public participation coordinator should be selected in large

part on the basis of ability in these skill areas; continuing
opportunity for skill development is also important.

The Effect of Public Participation Components on Learning

The greater the direct involvement of participants, the more
satisfied they were with the public participation effort and the more
knowledgeable about the Study itself, The type of involvement (attending
Citizen Advisory Committee meetings, reviewing planning documents,
attending Task Group meetings, etc.) did not seem to make much difference
to learning or satisfaction, but the accummlation of involvement did.

The indirect public information program is a relatively effective
way of creating awareness of a water rescurces planning project if it is
conducted as an extension of and complement to a direct public
involvement effort.

The direct involvement events were much more expensive than the
indirect public information effort due in large part to the time of
planners spent in attending public meetings. Without the events,
however, it is doubtful that press coverage would have been so extensive,
or that issues would have been raised to spark citizen interest in the
Study. The two components are complementary, with awareness generated by
the news media (mostly newspapers) and knowledge advanced by the direct
involvement of publics.

In the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study Citizen Advisory Committees were not
involved in a way that justified the extra expense their designation
entailed. Any interested citizen could attend meetings, offer advice,
receive materials, and discuss the Study with planners. Similarly, many
persons with interest and expertise in a particular Study focus made
their ideas known to Task Group.leaders without being formally designated
as Task Group Advisors.

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that the public participation effort in future
planning projects provide more frequent but less expensive
opportunities for involvement. Instead of having one relatively




formal meeting during each phase of a study, more informal commu-
nication between individual planners and publics should be
arranged throughout the project. It would require less staff
time (and less expense) and provide more opportunity for informa-
tion sharing in both directions to hold more frequent and more
focused meetings with local government officials and representa-
tives of special interest groups.

The pressure on planners to be prepared for interaction with the
public is probably useful to the project in that it emphasizes
the importance of clarity, focus, and timeliness. Few of the
planners in this Study demonstrated an elitist attitude toward
the public. Their work was undoubtedly slowed by the expectation
that each public event was a major production instead of an on-
going kind of interaction, yet few felt that the public partici-
pation effort was a waste of time. With greater integration of
public involvement into the activities of each Task Group, there
might be less perception of work stoppage for an event and more
of business as usual.

Presenting the results of planning deliberations at the end of
each planning phase may help to capture the attention of the
general public, These report sessions would not require an
extensive (and expensive) staff presence if adequate attention is
given in advance to preparing clear and brief summaries in print
and audio-visual media.

Careful attention should be given to integration of indirect
efforts at informing the general public (e.g. news releases,
brochures, and feature broadcasts) with direct efforts to involve
specific and general publics (e.g. committee meetings, workshops,
publicity-gaining events). This orchestration should enhance the
effectiveness of both efforts, and increase the knowledgeability
of the general public as well as their awareness,

Instead of avoiding overt controversy by obscuring matters at
issue in the technical terminology of lengthy written reports,
issues should consciously be used to generate interest, inform
the public of the inevitable tradeoffs involved in water
resources planning, and focus public input to fit planners' "need
to know'"., The acknowledgement of conflicting points of view does
not necessarily lead to unwanted and premature polarization of
opinion. Openness in identifying and discussing issues may, in
fact, prevent the development of opinions based on misinformation
or lack of understanding.

For persons who have a continuing interest in water resources,
the formation of informal study groups may represent an opportu-
nity to keep track of current and continuing developments in an
area. While the public participation coordinator may provide



assistance to local residents in establishing such groups where
there is interest, the task of maintaining the groups would
remain with their members. The coordinator might be involved in
arranging to have planning staff speak to the groups when invited
and suggesting other resource people.

5. If an appointed advisory committee is considered to be politi-
cally desirable by the planning agency, the function of that
comnittee should be to offer advice and assistance on the public
participation effort, and not to attempt to speak for all publics
in regard to the planning project. Publicizing and arranging for
events, contacting interest groups and local officials, distrib-
uting materials about the project, and suggesting ways in which
to educate and be educated by the public are some of the tasks
that an advisory committee to the public participation coordina-
tor might perform. This does not preclude the involvement of
committee members in the planning project; it may, in fact,
increase their interest and knowledgeability about the project,
giving them purpose as well as status, '

Influences on the Public Participation Effort

In the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study the two most potent influ-
ences on the shape of the public participation effort appeared to be 1)
the nature of the planning project itself, and 2) the staff and direc-
tives of the lead state agency. A third potential source of influence—
the public——was very much interested in the design of the public partici~-
pation effort, but was consulted very little regarding the actual shape
of the program,

The scope of a Level B Study includes a whole river basin, and its
focus is only generally defined by the study proposal. Background infor-
mation on this broad and complex area could not be assembled in detail
until the major focus areas of the Study had been selected. The work
required for each Task Group focus depended on the nature and complexity
of that focus. Uniform operations for Task Groups were not feasible, and
rate of progress through the phases of planning was difficult to predict
in advance. With these kinds of uncertainty arising from the project
itself, it was difficult (if not impossible) to design the public parti-
cipation effort much in advance of the planning effort and keep it
related to each planning phase as that phase developed,

The public participation coordinator was located in the lead state

" agency, allowing that person easy access to the planners working on the
Study, and to deliberations affecting the progress of the Study. At the
same time it offered the public participation effort no insulation from
the bureaucratic enviromment. Gaining credibility with and support from
the technically-oriented planning staff and politically-oriented adminis-
trators consumed a great deal of the coordinator's time. On several
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occasions plans for the public participation effort were changed to
accommodate agency concerns (largely political).

There was little early attempt by the Study staff to seek input from
the public about the public participation effort, although unsolicited
input from the public did influence the shape of the effort. Feedback
was solicited from persons attending public meetings in the latter half
of the Study, and CAC members were recruited to assist in hosting some of
the public meetings. The public participation effort, however, was not
conceived as an effort to organize volunteers, or as a community develop-
ment effort warranting the guidance of an advisory group.

Recommendations

1. One of the most important tasks of the public participation coor-
dinator is to identify, prior to planning the public participa-
tion effort, the expectations of project, agency, and publics
regarding that effort. Presumably expectations will vary within
and between these sources of influence. Possibly one or more of
these sources may not have formed expectations for public parti-
cipation at the beginning of the project, but will do so during
the planning effort. The coordinator will need to continue moni-
toring expectations throughout the Study in order to keep the
public participation effort in line with expectations whenever
possible. (It is also highly desirable to be able to keep the
same coordinator throughout the Study for continuity of effort
and direction.)

2. A clear and detailed statement of the purposes of public partici-
pation should be developed as early as possible.  This would
necessitate discussion and negotiation of differences in expecta-
tions among significant influence sources. Such negotiation
would not only build support for the resulting program purposes,
but would also set a pattern for constructive discussion when the
substance of planning was being considered.

3. The importance of political influence on the planning study, and
particularly on the public participation effort, should be recog-
nized. If the Study is especially vulnerable to political pres—
sure, the appointment of a formal advisory committee to the
public participation effort which would assume responsibility for
gathering input from the publics may be very useful. This would,
in effect, reduce the agency's liability to charges of inade-
quately or inaccurately identifying interests and concerns of
publics that may be affected by planning recommendations.

4. Because the focus of the public participation effort can only be
as sharp as that of the planning project, it is essential that
the planning project have a clear and widely accepted purpose.
If it is to merit participation by the public, every planning
project should have a purpose that merits public investment.
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Problems and Issues Encountered in the Public Participation Effort

1. Unplanned influences: A continuing problem faced by the public
participation coordinator in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study was the
need to alter plans for public participation to accommodate changes in
planners' work and administrators' concerns. The public participation
program in the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study was not guided by a clear
consensus as to the purposes it should serve other than to meet the
requirement for public involvement. While members of the planning staff
did have preconceived ideas as to the nature and thrust of the effort at
the beginning of the Study, these ideas varied from one person to another
and were little concerned with the functions to be performed or rationale
for the ideas, A clear definition of purpose would have been invaluable
to persons responsible for the public participation effort, even though
that purpose might have been consciously altered during the planning
project. Given the ambiguous and fluid nature of the Level B Study it-
self, rigid adherence to a detailed plan of operations would not only
have been unrealistic, but also inappropriate. The ability to adapt
techniques was a positive aspect of the public participation effort. 1In
the absence of a clear and detailed statement of the purpose(s) public
participation was to serve in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, however, there
were few specifications for the effort other than the constraints imposed
by the agency and the project. Under these circumstances the coordinator
was necessarily concerned more with what was possible than with what
might be optimally effective,

2. Constituency development: One issue was the desirability and
feasibility of developing a formal citizen 'constituency' for the Level B
Study., In the early stages of Study planning it was decided to appoint
Citizen Advisory Committees to the Study, one in each of the three North
‘Carolina sub~basin areas. Almost all meetings of the CAC's, however,
were designed and promoted as public meetings—-events at which any inter-
ested citizen was welcome to listen and comment. Although CAC members
routinely received all Study materials generated for public information
and review, any person could request materials or ask to be included on
the mailing list, There was no other special briefing or opportunity for
CAC members to express opinions that was not also offered to any inter-
ested resident., In fact, at several meetings non-CAC members usurped
most of the time available with single—issue monologues and requests for
explanation of earlier Study phases,

The official de81gnat10n of CAC members did occasion extra work and
some special difficulties for the public participation effort. Target
dates were announced for subsequent meetings at each public meeting,
necessitating extra mailings to announce, cancel, and reschedule those
dates. If there had been po CAC's and all events were public meetings,
the meetings could have been arranged and announced when materials were
ready for distribution to local public officials, libraries, and other
dissemination points. This would have avoided the need to change meeting
arrangements when Task and phase completions were delayed. More impor-
tant, it would not have occasioned skepticism on the part of CAC members
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as to the intent of the Study in appointing CAC's that had no special
treatment or responsibility.

3. Representation: Related to pragmatic concerns regarding the
designation of a project constituency is the issue of representation, or
whose interests should be represented in the public's side of the
involvement effort. Much of the concern regarding who should participate
in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study can be attributed to uncertainty as to whose
interests were or might be at stake. In the absence of a sharply
delineated project or issue as the object of planning, and given the
uncertainty as to the products of a Level B Study, it may indeed be
reasonable to rely heavily on local elected officials to represent all
potential interests. It does not seem necessary, however, to create a
formal advisory committee just to secure a member from each unit of local
government. Invitations to meetings may be sent as a matter of course to
all units of government in the planning area. More important in identi-
fying the concerns of local citizens through their elected and appointed
representatives is holding informal conversations with individual legis-
lators, or securing an invitation to meet with them in informal session
at their convenience. '

Potential CAC members for the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study were identified
by asking existing interest groups (e.g. Sierra Club, League of Women
Voters, Community Development and Economic Development Councils, Chamber
of Commerce), industries, and agencies to nominate persons for appoint-
ment. As with local government, there is considerable turnover among
interest group members, and often more than one person was informed and
interested regarding the Study., Continuing information about Study
progress and events to known interest groups, as well as to specific
individuals, might have increased the likelihood that no publics' inter~
ests were overlooked during the Study's conduct.

4., Evaluation of public participation: Public participation is a
phenomenon in which there are multiple stakeholders. What one stakehold-
er values about public participation may bear little resemblance to what
good public participation looks like to another. The search for 'what
good looks like' early in this research revealed little consensus within
the literature, among planners, among participants, or between planners
and publics. At the conclusion of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, however,
several important criteria emerged.

One criterion was that of feasibility-—and in this Study, feasibili-
ty meant flexibility, ability to adjust to changing rules and resources.
The fact that a visible public information and involvement effort had not
only survived over the life of the Study, but had made obvious attempts
to encourage public inputs, earned positive comment from 10 or more
experienced participants.

In reflecting on the Study after the Recommended Plan had been sent
to the federal government, several Study officials informally declared
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the public participation effort a success, The basis for their judgment
was the fact that there were no complaints from the various interest
groups affected as to the provisions of the Plan. The avoidance of long
and costly delays caused by public criticism of a planning product is
obviously a significant criterion of public participation effectiveness,
perhaps the most significant, Whether it is a sufficient justification
for the cost of public participation remains to be debated.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the basic resources essential to mankind is water. The na-
ture and extent of our water resources are so important to the quality of
life-~indeed, to the sustainment of life--that their protection has long
since become a matter of public concern. One form of this concern in the
United States is legislation which calls for a rational planning approach
to "encourage the conservation, development, and use of water and related
land resources...on a comprehensive and coordinated basis by all levels
of government and private interests' (Universities' Council on Water
Resources, 1976, p. 320).

Planning for our water resources offers multiple options for consid-
eration., These resources can, for example, be protected or polluted;
distributed or withheld; used or consumed; developed or ignored. While
decisions of this sort are unquestionably a matter of public interest,
the nature of the public interest, or of the multiple public and private
interests involved, is far from clear.

The responsibility of planners in this regard is substantial., It is
not enough that they be technically expert; they must also be politically
sengitive, alert to the interests and potential interests of the various
publics affected by planning recommendations. Planning conducted on
behalf of the public is ultimately responsible for determining and pro-
tecting the water resources interests of that public.

Legislation that calls for various levels of government to conduct
water resources planning generally requires that such planning include a
public participation component. Presumably, affording the public an
opportunity for oversight of planning activities is a means of ensuring
that planners do indeed determine and protect the publics' interests.

Public participation, however, need not be considered as a quasi-
adversarial activity in which the public (relatively powerless, inexpert,
and unorganized) attempts to keep the planners (in full authority by dint
of office, expertise, and control of resources) honest. An alternative
view, and one that is consonant with much of the language of planning
legislation, is of public participation as an educative activity., From
this perspective the function of public participation is to ensure that
planners learn which publics have interests in water resources, what
those interests are, how those interests are perceived to be jeopardized
or protected, and what choices the publics prefer when interests con-
flict. At the same time the publics learn (if they are not already
aware) that their interests are at stake in decisions about water
resources, They must learn, if they are to express informed preferences,
what those interests are and how they conflict, Furthermore, they must
learn how the planning process is organized and how they may participate
effectively,

The research described in this report was undertaken from this
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perspective., It is an evaluation of the public participation effort of a
major water resources planning study, in which an essential outcome is
presumed to be learning. It is descriptive, covering the intended nature
of public participation and the activities actually conducted. It is
exploratory, looking for relationships between the public participation
effort and learning reported by the actors involved. It is a case study,
focused on public participation in the North Carolina portion of the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study undertaken by North and South
Carolina in cooperation with the U. S. Water Resources Council,

In keeping with the nature of the research, the objectives are the
following:

1. to describe the North Carolina public participation effort in
the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study as it evolved, including the
nature of the various activities included and the rationale for
their inclusion, to the extent that this could be ascertained;

2, to find out at several points during the life of the planning
study whether North Carolina participants were aware of learning
attributable to the Level B Study, and if so, what these learn-
ings were;

3. to explicate issues relative to public participation encountered
during the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study and conclusions regarding these
issues; and

4, to make recommendations based on this Study for public partici-
pation in other instances of water resources planning.

Throughout the course of this evaluation the research team was
allowed to observe all public events. They were able to use participant
observation techniques for more than a year. During that time members of
the team provided advisory and staff assistance to the public participa-
tion coordinator, arranging for meetings, telephoning committee members,
preparing materials, and suggesting possible meeting formats. This per-
mitted access to some of the deliberation regarding public participation
in the Study, as well as to the water resources issues involved.

At three points during the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, survey research
techniques were used to gather data from selected groups of informants.
The particular techniques employed will be described in the sections that
report the results of these surveys.

Documents available for analysis included Study newsletters,
reports, issue papers, mailing lists, newspaper clippings, and internal
communications regarding public participation.

The organization of this report corresponds to the research objec-
tives. Following this introduction is a description of the public parti-
cipation effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study, including discussion




of each component of that effort. A report on each of the three data
collection surveys appears after that., The final section consists of
conclusions regarding the Yadkin-Pee Dee public participation program,
the issues encountered in its development, and recommendations for public
participation in future water resources planning.



II. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE YADKIN-PEE DEE LEVEL B STUDY

Background Information

In May of 1978 the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources
and Community Development (NRCD), the state of South Carolina, and the
U. S. Water Resources Council entered into an agreement to conduct a
Level B Study in the Yadkin—Pee Dee River Basin. (A map of the river
basin is shown in Exhibit 1.,) With a budget of $1 million, 70 percent
from the federal govermment and 30 percent contributed in cash and in
kind from the two states, the Study was intended to exemplify a greater
role of state and local government in comprehensive water resources
planning. The general goals for water resources development and use in
the Yadkin-Pee Dee Basin were established as:

1. to maintain and improve the environmental resources of the
Basin; and

2, to enhance economic development opportunities and living
conditions for the residents of the Basin and the Carolinas
(Plan of Study, p. 13).

The Study was organized under a tri-partite Control Board and a
Study Management Committee in which the two states and eight federal and
regional agencies involved were represented (Exhibit 2). Each of the
five focus areas of the Study was assigned to a task group, with members
of the group selected from lead state agencies and appropriate
federal/regional agencies. Other task groups were responsible for
support functions, including one to design and conduct the citizen parti-
cipation component (Exhibit 3).

The planning effort was divided into phases, the first of which was
the identification of study focuses and preparation of a Plan of Study.
Following approval of the Plan of Study, the Existing Plan phase was
begun. Phase III was the development of Alternative Plans, and Phase IV
the selection of a Recommended Plan. This final phase included the prep-
aration of a Preliminary Draft Recommended Planand a Draft Recommended
Plan as prior steps.,

The Development of North Carolina's Public Participation Effort

The design of public participation in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study was
based in part on the '"Principles and Standards for Planning" issued by
the Water Resources Council (1973). This document identifies general
guidelines in regard to obtaining direct inputs from the public, but does
not specify how the guidelines are to be applied or interpreted in a
particular context. That is the task of the planning staff,

Before Study Approval: Prior to the Level B Study a Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) had been formed in 1975 in the North Carolina

4




R O Rl VRSN

WEDY JOARY 88Q S0 UPIPOA

uTsRg IPATY 29( 394-UTAPEX 2Y3 Jo dBR T ITIUXE



Exhibit 2, Organization of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study
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Exhibit 3, Task Groups in the Yadkin—Pee Dee Study

Water Resources Task Groups
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Task Group #3
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Task Group #2
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Task Group #5
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Task Group #9
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Task Group #6 .

WATER QUALITY

Task Group #10

REPORT PREPARATION

Task Group #7
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portion of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin as an adjunct to the N. C.
Water Resources Framework Study. It met three times--once each in 1975,
'76, and '77. 1Its third meeting in February 1977 included a priorities
workshop seen by NRCD staff as a first step of a public participation
program for the then-proposed Level B Study.

One result of the February 1977 meeting was a request to the Office
of the Secretary of NRCD for clarification of the role and function of
the CAC. At that time the public participation coordinator expected to
split the N, C. Yadkin Basin into Northern and Southern sub-basins, with
the existing Citizens Advisory Committee split into two larger and more
widely representative sub-basin CAC's, A third CAC was proposed for the
Lumber-Waccamaw sub-basin in the southeastern part of the state. Each
was to have about 25 members.,

Tentative plans for public participation before the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Level B Study was approved included three activities in addition to the
CAC's:

1. Use of survey research techniques to get inputs (e.g. percep-
tions of water resources problems) from recognized interest
groups, local government, and a sample of the general public,
These inputs could then be compared with those of the CAC's;

2. Encouragement of public attendance at CAC meetings; and

3. A public information effort involving news releases, a news-
letter, and/or a newspaper supplement to invite public response
(Memo of March, 1977).

Documents available from this pre-Level B period emphasized two
functions of a public participation program, One was public information
-=-to create public awareness of water resources issues and of the Study,
including what a Level B Study cannot do as well as what it can do, and
how the public might become involved in the effort. No statements were
found that offered a ratiomale for the importance of increasing public
awareness.* The implicit assumption seemed to be that the public should
be educated regarding water resources issues so that individuals would be
willing and capable of providing inputs to the Study. Of interest is the
explicit attention given to including in the content of the public infor-
mat ion effort the limitations of a Level B Study. Creating unrealistic
expectations was clearly to be avoided.

The other function was eliciting public input. Although the forma-
tion of the CAC's represented a substantial investment in securing an
interested source of data, their inputs were to be continuously validated
and supplemented by surveys of samples from interested and general pub-
lics. Anticipated 'inputs' were not specified; presumably these would

*The report of a 1974 summer internship experience (Pendergraft and
Cummings) is evidence that the Department had considered the rationales
for various and complimentary components of a public participation
effort. No departmental policy statement, and no statement particular to
the Yadkin—-Pee Dee Study, was located, however.




vary as the particular requirements of the planning process unfolded.
Again, no explicit rationale for public input could be located, just
statements that it was needed,

The educative nature of public participation as it was being envis-
ioned at this preliminary stage is clear, even though the intended out-
comes of learning were not specified. The planning staff (through the
public information function) was to educate the general public., Selected
members of identified publics (local officials, special interest groups,
business and industry, and the general public) were to educate the
planners through the public input function., Although meetings with the
public (e.g. the CAC meetings) were mentioned, most attention was given
to education through one-way communication,

Early Stages of the Study: By the end of 1977 federal appropria-
tions for the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study had been approved and a
memorandum of agreement between the states and the Water Resources Coun-
cil was expected early in 1978, That agreement would permit the selec-—
tion of a Study Manager and the initiation of the formal organization
outlined earlier. In fact, the MOA was not signed until May, and the
Study Manager was not hired until September, 1978. This slow start was
one of the reasons that the Study completion date was set back from June
of 1980 to June, 1981,

Planning for the public participation effort did continue in spite
of the Study's delayed beginning. Most of this planning focused on the
format ion of the Citizen Advisory Committees. Several matters of agency
(NRCD) policy and practice regarding CAC's seem to have arisen during
this time,

One policy question that arose was whether NRCD should attempt to
develop a coordinated advisory group system in which committees formed
for one form of water resources planning (e.g. 208 water quality manage-
ment planning) undertaken by the department should include within their
membership representatives from advisory groups for other planning
efforts. A rather detailed proposal was circulated among the staff to
this effect, including not only coordination of county government
representation on advisory groups but also coordination of the public
information efforts of each water resources program. It pointed out the
anticipated benefits of 1) having a single well-informed representative
of each county government on such committees, and 2) of increasing each
community's awareness of the issues involved in water management. No
record of action on this proposal was located, perhaps because the two
planning efforts specific to this proposal were not begun concurrently,
and had few geographic areas in common. It may be that nominees from
county government to the CAC's were informally selected because of their
experience with the 208 planning effort, but this was not an official

policy.

A second area of policy had to do with CAC membership. Although the
issues involved were not clearly delineated in any document, several were
apparent. One was the matter of 'representation'. Although the nature
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and responsibilities of representation were not spelled out, six publics
were to be represented in the preliminary organization structure for the
Yadkin-Pee Dee CAC's. These categories of publics were:

a) the elected government of each county included in the CAC sub-
basin area;

b) industry;

¢) environmental or public interest groups;

d) news media;

e) agriculture; and

£f) municipal utilities.

Whether these categories exhausted the principal or most important inter-
ests in a Basin and whether the number of members per category made for a
balance of environmental quality and economic development interests (or
other apparent conflicts of interests) was not debated on paper. Neither
was qualification for membership, other than that nominees for membership
should be put forward, where possible, by the groups represented. In the
case of local government this was not unfeasible, except that no provi-
sion was stated for replacement of local elected officials if their term
of office expired prior to the termination of the CAC. For other cate-
gories, especially when the number of members allocated was less than the
number of organized groups in that category or there were no organized
groups, the nomination procedure was not generally feasible and the
assumpt ion of qualification by group selection was not valid. This meant
nomination by the Study staff, undoubtedly guided by informal contacts
within the category to be represented, but obviously open to criticism
from interests within a category that did not consider themselves repre-
sented,

Nominees were to. be approved and appointed by the Office of the
Secretary of NRCD. Although this procedure could be viewed as a means of
adding status and legitimacy to CAC membership, it could also be viewed
as a means of screening nominees for political affiliation and/or
activism as a qualification for membership. The fact that not all
nominees were appointed led more than one participant in subsequent Study
events to speculate as to the importance of partisan political
connections in gaining access to water resources planning deliberations.
In the absence of written policy regarding representation, the public can
only infer from agency practice the qualifications and responsibilities
presumed to be appropriate for CAC members,

Perhaps the broadest policy question involving the CAC's was raised
by the research team in its search for strategies of public participa-
tion. In the context of the ends to be pursued by the public participa-
tion effort, what was the particular contribution of the CAC as a means
to those ends? No departmental policy statement was located that
addressed in specific terms the unique function of the CAC, although it
was clearly a mechanism endorsed by department officials. In the absence
of such a statement the development of a coherent approach to the estab-
lishment and use of the CAC was seriously limited. The relationship of
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the CAC component to the total public participation effort was less than
clear, a further constraint on maximizing investment in public partici-
pation.

The Plan of Study: The final version of the Plan of Study (June
1979) included ten tasks, of which eight were clearly public information
activities, designed to inform the public. of the Study and of the issues
involved. These included the slide tape show, Study brochure, news-
letter, news releases, and newspaper supplements considered in the early
Study stages, plus informational presentations to requesting groups and
the production of public affairs programs for public service radio and
television. Of the 640 man days of effort estimated for the Citizen
Participation Task Force, 387 (60%) were assigned to these eight tasks,
About half of the total estimated costs (staff time plus expenses) of the
public participation effort were attributed to the public information
component.

The other two tasks were interactive, Fifteen CAC meetings were to
be held in each state to allow members to 'review findings and reports of
the Study and make recommendations to improve the acceptability of Study
recommendations" (POS, p. TG 2-4). The meetings were scheduled to
coincide with the completion of drafts of each major Study document
(Exhibit 4). This was by far the most costly single task envisioned,
accounting for 38 percent of the Task Force's budget.

The other interactive task was the conduct of public workshops and
public hearings. The workshops would be held at key milestones in the
Study to "inform the public of Study recommendations and check the views
of the general public who attend compared to views expressed by advisory
committees" (POS, p. TG 2-4). The hearings would permit formal record of
public comments which would then be incorporated into the final plan.

The estimated costs for this task accounted for 13 percent of the total
public participation budget.

Although the Plan of Study represented the formal work plans agreed
to by the members of each Task Group, the actual planning of the public
participation effort in North Carolina (and probably in South Carolina)
was dynamic, responsive to Study progress and the expectations of
relevant actors (e.g. planners, agency officials). For example, even
before the final version of the POS was published, another aspect of
public participation was being considered. This was the organization of
sub-committees to "track" key Task Groups throughout the planning
process. This would be a voluntary activity of CAC members plus others
invited to share their expertise and experience around a particular focus
of the Level B Study (e.g. Legal and Institutional, Water Quality, Water
Supply). The nature of these subcommittees, their interaction with the
Task Groups, their relationship to the CAC's, and whether they would be
basinwide or sub-basin structures was to be decided as the Study
progressed. Two key considerations became apparent, however, in the
discussion. One was that the CAC meetings, open to any persons
interested in the Study and scheduled to review documents representing
the combined efforts of all Task Groups, might not permit detailed
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Exhibit 4. Study Phases and the Schedule of Public Meetings

Study Phase

Prepare Plan of Study

Develop Existing Plan
Review Existing Plan
Develop Alternative Plans
Review Alternative Plans

Review Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan

Review Draft Recommended Plan

Prepare Final Report

Submit Final Report to WRC

*Revised Study Schedule presented
*kActual dates meetings were held.

Revised Schedule¥®

9/01/78

6/19/79
10/19/79
10/15/79

5/16/80

6/06/80
10/17/80
11/14/80

6/01/81

6/19/79

10/19/79
11/16/79
5/16/80

6/13/80

10/17/80
11/14/80

6/01/81

Meeting(s)

Public Workshop
CAC Meeting

CAC/Public Meeting
Task Group Meetings

CAC/Public Meetings

CAC/Public Meetings
CAC/Public Meetings

Public Hearings

in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study News, September, 1979.

Dates Held*¥

11/78
3/79

11/79
4~-6/80

8/80

1/81
5/81

Not held#*%

%*%*Pyblic hearings were not legally required for Level B Studies, and were not considered necessary
given the nature of the plan recommendations or public reaction to the Draft Recommended Plan.




discussion of any one Study focus. Not only was the scope of each docu-
ment extensive, but the inclusion of newly interested citizens made it
desirable that a substantial portion of each meeting be devoted to orien-
tation (or "bringing the newcomers up to speed", as one planner put it).

The other consideration was that there were a few persons whose
technical expertise would be invaluable if they could be enlisted to make
that expertise available at the times the Task Group planners were work-
ing on their assignments, Most members of the various publics were
recognized as being valid sources of popular perceptions or preferences
among given alternatives. This "social expertise'", while requiring a
general understanding of the water resources issues involved in the Study
is very different from technical competence and would not necessarily
qualify individuals to participate directly in the work of the Task
Groups.,

By the time the Plan of Study was written the emphasis on securing
independent inputs from an array of interested and general publics that
had been expressed in the preliminary planning had decreased. At that
point only validation of CAC comments (not supplements to those comment s)
was mentioned, Such validation was to be secured from persons attending
public workshops. (Interest in public reaction continued, however;
feedback from the research team on findings from their first two data-
gathering efforts was welcomed by the planners.) Perhaps the costs in
time and survey skills required for the ideas considered earlier were
prohibitive; in addition, the limited knowledgability of the publics may
have led to a reconsideration of the benefits of public input relative to
the costs. The early resignation of the first public participation coor-
dinator may also have limited the development of this and other compo-
nents of the preliminary plans for public participation.

Public Participation Events

A major planning study like the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B with its
general and often vague goals, offers little excitement to the casual
observer, particularly when the work involved necessarily moves slowly
and is often difficult for the average citizen to understand. One way of
keeping the Study in the public eye is to schedule events that provide a
focus for news media coverage. If at the same time those events are
designed to provide information to persons who participate in them and/or
to secure information from participants that can serve as input to the
Study, they are a doubly or triply useful learning opportunity.

The public participation events in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study were all
meetings of one sort or another to which the general public and/or
selected members of the public were invited., They are listed in chrono-
logical order in Exhibit 5. There were three kinds of meetings:¥*

*A fourth kind of meeting was that used to brief official publics (e.g.
administrators in NRCD and other agencies, associations of local govern=-
ment officials) on the Study. They are not included in this report,
although it is recognized that this is a significant and time-consuming
aspect of the planning effort. In this case the public participation
coordinator was assigned much of the responsibility for these briefings.

13



Exhibit 5. Chronology of Events in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study

November, 1978

February, 1979
March, 1979

May, 1979

November, 1979

April, 1980

May, 1980

June, 1980

August, 1980
January, 1981

May, 1981

Public Workshops on plans for organizing the
Level B Study, with feedback elicited from public
on proposed Study focuses

Information Meeting sponsored by League of Women
Voters in Albemarle (Lower Yadkin Sub-basin)

Initial Advisory Committee meetings to review
draft Plan of Study

Information Meeting in North Wilkesboro (Upper
Yadkin Sub-basin), assisted by Extension
Community Development agent

CAC/Public Meetings to review draft of Existing
Plan

Meetings of Water Supply and Flood Plain
Management Task Groups to which Task Group
Advisors were invited

Meetings of Water Quality and Water Budget Task
Groups; Task Group Advisors invited

Public Meetings to discuss work of Legal and
Institutional Task Group; CAC members, Task Group
Advisors, local govermnment officials, and public
invited

CAC/Public Meetings to review Draft Alternatives
Plan

CAC/Public Meetings to review Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan

CAC/Public Meetings to review Draft Recommended
Plan

NOTE: This does not include meetings of public participation coordinator
and other planning staff to brief official publics on the Study.
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1. CAC and/or public meetings sponsored by the Level B Study staff;
2, Task Group Advisor meetings; and

3. Informational meetings sponsored or assisted by an organization
other than NRCD or Study staff,

Rather than describe each meeting (or round of meetings) in detail, a few
selected aspects or features of some events will be discussed. The focus
of this discussion is on the utility of the event(s) for learning.

March 1979 CAC Meetings: The initial Advisory Committee meetings
were held in March 1979, about four months after the public workshops
which announced the Study and requested feedback concerning the proposed
Study focuses. The stated purpose of this CAC meeting was to seek com-
ment on the draft Plan of Study, and to suggest ways in which the Study
staff could best ensure that public comment could be incorporated into
the Study (2/21/79 memo to CAC members). Four problems identified by
research team observers limited the effectiveness of these meetings as
learning events.,

1. Although some of the newly appointed CAC members had served on
the earlier Framework Study Advisory Committee, few knew each
other and none knew what to expect in this new appointment,
other than that they were to review and comment on progress
reports and to participate in every phase of the Study (letter
of appointment from the Secretary of the Department). One
principle of working with groups is the importance of
establishing a positive climate as a prerequisite to effective
learning and task performance. This was overlooked, apparently
in the concern for ‘covering' the evening's content within the
allotted time,

2, The content covered in these sessions was primarily what the
Study staff felt the participants should know, with little if
any attention to finding out what the participants wanted to
know. The direction of communication, even though the agenda
called for small group discussion, was overwhelmingly one-way
toward the CAC members.

3. The techniques of the Study staff were not polished. For
example, the meeting room was not set up in advance of the
meeting; visuals were inadequate and not visible to all; there
were not enough materials to go around at all sessions;
discussion leadership skills were not well developed.

4, Concern for impression management was not evident., Effective
educators recognize the importance of detail in creating a
desired impression. 1In this case, it would have seemed

15



desirable to create the impression that the Committee members'
ideas were needed and valued. The impression fostered was not
always that. For example, remarks of one staff member sounded
as if it would cost too much to change the POS should the CAC's
advise that changes be made. Although the speaker's remark
referred to the document, the inference was that CAC involvement
was window—-dressing.

Public Information Meetings: Two informational meetings were held
early in 1979 with the cooperation of other agencies. The Albemarle
League of Women Voters sponsored a panel discussion on the Level B Study
in February, with a lively exchange of citizen and agency views regarding
issues to be included in the Study. In May planners working on the Study
held a progress report and discussion session for interested persons in
the northwest part of the Yadkin basin., Arrangements for the meeting,
including invitations to selected publics in the area, had been made by
the Community Resource Development agent in the Wilkes County Agricul-
tural Extension Service. Other instances reported by Study staff in
which other organizations helped to educate the public about the Yadkin-
Pee Dee Study included meetings with the Winston-Salem League of Women
Voters and the American Association of University Women, meetings of the
Sierra Club and Forsyth County Environmental Affairs Board, and a public
debate sponsored by the AAUW. In light of the importance attached to the
public information function of the participation program, Study resources
might have been stretched even further by enlisting the cooperation of
other agencies, like those mentioned, whose missions are primarily educa-
tional,

November 1979 CAC Meetings: The second round of CAC meetings was
held in November of 1979. The purpose of these meetings was to review
the draft of the Existing Plan, and to begin thinking of possible solu~
tions to the problems identified in that document. Several new public
participation concerns were introduced at these events, and some familiar
problems continued to be evident.

1. One familiar problem was the inadequate attention given to
details of the arrangements. Even though meeting places were
selected for their accessibility and centrality within the sub-
basins, availability of parking, and appropriateness for inter-
action among participants, they had not been visited in advance,
Location of extra tables and chairs was not checked out; noise
and illumination problems had not been anticipated; room
arrangement, including placement of visuals and projection
equipment, had not been planned for each site; signs designating
the location of the meetings had not been put up. Details such
as location of registration table, refreshments, PA system, and
materials to be distributed before participants arrived had not
been planned. Each of these is a minor item, but in sum they
distract and detract from the effectiveness of the session.¥

*Much of the responsibility for advance planning of these meetings was
assigned to the research team, adult education specialists who should
have been thoroughly prepared. This underlines how easy it is to over-
look details, and how important the site preparations are.
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Instructions and ground rules covering the role of participants
in these sessions were not clear., Several of the planners had
improved the clarity of their individual presentations by
rehearsing and simplifying the major points to be communicated,
Similar rehearsal had not apparently occurred for the non~tech-
nical communication with persons attending., What they were to
do, why it was important, and how their ideas would be used was
not understood, or not accepted by the participants or the
planners. Particularly troublesome was the fact that some
participants chose to use the meeting to air their single~issue
concern. Study staff had not developed and rehearsed a plan for
dealing with soap-box issues or for controversy generated by
discussion of any issue. The careful blend of control and
openness characteristic of skillful discussion leaders had not
been mastered; neither was it clear who was assigned to play
that role,.

At two of the three sub-basin meetings the number of partici-
pants who were not CAC members was as large or larger than the
number of members., At this point the open-meeting policy became
problematic, in part because some of the distraction from
intended purposes was activated by non-CAC members. No defini-
tive discussion had been held among the Study staff as to the
particular rights and responsibilities of CAC members as distin-
guished from those of the non-member basin resident. It had
been recognized earlier that persons unfamiliar with the Study
would require time for orientation on matters already familiar
to CAC members who had attended meetings and studied the mate~
rial sent to them. However, since a number of the CAC appoin-
tees were among the less well-informed, it was not considered
appropriate to ignore their need to know. No plan for dealing
differently with newcomers vs. familiars, or non-members vs.
official appointees, had been devised for meetings. In fact,
the only difference in treatment afforded CAC members as
compared to any others who evidenced interest in the Study was
that CAC members routinely received drafts of documents for
review and comment (except when mailing list errors inadvertent-
ly omitted a member). Several CAC members contacted in advance
of the meeting indicated that they did not know what was expect-
ed of them. The lack of rationale for having Citizen Advisory
Committees was clearly reflected in this ambiguity.

It was during this round of meetings that a new role--that of
Task Group Advisor (TGA)--was announced. Any persons wishing to
work in~depth on alternative sgolutions to problems identified in
the Existing Plan were invited to sign up as advisers to the
Task Group(s) in which they were interested. Participants were
told that the modus operandi would vary from one Task Group to
another; volunteer Task Group Advisors would receive information
in the mail regarding the work of their Task Group. The effec-
tiveness of this attempt to educate participants about a new
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role in the Study was checked out in the second survey conducted
by the research team. At the time of these meetings, however,
particularly in light of the confusion regarding CAC member
roles and the Existing Plan (a designation not calculated to be
clear), it seemed unlikely that many participants would grasp
the idea clearly. 1In fact, it is unlikely that planners knew at
that time what would be involved, since the determination of
Task Group activities for the next Study phase was not certain.

Task Group Meetings: Information regarding their work on the Alter-
native Plan Formulation phase was sent in the spring by four Task Groups
(Water Supply, Water Quality, Water Budget, and Floodplain Management) to
persons who had signed up as their TGA's. Volunteers were invited to a
meeting with the coordinator (and sometimes other members) of the Task
Group to discuss their comments on the solutions sent to them for review.

This format did not fit the Legal and Institutional Task Group. In
this group individuals had prepared papers describing alternative
legal/institutional approaches to four or five critical water resources
management issues. Because of the significance of the problems addressed
and the solutions considered, not only to the Yadkin-Pee Dee but as a
precedent for water resources decisions elsewhere in the state, a special
round of meetings was scheduled to discuss these papers. All CAC
members* and TGA's were invited; announcements through the media invited
the general public. All county Boards of Commissioners and City Councils
in the basin were informed of these sessions.

Two potentially important influences on learning were evidenced at
the meetings related to the Legal and Institutional issues. Speakers
made explicit references to local governments' ultimate responsibility
for the implementation of solutions to most water resources problems
addressed in the Level B Study. In the introduction of participants,
including new CAC members and non-members, attention was given to their
geographic distribution across the sub-basin area. A special recognition
was extended on behalf of the Secretary of NRCD to local government
officials. The implication of these actions was that the best qualified,
most important representatives of the public in water resources planning
were the elected or appointed officials 'delegated' by their units of
govermnment to participate in the Level B Study. If other participants
wanted to be effective, it was implied, they would be most successful
through influence attempts with local government. Whether this message
was perceived by observers other than members of the research team is not
-known, That it resembled the considered opinion of many of the planners
was corroborated in their replies to the final survey of this research
effort,

*A special effort through the Local Government Advocacy Council and the
Office of the Secretary of NRCD had been made earlier to assure that one
local government representative from each county in the sub-basin was
appointed to that CAC.
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The other influence on learning was the focus of these meetings.
Even though the total content covered in the Study was complex and broad
in scope, the sessions were limited to legal and institutional solution
alternatives. The issue papers were clearly and tightly organized; they
were accompanied by brief summaries outlining the highlights of the pro-
posed alternatives. While there was a large amount of material to
discuss at the meetings, persons who had read the papers in advance and
who had listened carefully to the overview asked intelligent questions
and appeared to understand the answers and the issues. Whether a large
proportion felt sufficiently informed at those sessions to indicate which
options they preferred, and why, is not known. Many did take their
materials home in response to the request to mail in comments and expres-
sions of preference. The intensity of interest and thoughtfulness of the
discussion appeared to be at least in part a function of the meetings'
careful focus.

August 1980 and January 1981 CAC Meetings: 1In late August of 1980
and in January, 1981, CAC/public meetings were again held in each sub-
basin to review the Draft Alternatives Plan and the Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan, respectively, These meetings were similarly struc-~
tured, and benefitted from experience gained in previous rounds. As
learning experiences they were far superior to the early meetings.. The
physical arrangements (e.g. sound, light, seating) were conducive to
learning, the atmosphere was generally friendly and open, visuals and
printed hand-outs were designed to focus on the task and facilitate
learning. The use of two sets of concurrent interest sections permitted
each person attending to select two topics for active (and interactive)
discussion. Plenary sessions at the beginning oriented participants to
the purpose and format of the meeting. Discussion continued informally
after the interest sections were dismissed, an indication of the greater
ease of communication between public and planners.

The most serious problem observed in these sessions was not a prob-
lem of the meetings that were held, but of having held so few, CAC mem~
bers and TGA's were being exposed to content which the planning staff
understood from their years of training and experience in civil engineer-
ing, hydrology, economics, natural resources, and the like, To expect
participants to gain a working familiarity with the issues through self-
study of mailed materials and perhaps six three~hour meetings over a two-
year period was not realistic., More than one session is generally
required merely to understand the terminology. That a number of citizens
were willing to spend as much time and effort as they did is a tribute to
the deep concern many felt for the future of water resources in the
basin.

Dissemination of Information to the Public

During the years that the research team was familiar with the activ-
ities of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, six of the eight public information
tasks anticipated in the Plan of Study had been accomplished, These were
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the newsletter, an approximately bi-monthly publication including back-
ground information on water resources, brief reports from meetings, and
overviews of Study progress; the Study brochure, a pamphlet that outlined
the purpose, focuses, and phases of the Level B, with tear-off request to
be included on the mailing list; news releases, many of which were
announcements or reports of the Study events; the slide~tape show, a
brief audio—visual description of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin and the
problems to be addressed in the Level B Study, likely to be useful as an
introduction to public meetings about the Study; a public affairs radio
show to be aired as part of a series sponsored by NRCD; and informational
meetings like those described earlier under 'events'.

The first four components of the public information thrust, while
not unimportant, were largely support services for the events. While the
newsletter and brochure could stand alone, much of the newsletter
concerned the public meetings. The newsletter explicitly invited readers
to attend upcoming events as well as to send comments on Study reports
directly to Study staff. Not all news releases were focused on events.

A concerted effort was made in the 6 months following the public meetings
for review of the Draft Alternative Plans to provide issue-focused mate-
rials for media use.

'From the outside observer's perspective the public information ele-
ments identified in the Plan of Study represented only a small portion of
the effort devoted to disseminating information to the public. The
largest apparent effort went into the dissemination of materials to. CAC
members and others for review and comment, These materials included
notices of meetings, draft versions of Study products, working papers,
reports of Study progress, summaries of and reactions to public comments,
and final versions of Study reports. These were all educational mate-
rials, designed to inform the readers of the Study and the water
resources issues it involved, and of the roles that they as concerned
citizens might play in the Study. (From the perspective of this evalua-
tion the plans produced were considered educational materials. It is
assumed that plan documents, when they don't function as shelf-fillers
and dust-collectors, are most useful as stimulants for action and new
understandings among people who have helped to produce them; they are
next most useful in stimulating discussion among people who react to
plans that others produce. In these cases documents are gids in learn-

ing.)

Several problems noted in regard to the public information elements
included the following:

1. Educationally, it is desirable to present content for learning
and opportunity for feedback in manageable amounts at relatively
frequent intervals. In this Study the scheduling of "learning
activities" revolved around the completion of Study phases.

When one phase took longer than anticipated, the relevant events
(e.g. CAC/public meetings for that phase) were delayed accord-
ingly. As products of one phase became delayed, the scheduling
between products became tighter. Meetings were necessarily
scheduled with as little as two weeks notice. The materials to
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be reviewed in preparation for the meeting arrived in large
quantity with little opportunity to study them carefully in
advance. From the standpoint of preparing participants to be
well-informed sources of input to

the Study, it would have béen desirable to have held regularly
scheduled sessions, with the 'curriculum' designed as background
for the Study focuses. When, however, events are scheduled only
at points when planners need public reaction to the work they
have completed, the crash study demanded may irritate partici-
pants and does not prepare them to do anything more than react,
often at a rather shallow level. The lapse of time between
events requires considerable time for re-orientatiom, if
interest hasn't been lost altogether. The use of events as
focusing devices may be a helpful way of keeping steam in the
public participation program, but it requires continued, not
irregular, attention.

2. Already alluded to in this report is the difficulty in maintain-
ing a balance between demands for technical accuracy/adequacy
and clarity/simplicity. This difficulty was compounded by the
amount of material that had to be prepared for events scheduled
only at the completion of planning phases, and by the time con-
straints on task completion., Several techniques appeared to be
helpful in making documents understandable: a) the preparation
of summaries highlighting major ideas covered more fully in the
detailed documents; b) increasing readability by careful atten-—
tion to page layout and ease in locating particular content; c)
careful editing to remove unnecessary use of jargon, and provi-
sion of glossaries for acronyms and technical terms. It is very
difficult for Study staff to appreciate that what is clear to
them may not be understood by others who do not work with the
Study every day. This is especially troublesome when long
periods of time elapse between public exposures to the Study.

3. The fit between the professed need for public input and obvious
completedness of materials distributed for review and comment is
poor .* It does not inspire confidence in the sincerity of
planners' interest in anything but positive feedback on their
work. Of course any professional tries to do work worthy of
commendation. When the ability to act on suggestions for revi-
sion is limited by the time and money required to retype and
reduplicate, public cynicism is not unjustified. The effect of
this constraint on planners’ attitudes was particularly
apparent, by contrast with earlier stages, at the end of the
alternative plan formulation phase. At the January, 1981, meet-
ings to review the Preliminary Draft Recommended Plan, planners
were very open to suggestions for change, including editorial
and format changes. When asked how they could afford to invite

*This does not imply that no changes were made in the document drafts.
For example, staff completely redid the Existing Plan in an Addendum.
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revision so freely, they replied that they had secured the use
of word processing equipment that made alteration of the docu-
ment a very minor consideration. This is just one use of tech-
nology to improve educational communication, and at the same
‘time to increase the credibility of the public participation
effort,

4. Educational technology was under-used throughout the study,
Heavy reliance was placed on printed materials, especially in
conjunction with meetings, when simple visuals like slides and
transparencies could have been effective supplements. More
advanced technological contributions to the public participation
effort, like tele-conferencing with CAC members or Task Group
Advisors in lieu of meetings, might also have been employed.
The use of even simple technology, however, requires that staff
know how and when to use it, and that production resources are
readily available. It does not seem appropriate, in an effort
of this magnitude, to allow the most familiar and/or most read-
ily available communication media to dictate the program.

(Note: This is not an exhaustive list of problems encountered by
the planning staff in its public information work. For example,
news releases were sent to a large portion of newspapers in the
Basin, but were not used by all of them. When it was discovered
that rural newspapers tend to throw out news releases issued on
state agency letterhead, subsequent releases were sent on the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study letterhead from the Winston-Salem
office.) )

Apparent Strategy of the Public Participation Effort

During the period when the research team worked most closely with
the Level B staff an attempt was made to describe explicitly the ratio-~
nale for the public participation effort that was unfolding. At the time
the Existing Plan phase was beginning, a working draft was prepared by
the research team and circulated by the planning staff for review. The
following revised version presumably represents the then~current thinking
of the staff who reviewed it. :

"The primary purpose for public participation in the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Water Resources Study is to
develop awareness of and support for the planning pro-
cess and its resultant recommendations on the part of
persons likely to influence positively state and local
officials who will be --

1) endorsing the plan;

2) passing water-related legislation; and

3) responsible for implementing the plan's recommen-
dations.
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Assumptions:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The Level B Study will surface a number of issues
which may provide an appropriate impetus for
bringing new water-related legislative proposals
to the General Assembly for debate and action;

Members of the General Assembly are influenced by
their constituents, particularly those whom they
consider to be knowledgeable about the subject
matter of proposed legislation and/or those who
occupy leadership positions in the community
(e.g., local elected/appointed officials,
business/industry executives);

Persons nominated by their organizations and
approved by the Executive Branch of state govern-
ment are likely to occupy local leadership posi-
tions;

Persons serving on a Citizens Advisory Committee
are likely to be nominated to the Committee
because they are interested in and somewhat know~
ledgeable about water resources, and are likely to
become more knowledgeable about the content of
planning through their affiliation with the CAC;

Members of a CAC are likely to pass on information
about the content and process of water resource
planning to other citizens, and sometimes to pro-
mote workshops or seminars for other groups. In
both cases, this information flow is assumed to
yield greater support from informed publics
regarding the products and recommendations of
water resource planning;

Individuals affiliated with 1local government,
industry, and other groups and agencies in the
river basin have not only a continuing stake in
the future of the region but also experience and
expertise in water resources planning that can
supplement that of the planning staff assigned to
the river basin study;

Although legislation and regulations may emanate
from state and federal levels, responsibility for
development, implementation, and compliance of
water resources programs rests primarily at the
local level;
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8) CAC members and other local leaders are most like-
ly to support planning products when they have had
bona fide opportunities to advise on significant
aspects of the plan and of the planning process
with opportunity for their input to be at least
acknowledged, if not reflected in the planning
output.

Based on these assumptions the public participation
strategy adopted in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Water
Resources Study places primary emphasis on work with 3
sub-basin Citizen Advisory Committees in each state. In
North Carolina the original members were selected per
assumption #3 above, with other interested persons wel-
come to attend any or all sessions.

Meetings of the CAC's are scheduled to correspond
with critical events in the Level B planning process:

1) introduction to the study;

2) preparation of a plan of study;

3) development of an initial plan;

4) development of alternative plans;

5) selection of a recommended plan for approval; and
6) drafting of the final report.

Key members of the planning staff and task groups are
present at each meeting to ensure that information
available to CAC members is accurate and current., While
the agenda of each meeting is set by the nature of the
stage in the planning process, participants may raise
any questions they like for discussion.

A secondary, concurrent emphasis of the Yadkin-Pee
Dee public participation strategy is information dissem—
ination through workshops and seminars and the media.
The major use of media is coverage (pre & post) of CAC
meetings. Public meetings are organized in response to
CAC member requests or, possibly with their assistance,
in responding to concerns voiced by other publics. The
focus of these meetings may vary with the stage of the
Level B Study, but each seeks to explain the nature and
purpose of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, and to invite
interested persons to participate in CAC meetings,

A third concurrent emphasis of the Yadkin-Pee Dee
public participation strategy is the organization of
subcommittees to "track” key task groups throughout the
planning process. This would be a voluntary activity of
CAC members plus others invited to share their expertise
and experience around a particular focus of the Level B
Study (e.g. legal and institutional structures, water
quality). The subcommittee meetings would correspond
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approximately to the timing of task group work, with
task group coordinators responsible for keeping their
subcommittees informed. Functional plans prepared by
the task groups would be reviewed by the sub-committees
before submittal to the plan formulation task group.
The full CAC would review the resultant initial plan,
but would have the benefit of subcommittee members’
greater familiarity with particular content areas"
(Draft statement). :

The literature of citizen participation suggests several functions
that a CAC may play. For example, Ertel (1974) identified 4 functions
assigned to Citizen Advisory Committees involved with the New England
River Basin Commission (NERBC):

1. advising planners in regard to water resources issues of concern
to the public and the planning process itself;

2. reviewing plans developed by the planning staff;

3.  informing the publics represented by CAC members of the planning
process and the issues being addressed; and

4, developing support for implementation of the plan.

Where these functions were ranked in order of importance by the NERBC
agency and by citizens, there was little similarity in the ranking.

All of these functions were mentioned in the draft position paper
above. As was evident in the earlier description of public participation
in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, there was no concerted effort directed
equally toward the realization of all four. The first two functions were
the main thrusts of the CAC meetings. At the suggestion of the research
team, consideration was given to differential emphasis among the sub~
basin CAC's on functions 3) informing the publics and 4) developing
support for implementation. The demands this would have placed on
planning staff, and especially on the new
public participation coordinator, made this unfeasible. As the Study
Manager put it, '"The course of events and the characteristics of the
program are such that I have to be concerned with 'doing something'
rather than refining our approach".

The next three sections are the reports of the three surveys under-

taken by the research team during the course of the Study. The focus of
each, and the methodology used, are described in that section,
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III. JUNE 1979 SURVEY OF CAC MEMBERS,
PLANNERS, AND BASIN RESIDENTS*

Background

The first phase of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study was devoted to
the identification of study focuses and preparation of the Plan of Study.
During this phase public workshops and the initial CAC meetings had been
held, and news releases regarding the startup of the Level B Study had
been sent to all daily and weekly newspapers covering the Basin.

The effectiveness of the public participation component of this
initial phase would, it was believed, be evidenced in several kinds of
learning. Both planners and members of the Citizen Advisory Committees,
for example, would have a clear idea of their own and each other's roles
in the Study; both groups would have an idea of the contributions to be
made by the Study. Presumably there would be consensus among the
planners and among the CAC members on these matters, as well as between
them., Furthermore, if the public information efforts were successful,
residents of the Basin comparable to CAC members would be familiar with

the Study, though possibly less knowledgeable about its details than
members of the CAC's.

Methodology

In order to check out the extent to which CAC members, planners, and
non~member Basin residents had learned what they were "expected" to,
interviews were conducted with each group. Twenty~three CAC members were
randomly selected from the CAC membership, stratified by sub-basin. A
sample of 25 non-member basin residents, matched on group represented
(e.g. local elected officials, business/industry, agriculture,
_conservation), was selected. Sixteen "planners", all of the Study staff
and agency representatives assigned to work on the Level B Task Groups,
were included. CAC members and Basin residents were interviewed by
telephone; face~to-face interviews were conducted with planners.
(Interview schedules are included as appendix A).

Planners Findiq&g

As a number of state and federal staff involved in the Yadkin-Pee
Dee Study have indicated, there is no one way, let alone one best way, to
conduct the public involvement aspects of water resource planning.
Evidence of the diversity among planners on this topic is indicated in
the responses to the interviews conducted. For example, Table III-l
shows the planners' perceptions of the major burdens associated with
public participation. Of the 16 persons interviewed, no more than &
agreed on any one problem related to public involvement. There was
greater consensus about the payoff (Table III-2), with acceptability of
the completed plan and support for implementation mentioned in about half

*This section is the original report. Verb tenses have not been changed;
rather, this is an attempt to retain the flavor of information obtained
at an earlier time in the Study's progress.
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of the interviews. Whether the payoffs justified the costs, however, was
by no means a widespread assumption (Table III-3). Only a little over
half feel it was justified. Agreement as to what constitutes public
participation, other than the Citizen Advisory Committee meetings, (Table
I1I-4), was also minimal, and preferences as to the proportion of
planning resources to be devoted to public participation range from 5 to
more than 20 percent (Table III-5). Perceptions were not related to the
agencies represented by the respondents. Even within the Office of Water
Resources, NRCD, there was a marked lack of consensus.

Table III-1, Planners' perceptions of the major burdens associated with
public participation

Burdens Number of Responses
Keeping people involved, interested 4
Getting consensus of a group on an issue 4
Scheduling public input so it can be used in planning 2
Keeping people knowledgeable 2
Staff time for public meetings 2
Cost of preparing persons to participate 2
Making sure you understand the input 1
Covering all parts of the Basin 1
Interruption of planning for public participation 1
Communicat ion problems 1
Not getting response from general public 1
Understanding agency policies 1
The public's investment of time, travel, effort to participate 1
Getting a representative advisory committee 1
Stating an agency position without being defensive 1

(N=16)
Table III-2. Planners' perceptions of the payoffs of public

participation '

Payoffs . Number of Responses
Greater acceptability of completed plan 7
Greater support for implementation 7
Good ideas/common sense inputs to plan development 3
People growing and learning through the experience 2
Planners know how residents feel 2
Provides the public with contact people, not faceless

bureaucracy , 1
Makes planner more articulate, aware of interrelationships H
Resolution of tradeoffs 1

(N=16)
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Table III-3. Distribution of planners' responses as to whether payoffs

justify costs of public participation im water resource

planning
Responses Number
Yes 6
Yes, qualified 3
Generally no 2
Don't know, maybe 5
Total 16

Table I11-4, Planners' perceptions of the nature of public participation

(other than the Citizen Advisory Committees)

Number of Responses

Public education/information (e.g. through media,
personal contact)

Public workshops/meetings (other than CAC)

Public hearings (by WRC, other)

Liaison work with/review by other agencies

Involvement of local governments

Pre-Level B information

Involvement of organizations not responsible for
the Level B plan ’

Getting feedback to planning products

=N PO

(N=16)

Table III-5. Distribution of planners' responses as to proportion of

planning resources that should be used for public

participation

Response Number

5% 2

10% or less 3

10 - 15% 3

20% or more 2

Don't know 1

Fair share (same as other task groups) 1

No answer 4
Total 16
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Responsibilities of Planners and CAC Members

As one might anticipate, given the diversity of opinions and
experience regarding public participation, there were differences among
and between planners and the members of the sub-basin Citizen Advisory
Committees as to expectations of the responsibilities of each. Tables
III-6 and III-7 lay out these differences for CAC members' and planners'
responsibilities, respectively. Note that about half of the planners
expected CAC members to become informed and to make their opinions and
concerns known to the planners. Less than half of the advisory committee
members saw their role as giving feedback; presumably "attend meetings,"
"be more involved," and "do best job possible" is evidence of the intent
of a third of the members interviewed to become informed. There was less
consensus among planners as to the responsibilities of the staff vis-a-
vis the advisory committee. About a third of the persons interviewed
felt that the Task Group coordinators should keep the CAC's informed of
their groups' progress; another third felt that all of the planners
involved with the study should provide information and answer questions
in response to requests from the CAC's. One third of the informants said
planners should seek comments and opinions from CAC members, and three
persons emphasized the importance of paying attention to what was said.

A variety of other responses emphasized particular aspects of planners'
responsibilities, or acknowledged lack of familiarity with what was
expected,

The CAC members interviewed emphasized the information-providing
role of staff most frequently, with soliciting and responding to CAC
concerns next in frequency of mention. Several members did not know what
they should expect of staff; there was considerable difference among the
sub-basins in the emphasis given to different aspects of staff role,

It may be that this small degree of consensus is cause for
congratulation. 1Ideally one would hope that at least all of the planners
directly involved at the state level would hold common views as to their
responsibilities to the CAC's, and of the CAC members to the study., One
would also hope that all CAC members, regardless of the number of
meetings they had attended or previous involvement in water resource
planning, would have a clear idea of what was expected of them and what
they might expect of the planners with whom they interact.

CAC Members and Residents

The survey was designed to obtain information from a sample of CAC
members in each sub-basin, and from a sample of comparable non-member
residents of the same areas. This made it possible to compare a) the
responses of advisory committee members across the 3 sub-basins, b) the
responses of residents across the 3 sub-basins, and c) the responses of
CAC members and residents. Table III-8 indicates that previous
involvement in water resource planning is similar for the member and
resident samples. The extent of their familiarity with actors in water
resource planning is also similarly distributed (Table III-9).
Interestingly enough, the residents' familiarity with the study was
greater than the CAC members thought (Table III-10), but both samples see
thg effectiveness of different information media similarly (Table III-
11).
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Table 11I-6. Informants' perceptions of the fesponsibility of CAC members

(Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate number of mentions if more than one.)

Planners Upper Yadkin CAC Lower Yadkin CAC Lumber-Waccamaw CAC

(n=16) (n=7) (n=8) (n=8)

Give opinions, concerns, Give opinions, represent Represent constituency (3)| Do best job possible (2)
feedback (8) public (3)

Become as informed as Attend meetings (2) |Be more involved (2)| Represent local
possible (6) interests (3)

Discuss Level B with Make others aware of Ensure good 2-way Don't know (2)
their publics 3) study (2) communication

Give policy directives to Don't know Influence the study Inform myself
study (2)

Ask questions (2)] Do best job possible {Learn how company will

Follow task groups

closely (2)
Don't know (2)
Communicate effectively

Provide technical infor-
mation when applicable

Keep open mind

Not to guide study

Not much once technical
areas are involved

Gather information

Analyze the plans

Watchdog for local
government interests

be affected by plan
recommendations
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Table III-7.

Informants' perceptions of the respomsibility of Study staff to Citizen Advisory Committees

(Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate number of mentions if more than one.)

Planners Upper Yadkin CAC Lower Yadkin CAC Lumber-Waccamaw CAC
(n=16) (n=7) (n=8) (n=8)

Task group coordinators Don't know (3) | Keep CAC informed (5) Provide more infor-

keep CAC informed (5)

Provide information and

answer questions (5)
Request opinions, com—

ments from CAC (5)
Pay attention to what

CAC members say (3)

Serve as staff to CAC (2)

This is responsibility
of public partici~
pation task group (2)
Don't know/not appli-
cable (2)
Seeing that there is
public participation
Letting the public know
what each agency can
do
Convince CAC members that
their time is well-spent
Put local problems in
broader perspective
Be willing to accommodate
citizen input

Keep CAC informed, use
committee well (3)

Provide information in
readable way

Act as staff to CAC

Do good job

Seek and respond to CAC
opinion, concerns (3)
Coordinate '

Make recommendations,
let CAC decide

Help CAC members com—
municate with their
publics

mation before

meetings 3
Encourage input from

CAC members 3)
Be responsive to CAC

views (2)

Serve as staff to CAC(2)
Furnish technical in-
formation

Don't know
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Table III-8.

Number of informants previously involved with water
resource planning

Previously | Upper Lower | Lumber-— Total
Involved? Yadkin Yadkin Waccamaw
CAC Members Yes 6 3 3 12
N=23
No 1 5 5 11
Residents Yes 5 6 3 14
N=25
No 7 2 2 11

Table IIX-9,

Distribution of responses regarding familiarity with agencies and groups
involved in North Carolina water resources planning

Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber-Waccamaw Total
CAC CAC CAC CAC .
Responses Member | Resident | Member| Resident| Member| Resident |Member |Resident
Very familiar - 4 4 2 1 0 5 6
Somewhat familiar 5 4 2 4 4 5 11 13
Not familiar 2 4 2 2 3 0 7 6
Total 7 12 8 8 8 5 23 25



Table III-10. Comparison of resident awaremess with CAC members'
perception of public awareness

Upper Lower Lunmber- Total Number
Yadkin Yadkin Waccamaw of Informants

CAC member thinks most
people in area aware

of study Yes 1 1 0 2
No 6 7 7 20
Don't
Know - - 1 1
Number of Informants 7 8 8 23

Residents aware of

study Yes 6 4 2 12
No 6 4 3 13
Number of Informants 12 8 5 25
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Table III-11.

Perceived effectiveness of variouns media in promoting awareness of
Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

Number of Responses

Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber-Waccamaw Total
CAC CAC CAC CAC
Medium Member |Resident || Member |Resident | [Member |Resident||Member |Resident
Newspaper Effective 4 4 2 1 2 1 8 6
Ineffective 3 2 76 3 6 1 15 6
Not Applicable - 6 - 4 - 3 - 13
Television Effective 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1
Ineffective 7 5 8 4 7 2 22 11
Not Applicable - 6 - 4 - 3 - 13
Public Mtgs. Effective 0 3 1 1 2 0 3 4
| Ineffective/
marginal 7 3 7 3 6 2 20 8
Not Applicable - 6 - 4 - 3 - 13
n=7 n=12 n=8 n=8 n=8 n=5 n=23 n=25



If the Citizen Advisory Committees are an effective means of involv-
ing various publics in the Level B Study, it is assumed that their mem-—
bers, after the first two rounds of meetings (onme of which was a public
workshop), would be more knowledgeable than a similar group of non-member
residents regarding

- the agencies and groups that ought to be involved in the study,
~  water-related concerns in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Basin, and
- the potential contributions of the study.

It is also assumed that CAC members would be more likely to feel that
they can do something to make the Yadkin—-Pee Dee effort worthwhile than
residents, due to their formal connection with the study, and would be
more positive in their overall feelings toward the study.

These assumptions were checked out in the study. Table III-12 indi-
cates that CAC members were more likely than residents to mention the
same groups, and to have ideas as to who should be involved., Even more
convincing as to the educational function of the CAC's is members'
greater awareness of water-related concerns and of the complexities and
tradeoffs involved in considering these concerns (Table III-13), Each
resident was generally concerned about only one water-related problem;
there was much less agreement among residents than among members as to
the concerns in their area, and topics received different attention from
members and non-members. Perceptions of the contributions of the study -
(Table III-14) are varied among both the residents and the CAC members.
Considering that planners were not so sure either (Table III-15), this' is
probably not surprising.

When examining what people think they can do to make the Yadkin-Pee
Dee effort worthwhile (Table III~16), it is apparent that both residents
and CAC members believe they can exert influence, but that CAC members
are more likely to give input to the planners while residents say they
can contact local officials and inform special interest groups concerning
the study. ' Regarding overall feeling towards the Study (Table III-17),
more CAC members have reservations sbout its value than do residents, but
more residents did not give any response (generally because they had not
been aware of the study).

Conclusions

From the first rournd of interviews, the following conclusions seem
to be evident:

1. The professionals working on the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study do not
have a clear consensus on the nature and purposes of public
participation in the study;

2. There is a lack of shared role expectations within and between
the CAC members and planners;

3. The views of CAC members and residents vary from one sub-basin
to another, as well as within a sub-basin (which may reflect
real differences in the sub-basins); and

4., Advisory committee members are more knowledgeable than residents
about the problems which the study will address, but are perhaps
more skeptical as to the value of the study and their ability to
contribute to it.
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These suggest some action that might be taken. It would seem
desirable to develop'a position on public participation —- what it looks
like in this Study, what it is supposed to accomplish and how those
results are expected to occur, and who is supposed to do what to see that
it does happen. This position ought to be one on which at least the
Level B Study staff and the NRCD planners agree. Because the ultimate
effects of imvolving publics, such as securing their support for the
implementation of study recommendations, may not show up for years, it is
important that the means-ends chain toward those effects be made
explicit,

One area to be clarified concerns the development of CAC sub-
committees. Another is the extent and nature of involvement of the
Councils of Government (COG's) (especially Centralina) as a way of
securing greater imvolvement and support on the part of local
governments, A third is the extent to which CAC members should be
encouraged and aided to get information about the study to the larger
publics from which they were drawn. A fourth is the timing of CAC review
of planning products —- should members receive drafts of plan reports
which obviously leave little room for influence, or is there a way to
solicit their input prior to preparing a document?

It seems important that the public involvement aspects of this Level
B study are not only contimued, but are carried out within an explicit
strategy framework., That does not mean that no changes can be made in
the operation of the public imnvolvement effort, only that those changes
should be made explicit, For example, sub~committees might be set up in
the Lower Yadkin with strong ties to the Centralina COG and opportunity
for interested persons in the other sub-basin areas to participate if
they wish. Special emphasis might be put on the CAC members' organizing
public meetings/workshops for their communities.

7/18/79

36




LE

Table III-12,

(Note: Numbers

Perceptions of informants regarding agencies & groups that should be involved in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

in parentheses indicate number of mentions if more than one.)

Upper Yadkin

Lower Yadkin

Lumber—Waccamaw

CAC Members Don't know Local Government (3) Local Government Agencies (5)
(n=23) Farmers, Ag. Ext. Svc. (3) Government Agencies (2) State Agencies (4)
Duke Power, utilities (2) Special interest groups
' (e.g. Sierra Club) (2) Farm groups, agriculture (5)
Property owners (2) Agriculture, Ag. Ext. SCS (2) Corps of Engineers 3)
Chamber of Commerce (2) Industry Conservation groups (3)
Industry Recreation & Wildlife General Public (2)
Local Government (2) Those listed in proposal Recreation
Hydrologists Broad range of private citizens | Civic Organizations
Real-estate people Persons affected by problems
covered in study
Special interest groups
(e.g. environmentalists)(3)
Residents Don't know (4) No opinion (2) | Local government agencies (2)
(n=25) NRCD Special interest groups No opinions (2)

Ag. Ext. Service

WRRI

SWCD

Local Government

Special interest groups
(e.g. Conservation, League
of Women Voters)

CoG

Corps of Engineers

Environmental Mgt. Commission

EPA

Governor's Growth Policy

Water & Air Resources

(e.g. Sierra Club,
Conservation Club)
NRCD
Ag. Ext. Svc., Farm Bureau (2)
National Parks Assoc.
N. C. Consumers Corp.

Sports fisherman

WRRI

Duke Power

CoG

Environmental planners

Corps of Engineers

Conservation group
General public
Recreation
Industry

EPA
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Table 1I1I-13.

(Note: Numbers

Water-related problems of concern to respondents

in parentheses represent number of times a problem mentioned if more than one.)

.Upper Yadkin

Lower Yadkin

Lumber-Waccamaw

CAC Members Water quality (4) Water quality (5) Water quality (4)
(n=23) Water quantity (8) Water quantity (4) Flooding %)
Recreation (2) Recreation (3) Snagging 2
Erosion control (2) Development policy (2) Water quantity (2)
Flood hazards (2 Energy conservation Wetland conservation
Non-local controls Legislation/water management Controlled development
Inter—basin transfer Inter-basin transfer Silting from gravel pits
None —- keep as is
(Note: Average number of (Note: Average number of con-— (Note: Average number of con~
concerns = 3; cerns = 2; most were cerns = 2; most were
generally issue- issue-oriented; all problem-oriented, but
oriented) recognized complexities.) recognized complexities.)
Residents Water quality (5) Water quality (4) Flooding
(n=25) No problems (2) No problems Water quantity 3
Water quantity Sedimentation Controlled development
Flood hazards Flooding
Regulations EPA regulations
Erosion control Recreation
Inter—basin transfer
(Note: Average number of (Note: Average number of (Note: Average number of

concerns is less than
1; generally problem-
oriented, but in-
depth.)

concerns = 1; most
were problem-oriented.)

concerns = 1; most
problem—oriented. )




Table III-14,

Respondents® perceptions of the contributions of the Yadkin-Pee Dee

Study
Sub-basin CAC Members (n=23) Residents (n=25)
Don't know (2){ Don't know
Legislation, regulations,
controls (3)| Keep state government out of
local affairs (3
Upper Refined information base for
Yadkin planning (2)| Opportunity to be heard  (2)
Inproved environment Greater public awareness (2)
Greater public awareness Solutions suiting the majority
Opportunity to be heard Identify future/potential
problems
Focuses on priorities Nothing, waste of time
legislation, regulations
Improved environment
Legislation, regulations,
controls (3)| Don't know (3)
Increase public understanding (2)| Increase public involvement (3)
Identify future/potential
Lower problems (2)| Improve environmental quality
Yadkin Increase public involvement Determine problems and solutions
Improve environmental quality
Coordination of federal and
states' interests
Don't know (3)| Don't know
Lumber— Provide clearer information (3){ Provide clearer information (3)
Waccamaw - Enhance quality of life Determine future directions (2)

Determine future directions
Use by local government in
development planning

Get local citizens involved (2)
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Table I1I-15.

(Note:

Planners
(n=16)

Numbers in parentheses indicate number of mentions if more than one.)

CAC Members
(n=23)

Informants' expectations of the contributions of the Yadkin—Pee Dee Study

Legislation, regulations, management

system
Some level C studies

Series of acceptable recommendations

(unspecified)

Ad justments to state's development

policy

Learning useful for future Level B

studies in NC, US

(8)
(5)

(3)
(3)
(3)

Greater likelihood of implementation (2)

Voluntary water conservation efforts,

general

Federal priorities based on Level B

recommendations
Flood management measures

Greater mass of information on
Basin hydrology
Impetus to improve data base

Improved quality of life

Coordination of work on water
quality and quantity

Greater public concern for
preservation/conservation

(2)

(2)
(2)

Legislation, regulations, controls (6).

Don't know (5)
Identify future problems, directions(4)

Refined information base for

planning (5)
Increase public understanding (2)
Improved environmental quality (2)
Greater public awareness, in-

volvement (2)

Opportunity to be heard
Coordination of federal and states'
interests

Enhance quality of life
Use by local government in
development planning

Residents
(n=25)
Greater public awareness,
involvement (7)
Don't know (5)

Determine problems, solu-—
tions, future directions (4)
Keep state government out
of local affairs (3)
Provide clearer information(3)

Opportunity to be heard (2)

Improve environmental quali-
ty (2)

Legislation, regulations

Nothing, waste of time

Solutions suiting the majority
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Table III-16.

Number of Responses

Respondents’ perceptions of what they can do to make Yadkin-Pee Dee effort worthwhile

Response Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber-Waccamaw Total
Categories CAC |Residents| CAC |Residents| CAC |Residents. |CAC Residents
(n=7)] (n=12) | (n=8)] (n=8) (n=8)| (n=5) (n=23)] (n=25)

Nothing/not sure/not wanted - - - 3 2 - 2 3
Be more involved 4 3 5 17 1 3 10 7
Activate Influence Network - - 1 1 - - 1 1
Input to planners 3 - 3 1 2 - 8 1
Contact with local officials - 3 - 2 - - - 5
Inform the public/special interest

groups - 7 2 2 - 3 2 12
Adopt better environmental practices - - - - 1 - 1 0
Keep informed - - - - 2 - 2 0
Don't care to be involved - 2 - - - 1 - 3
Exert power of position - 2 1 - - 1 1 3
Listen to public 2 1 - - - - 2 1
Support the study 2 - - - 2 - 4 0




Table III-17,

Respondents' overall feeling toward Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

Number of Responses

Overall Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber-Waccamaw Total
Feeling CAC |Residents CAC |[Residents CAC |[Residents |CAC Residgnts
Positive 4 7 2 2 5 5 11 14
Neutral/

Not sure 2 1 4 - 2 0 8 1
Negative 1 2 2 3 1 0 4 5

No response - 2 - 3 - 0 - 5

N = 7 12 8 8 8 5 23 25
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IV. SPRING 1980 SURVEY OF PERSONS DESIGNATED AS TASK GROUP
ADVISORS FOR YADKIN-PEE DEE LEVEL B RIVER BASIN STUDY

Introduction

Public participation in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study was initially plan-
ned as having three distinguishable thrusts. The main effort was extend-
ed toward the formation of Citizen Advisory Committees, onme in each of
the six sub-basins of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Basin. Committee members were
selected to be representative of a range of interests in the river basin
and were expected to meet at least once during each planning phase to
review a draft of the product of that phase. A second thrust was an
information effort directed toward the public-at-large resident within
the river basin area, and/or affected by the river. This thrust relied
primarily on mass media techniques (newspaper releases, TV and radio
coverage, broadly distributed pamphlets and newsletters). A third effort
was an extension to any interested party of opportunity to comment on
products of the study, through public meetings of various sorts.

Between the round of meetings of the Citizen Advisory Committees on
the Plan of Study and those devoted to the Existing Plan, a further form
of public participation evolved, labeled Task Group Advisors. These were
to be individuals sufficiently interested in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study to
volunteer to work with one or more of the study task groups. The nature
of that work was unspecified; the implication of the invitation to volun-
teer was that an individual would serve in a consultative capacity
requiring some expertise in technical and/or socio-political aspects of
water resource planning. Invitations to volunteers were issued in a
letter to all CAC members prior to the meetings on the Existing Plan, and
were reiterated to all persons attending those meetings. A mail-back
form was included in the letter, and sign-up sheets circulated at the
meetings. Respondents to these invitations were the population with whom
interviews were conducted in this phase of the research.

There were several reasons for selecting this population as a source
of data at this point in the examination of public participation in the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Study. Because the Task Group Advisor concept was an idea
which had emerged from the study management's discussions with the coor-
dinators of public participation, stimulated largely by the suggestion of
an interested citizen, it represented a distinctive element in the
overall efforts to involve the public in the planning process. Staff
time was to be allocated to working with the individuals volunteering to
serve in this capacity, and planning activities would presumably accommo-
date the existence and willingness to serve of the TGA designees.

Getting a 'reading' on awareness, knowledgeability, involvement and com-
mitment of the TGA designees at this time represented the establishment
of a baseline of such data prior to their involvement as Task Group
Advisors. Furthermore, since some of the TGA designees were CAC members
and some were not, it was possible to determine whether membership in a
Citizens Advisory Committee made a difference in awareness, knowledge,
involvement, and commitment regarding water resource planning.
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Methodology

The interviews were conducted in late February, 1980, nearly three
months after the meetings held in each sub-basin on the Existing Plan.,*
This allowed time for persons to have digested the information distri-
buted to them regarding that Plan, as well as reactions to the Plan
expressed at meetings and in the press, and to have returned to. the
planning staff any comments they may have wished to make. It was also
long enough after the meetings so that their perceptions were not likely
to have been influenced solely or immediately by the meetings (if they
had participated in one or more).

Forty—eight different individuals were designated as Task Group
Advisors. (One persons had no address other than "Winston-~Salem" and was
therefore eliminated from this round of interviews.) Letters were sent
to the 47 TGA designees for whom addresses were available a week in
advance of the period during which calls were to be made. Seven or eight
persons called in response to the letter to indicate that their numbers
were incorrectly listed or that they would be available only at specified
times. One individual declined to be interviewed since another person
was speaking for that company. Three of the remaining individuals could
not be reached within the interview period.

Table IV-1 indicates the sub-basin location and CAC affiliation of
the 43 persons interviewed. The majority live in the Upper Yadkin area.
No person from the Lumber-Waccamaw sub-basin who was not a member of the
Citizen Advisory Committee had volunteered (or, perhaps, had been invited
to volunteer).

Table IV-1. Distribution of Interviews with TGA Designees

Sub-basin Location
Upper Lower Lumber- Total
Yadkin Yadkin Waccamaw Number
CAC Members 14 9 4 27
Non-CAC Members 9 7 0 16
Total Number 23 16 4 43

Each person volunteering to serve as a Task Group Advisor indicated
the task group(s) with which he/she wished to work. The distribution of
these requests is shown in Table IV-2. Most persons indicated an inter-
est in two or more task groups, with Lower Yadkin volunteers indicating
the most task groups per person and the Lumber-Waccamaw the least.

*The Existing Plan was essentially a description of the water resource
situation at that time, including identification of recognized problems
and existing planned projects/proposals to address those problems.
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This report will focus only on the data from these interviews.
Copies of the interview schedules for CAC members and non-members are
attached (Appendix B). (No comparison with previous reports from CAC
members or others will be included in this document.) The findings are
organized into four sections: the extent of involvement of the persons
interviewed; their grasp of the study's substance; their comments on
efforts to inform people of the study; and their readiness for the Task
Group Advisor role, ’

Teble IV~2, Task Group Interests of TGA Volunteers

Number of Volunteers
Upper Lower Lumber-
Task Group Yadkin Yadkin Waccamaw Total
(N=23) (N=16) (N=4)
Floodplain
Management 8 5 2 15
(5 non=-CAC
members)
Legal & Imsti=~
tutional 13 8 0 21
(9 non-CAC
members)
Water Quality 12 8 2 22
(7 non-CAC
members)
Water Supply 10 9 0 19
(6 non-CAC
members)
Water Budget 2 9 1 12
(1 non-CAC
member)
Average number of
task groups
elected by
volunteers 1.9 2.4 1.2
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Findings

Extent of Involvement

Table IV-3 shows the involvement in the Level B Study of the 27 CAC
members interviewed. More than half of them had attended two or more
meetings related to the study, and two-thirds said they had read thor-
oughly the materials on the study received in the mail. More than half
had discussed the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study with others whose interests they
represent on a Citizen Advisory Committee. Members of the Upper Yadkin
CAC were most likely to have performed this function. The four members
of the Lumber-Waccamaw CAC were least involved in any of these activi-~
ties, with two persons never having attended even one meeting.

Non~CAC members who had volunteered to work with Study Task Groups
came only from the Upper and Lower Yadkin sub-basins., Of the 16 persons
interviewed only one had had no previous involvement, and did not know he
had been designated as a Task Group Advisor. One individual had kept up
with the study although he had not attended any meetings, and the remain-
der had attended at least one CAC meeting (nine persons) or CAC meetings
plus other study-related meetings (five persons). It is apparent that
there is little difference between CAC member and non-member Task Group
Advisors in terms of involvement in the study.

Table IV~-3. Involvement of CAC members in Level B Activities

Number of Interviewees (N=27)
Upper Lower Lumber-
Activity Yadkin Yadkin Waccamaw Total
(N=14) (N=9) (N=4)
Attended Meetings
None 0 0 2 2
1 CAC meeting only 5 4 1 10
2 or more CAC meetings 4 2 1 7
CAC & other meetings 5 3 0 8
Mailings Received
Not aware of any 0 0 0 0
Received, not studied 4 2 2 8
Received, read thor- -
oughly 10 7 2 19
Discussed Study with
Others
Not at all 1 1 2 4
Yes, incidentally 3 3 2 8
Yes, with interest
group(s) represented| ' 10 5 0 15

46




Grasp of the Study's Substance

Topics included in the interviews relevant to the substance of the
Level B study were:

--informants' opinions as to the study's accomplishments;

--their perceptions of the water resource problems with which the
study is concerned;

~-their comprehension of controversy surrounding those problems; and

--golutions that they think the planners should consider.

Seven informants didn't know or had no opinion on what the study had
accomplished to date. Fourteen persons stated that it had raised public
awareness of water resource limitations and problems, "It has helped to
make the people of North Carolina aware that an abundant natural resource
is in fact limited" was one person's comment. Fourteen believed it had
accomplished little or nothing, or, in the words of one informant, "A lot
of paper and not much else-~like a lot of federal programs the idea is
good but it accomplished little." This opinion was offered by half the
non-CAC members (8 persons) but less than a fourth of the CAC members (6
persons). Others (1l responses) pointed out that the study had gathered
information, much of which could be useful to other agencies, and had
identified problems, Omne informant said the study had given residents an
opportunity to vent their spleens; another said it was an opportunity to
stop interbasin transfer. ''We've made pretty good input from the peo-
ple's point of view (through) write-ups in the paper’ and comments from
citizens., The reaction caught people by surprise.”

" Only five persons cited no problems with which the study is concern-
ed. About two-thirds of the TGA designees described multiple problems,
and of these more than half were matters at issue. (Issues are defined
as cases in which a solution to the problem of one interest group repre-
sents a problem to another interest.) The water resource problems iden-
tified are shown in Table IV~4, The most frequently mentioned problem
area was water supply, with interbasin transfer specifically identified
in half the comments. Some persons were only generally familiar with
this phenomenon. (""Channeling the water from ome basin to another--what
do you call it? I'm afraid it will detract from the quality of life in
this basin.") Others confused the Yadkin~Pee Dee Level B Study with the
Legislative Study Commission chaired by Carl Stewart. ('"The taxpayers
won't stand for the cost of a viaduct to take water away from the Yadkin;
residents won't stand for their water being diverted; industry won't
stand for production cutbacks; local municipalities won't stand for dis-
ruption of their water supply; and the Federal Power Commission won't let
Alcoa's power output be cut.") -

Some informants described interbasin transfer more in terms of a
legal/institutional problem. ("Setting up a non-local authority to.
trans fer water is not good." ‘''Control for permitting people to take
water from the river [is the major problem]. Everyone wants to protect
his own interest; imposing controls would create a hardship for current
riparian owners." '"[The problem is who has] the right to control-~the
people who have the water or the government?")
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Table IV-4, Informants' perceptions of water resource problems
: addressed by Level B Study

Number of Times Mentioned
Problem CAC Members Non~Members Total
(N=27) (N=16) (N=43)
Water Supply
Interbasin transfer 16 8 24
Fair distribution of H50 6 - 6
Water supply, adequacy , 9 7 16
Consumption by Perkins plant 4 - 4
35 15 50
Water Quality
Water quality 11 7 18
Pollution o 6 3 9
17 10 27
Legal problems, Riparian rights 7 9 16
Other (e.g. storage dams, flood
control, balanced growth, con-
servation, recreation 5 7 12

There was less specificity in regard to water quality, although non-
point source pollution and hazardous/toxic waste disposal were each men-—
tioned once or twice. Other problems included the Balanced Growth
policy, which was interpreted in one case as the balance between indus-—
trial and residential uses of water resources and in another as priority
for growth in the Piedmont or the Coast. There seemed to be little dif-
ference between CAC-member and non-member informants as to the number or
nature of problems addressed by the study, nor were there differences
between the residents of Upper and Lower Yadkin sub~basins. The Lumber-
Waccamaw residents, however, were not concerned with interbasin transfer
or other water supply and legal/institutional problems.

The discussion of controversy surrounding these problems was inter-—
esting (see Table IV-5). CAC members who were aware of controversy were
more likely to see it over a single issue (interbasin transfer or ripar-
ian rights) than the non-CAC members, although nearly half of the non-CAC
members did not see problems dealt with by the study as controversial.

Of those who discussed the controversy, two—~thirds of both groups appear-
ed to be thoroughly conversant with its nature. CAC members in the Upper
Yadkin were more likely to be knowledgeable than non-members, while the
opposite was true in the Lower Yadkin.
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Table IV-5. Informants' Perceptions Regarding Controversy

Number of Informants

Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber- Total
CAC |Non—CAC CAC |Non-CAC Waccamaw| CAC |Non-CAC
Awareness of Controversy
No controversy, no problems 3 4 1 3 3 7 7
Single controversy 8 3 6 0 1 15 3
Multiple controversies 3 2 2 4 0 5 6
Familiarity With Controversy
Not applicable 6 5 5 3 4 15 8
Not clear 2 3 2 0 0 4 3
Thoroughly familiar 6 1 2 4 0 8 5
(¥=14) | (N=9) [(N=9) | (N=7) (N=4) [(N=27)| (N-16)




Twenty—-seven persons offered suggestions for solutions that planners
should consider in examining the problems they had identified, most of
which were relatively simple approaches to those problems. Among the CAC
members some themes emerged:

More public involvement in study ("Technicians can only develop an
unbiased description of need. We need good political leadership
[in the study]." '"We need a non-political committee of dedi-
cated people to keep an eye on things." '"Listen to the public,
not the experts.")

Regulate population growth and development.

Control/monitor pollution.

Impound and conserve water.

Don't know ("I don't know enough now to suggest any solutions."
"This is all too technical for me." '"If I had the answer I'd be
on your payroll." '"The study deals with potential, not real,
problems, so solutions are not appropriate." "It's too early to
tell." '"Water supply is not really a problem. We shouldn't
overreact in creating a management system.')

No two solutions offered by non-CAC members were the same, although
each of the themes from the CAC members was echoed by a non-member,
Examples include the following suggestions:

--Plant trees to prevent silt,

--Recycling/reuse of waste water.

~-Deep mining of water in underground cavities.

--Good flood plain management to zone out building on the flood
plain, plus other uses to improve water quality.

-~Fastern part of the state can pump water from the outflow of the
river to the ocean; not from the Piedmont.

~=Need standards for deciding who gets water; some better way than
case by case.

--Dams for storage for low-flow periods, especially since people are
impressed only with big projects.

--Plans for conserving water.

Persons offering solutions were asked if they had tried to get their
ideas across to the planners. Eleven said they had not tried and eleven
said they had written comments or made a statement to that effect. Only
four individuals had actually discussed (i.e. engaged in two-way communi-
cation) their ideas with Level B planners. Of the ten CAC members who
had attempted to share their ideas with planners, only two were involved
in two-way discussion. Two out of five non-members had held discussions
with planners. A frequently expressed concern for CAC members is that
this input is not recognized. Non-members were concerned that their
input is not sought.
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Comments on Public Information Efforts

The CAC members were asked if they thought the efforts of the Level
B staff to inform people about the study had been effective, and if
people had the information they need. More than half saw the public
information effort as effective, although two-thirds of these respondents
had some reservations. (Three of the four Lumber-Waccamaw residents felt
that it was not effective.) Comments ranged from, "There seems to be a
lot of interest," to "People are apathetic. Unless it's controversial,
it's hard to get people interested." '

Both CAC members and non-members were -asked for suggestions for
improving specific aspects of the public information effort--newsletter,
other mailings, meetings, and media coverage-—as well as for the overall
effort. Among the CAC members one repeated comment was that committee
members don't know what's going on or what they're supposed to do.
Several persons suggested more contact with local government officials.
Other comments - included:

--""When they say to sign up or comment, they should do something
about it, and let the people know. If you promise somebody
something, go ahead and do it."

--"Have someone come around to stay for two days at a time around
the Basin, and listen one-to-one to what people have to say."

--"1 would like the opportunity to drive some place and talk one-to-
one with someone who can tell me what's going on."

--"Who are your publics, anyway--the CAC or the general public?"

—-="It could be improved by being a bit more definitive. Everything
is too general."

-="Written stuff is not as important as contact with local people."

In regard to mailings received, the most frequent complaint was that
there was too much material and it took too long to read. ("You're
giving the people too much information. 1It's too massive for the average
guy." '"The material should be condensed--~I can't possibly read all that
junk." "The catalogues are too big and complex for the average person.")
Suggestions included avoiding stilted phrases and boring generalities,
and cutting materials to the bare bones. Two persons cautioned that it
would be wise to avoid both making people feel dumb and making it obvious
that all the decisions had already been made,

Less than half of the TGA designees:had any comment regarding the
newsletter. Ten persons had positive comments about it, and five were
negative, Suggestions included:

~-increase its distributionm,
~-include summaries of the CAC meetings,
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~-keep it not technically oriented,
--gend it to the press, and
-~report jobs the public could do, such as monitoring well depths.

Comments on the meetings were mixed, with about half positive and
half negative. Suggestions included:

--Don't fill up meetings for review and comment with program
(slides, speeches, etc.).

--Find ways to encourage every person to contribute ideas.

~--Rotate meeting locations, bringing meetings closer to the people.

~-Have less time between meetings, more regular meetings.

~—Plan meeting room to accomodate better the size of the group.

-~Discuss the issues, not technical details.

--Find areas of agreement, not just polarization through argument.

-=-Involve local leaders in introducing local people at the meetings.

--Send out an agenda ahead of time (non-CAC member).

~-~Publicize the meetings more (non—-CAC member).

-~Hold separate meetings for local officials, with no press present.

--Have a canned presentation that could travel through the Basin to
be offered at civie clubs, etec.

--Have staff who are willing to listen and respond to citizens,

--Get people to attend through the Soil and Water Conservation
District Boards.

--Keep meetings relaxed and homey.

Press coverage received little comment other than the fact that
there was relatively little. A few suggestions were very specific, e.g.
planning a raft ride downriver for local elected officials, with press
coverage, to publicize the River Basin Study and the water resource
problems of the Basin. Most people were general, advising that more
press coverage was needed.

Readiness for Task Group Advisor Role

Each person interviewed was reminded that the Level B Study is
organized by Task Groups, and that interested citizens had been invited
to serve as Task Group Advisors. Each was given an opportunity to indi-
cate his/her familiarity with the idea, Because the first letter to Task
Group Advisors was mailed when the interviews began, persons interviewed
on or after February 25 had more information than those who had been
contacted the previous week. Table IV-6 shows the response of CAC
members and non-members interviewed before and after the TGA letter was
received. (It should be noted that letters were sent only to advisors of
two task groups. The other task groups had not yet organized for the
Alternative Plan phase of the study.)

0f the 16 persons contacted before the TGA letter could have been
received, eight were not aware of the Task Group Advisor idea and only
four expected to be involved personally. Of the 27 interviewed after the
letter, 17 expected to be involved and only five were not aware of the
idea., It is interesting to note the number of persons signing up to be
Task Group Advisors, even after the first informational letter had been
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sent, who were not familiar with the idea or did not expect to be
personally involved. This may be explained in some cases by their having
been "volunteered" by someone else, or it may be that they had simply
forgotten about it in the three months or more since the invitation. to
volunteer had been issued.

When asked whether they thought the Task Group Advisor idea was a
good one, 12 persons were not sure or didn't know, and the remainder were
favorable (see Table IV-7), The CAC members tended to have a reason for
their support of the idea and no reservations, while non-members were
less likely to offer reasons as to why the TGA idea is good. All of the
Lumber-Waccamaw residents thought it was a good idea, 81 percent of the
lower Yadkin informants were favorable, and 60 percent of the Upper
Yadkin residents supported the idea. Comments offered in support of
having Task Group Advisors included: ~

--"Local people have insights not available from a broader view."

--"Maybe you can find input backed by knowledge and not just
emotions."

--"It's the best way to approach this problem. Task groups can work
with more detailed data."

-~"Excellent~~one specific problem to deal with."

~-"If citizens are going to be involved you have to break it down,"

~="Good~~a more efficient use of time."

-=""Nice to talk face-to-face with these people more conveniently,"

Two themes seemed to emerge from comments like these. One was a
confirmation of belief in the significance of public input, and the other
an assumption that Task Group Advisors would work closely with the task
groups. Not all persons were completely optimistic, however. Many
informants qualified their support with comments such as

~="Good idea if it's actually used."

-~"Hope we meet at formative stages rather than after things have
been decided.”

-="It's probably all right. Maybe I'll find out what.....I'm
supposed to be doing!"

-="1t'11 be as effective as the amount of staff time given to it."

--"The form of citizen involvement is immaterial. The important
thing is to listen, to respond to citizen feelings."

When asked what they thought TGA's would do, half of the persons
(21) said they didn't know. Even after the TGA letter had been received,
there was lack of clarity on the role of the Task Group Advisor. Among
the informants who assumed that they knew what they were to do there was
considerable variation, A few of the answers given were

-="Tagk groups ought to bounce ideas off lay people."

~--"Nothing CAC's haven't been doing for six years."

~="Whatever Tom and them want them to do."

--"Assemble materials and present it at CAC meetings.”

--"Deal with those problems that are too complex for the general
meetings."
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--"There are assigned charges for each Task Group Advisor."

--"Get people to dig into the information."

~-"Should be well-educated by the staff about concerns in the Basin,
political maneuvers necessary, economic aspects of alternatives,
and so on."

--"I want to be part of the task group so I can look out for my

interest."
~-"Evaluate what has been done to this point and offer solutions."
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Table IV-6.

Informants' Familiarity with Task Group Advisor Idea

Level of Familiarity

Number of Responses

Before Letter

After Letter

CAC | Non—CAC | Total CAC | Non—-CAC | Total
Not aware of TGA idea 5 3 8 5 0 5
Aware of the idea, but not involved
personally 1 3 4 3 2 5
Aware and expecting to be involved 4 0 4 9 8 17
N = 10 6 16 17 10 27
Table IV~7. Reactions to the Task Group Advisor Idea
Number of Responses
Upper Yadkin Lower Yadkin Lumber— Total
Good idea?
CAC | Non—-CAC CAC | Non—-CAC | Waccamaw | CAC | Non-CAC
Not sure, don't know 6 3 1 2 0 7 5
Yes, no reason given 2 4 2 4 1 5 8
Rational yes, with qualification 5 1 1 0 0 6 1
Unqualified rational yes 1 1 5 1 3 9 2
N = 14 9 9 7 4 27 16




Conclusions

Interest Level

One characteristic of almost all of the persons interviewed was
their interest in and commitment to the careful husbandry of water as a
valuable natural resource to their part of the state. They generally
appreciated the actual or potential significance of the Level B Study as
an influence on the future of their water resources, and were willing to
devote time and energy to thoughtful consideration of how best to protect
their interests in that resource,

Knowledge Level

While there were a few persons among the TGA volunteers who were
well-versed in a wide range of the technical aspects of the Level B
Study, the majority were not. Many were generally familiar with one or
two issues confronting study participants, but expected the staff to
inform/educate them as to the technical details if that knowledge were
necessary in choosing among alternative paths of action. An implicit
assumption appeared to be that the real choices would be made not for
technical but for political reasons, and that the local people felt well
qualified in determining and expressing the interests of their constitu-
encies and their locales.

One area in which informants' lack of knowledge has important impli-
cations for the public participation effort concerns the role and func-
tion of the Task Group Advisor. If there are misconceptions among the
persons who volunteered to serve in that capacity, those need to be cor-
rected. This may not be an easy task if the reality of expectations for
TGA's is extremely divergent from the frequently expressed notion of
being integral members of a study task group.

Reaction to Participation

The preference for face-to-face, informal interaction amongst plan-—
ners and lay advisors may be difficult to accommodate, but appears to be
an important criterion by which the effectiveness of public involvement
is judged. Another criterion is acknowledgement of and respomse to input
from the public. The longer the time between communications (whether by
mail or in meetings), the less valued people feel their previous partici-
pation has been. Many of their comments reflect concern for knowing that
their presence is recognized as well as for seeing their comments in
print. Even more important, apparently, would be the incorporation of
public inputs into the initial draft of a document rather than as an
addendum to a planner—prepared report.

There is a considerable amount of skepticism regarding public parti-
cipation that this particular experience has done little to dispel.
"They say they want public participation but if planners don't like what
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the public says they disregard it or squelch it. [The CAC's] are only
paper committees,'" was the comment of one CAC member, On the other hand,
some participants, aware of the difficulties involved in public
involvement, expressed appreciation for the work of the staff, "I like
the way they involve citizens and try to keep them informed." "The staff
have been responsive to most comments. I hope they continue."

The opportunity and challenge to staff responsible for public
participation were well stated in two comments. "I want to do a good
job, and want them to make it possible for me to do a good job." "[Real
participation] will be an inconvenience on my part, and I hope it will be
an inconvenience for them, too. That will mean they're really involving
people.”
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V. FINAL SURVEY OF RESIDERTS, TARGET POPULATION, AND PLANNERS--
WINTER 1980-'81

Background

In August of 1980 the third phase of the Yadkin—Pee Dee Level B River
Basin Study produced a document entitled Draft Alternative Plans which was
distributed widely throughout the river basin in North and South Carolina.
In North Carolina this document became the focus of a public meeting held
in each sub-basin, Not only CAC members, but also local elected officials
(mayors, county commissioners, county managers) and others were invited to
these meetings., News releases were mailed in advance to newspapers, TV,
and radio covering the region, inviting the press and the general public
to the meetings.

The meetings themselves were the first public meetings conducted by
the study staff (1) which provided specific proposals for water resources
management to which the public was asked to react, and (2) which offered
separate discussions on each of the major water resource topics (flood
plain management, legal and institutional arrangements, water supply,
water quality, and water budget) included in the study. From the public
reaction, received both at the meetings and in subsequent written
comments, acceptability and mutual feasibility of the alternatives were
assessed in partial preparation for the Draft Recommended Plan phase of
the study, Later public meetings were essentially to be used to refine
the products of the Draft Alternative Plans (DAP) phase.

Public involvement during the DAP phase was more intensive than dur-
ing either previous phase of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study. It included ten
Task Group meetings (four for Legal and Institutional; two for Water
Budget; two for Flood Plain Management; one for Water Supply; and one for
Water Quality) to which Task Group Advisors, CAC members, and other
interested persons were invited, as well as the three Citizen Advisory
Committee public meetings held in late August. It was also the most
inclusive phase of the public participation program, with special effort
(in an election year) to involve local government officials. The relative
specificity of its focus gave the members of the publics involved more
substance for reaction and interaction, and presumably lent itself to more
influence by the public, than any other phase.

Because the public participation effort was at its apogee during the
DAP phase of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study, it was considered appropri-
ate to conduct the final data-gathering effort in the research study of
that public participation a few months later. Accordingly, beginning in
November of 1980, three separate sub-projects were initiated: (1) a tele-
phone interview survey of residents in one non-urban county to ascertain
the extent of public awareness created by the public participation effort
in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study; (2) a mailed questionnaire survey of all
persons included on the public participation mailing list in order to
determine their involvement in and reaction to the public participation
effort and their familiarity with the study's content; and (3) a mailed
questionnaire survey of NRCD and Study staff involved in the Study to
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detemine their involvement in and reaction to the public participation
effort., This section will be organized around these three sub-projects,

Study of Stanly County Residents

Methodology

The Public Participation Research Study was intended in part to iden—
tify effective means for reaching and involving rural publics. While
little of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin is urban, and therefore the Basin
as a whole may be characterized as rural, a measure specific to the public
participation effort’'s impact in a non-urban county was sought. It was
felt that a typical non~urban county should have no community larger than
15,000, should not serve as a bedroom community for a major urban area,
should have had some exposure to media coverage during the two years of
the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study, and should have had a proportionate
number of residents serving as members of the Citizen Advisory Committee
for the sub-basin in which the county was located. From the counties that
met these criteria, Stanly County in the Lower Yadkin sub-basin was se-
lected,

A sample of 200 residents (from 200 separate households) was drawn by
selecting 20 pages from the Albemarle (Stanly County) telephone directory
with the aid of a random numbers table, picking a starting point on each
page with the aid of a dropped paper clip, and calling each 10th name from
that point until 10 adults were reached. In the event that any 10th name
was a business listing, the next individual listing was substituted. All
calls were placed between 5 and 9 p.m. to maximize the probability that
residents would be at home. Three call-backs, at different hours and/or
days, were attempted before any name was dropped from the sample and
another substituted. Only adults were interviewed. (The final sample
size was 202 because one interviewer was overzealous.)

The instrument for the telephone interviews was designed to find out
what proportion of the residents were familiar with the study, whether
familiarity was related to occupation or place of residence, how they had
learned about the study, and the extent of their familiarity with and
involvement in the study. The interview schedule was pretested with
Stanly County residents listed on telephone directory pages other than
those selected for the study sample. The resulting interview schedule is
attached (Appendix C).

Findings

Of the 202 persons interviewed, 42 percent said they lived in
Albemarle (the county seat), 24 percent lived in other communities, and 30
percent said they lived in the country. Seven persons (4 percent) did not
answer that question. Almost a quarter (24 percent) of the respondents
were relative newcomers, having lived there 5 years or less. Another 23
percent of the residents had lived there for more than 5, but less than 20
years; 25 percent of the respondents had been residents from 20 to 35
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years; and 28 pergeht had lived in Stanly County for 35 years or more. In
general, they represented a relatively non-mobile population.

The places of employment and occupations of the respondents and their
spouses are shown in Tables V~1 and V-2 respectively. It is apparent that
a significant proportion of both respondents and their spouses work in
private business or in industry, and that another significant proportion
is not employed away from home. Surprisingly, only 3 persons, less than 2
percent, worked on a farm in this non-urban county. The largest propor-
tion of employed persons were professional and technical and service
workers.,

Table V~1. Places of employment of respondents and their spouses (N=202)

Percentage of

Place of Employment Respondents Spouses
Private business 22 17
Industry 20 20
School, church, hospital 9 12
Public office 2 3
Farm 1 1
Other 2 2
Not employed away from home 39 17
Not ascertained, not applicable 5 30

Table V-2. Occupations of respondents and their spouses (R=202)

Percentage of

Occupational Category Respondents Spouses
Professional, technical worker - 12 16
Service workers 15 13
Business person 8 6
Mechanic, operator 8 5
Self-employed S 4
Farmer 1 1
Retired 22 13
Not employed outside home 17 5
Not ascertained, not applicable 11 ‘ 36

Thirty of the 202 persons interviewed (about 15 percent) were famil-
iar to some extent with the Yadkin-Pee Dee study. Twelve lived in
Albemarle, 10 in other towns, and 8 in the country. Familiarity with the
study was independent of place of residence (Table V-3). Of the 30 who
knew about the study, 21 had read about it in the newspaper, 3 had heard
about it through Alcoa, two had learned about it from friends and another
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two from their employer. Only one person had learned of the study through
TV, and one said he didn't know where he had heard about it. While news-
paper coverage was more effective in promoting familiarity with the River
Basin Study than all other modes combined, it was less effective in rural
areas than in towns. Only half of the rural residents reported that they
had heard about the study through the newspaper as compared with 2/3 in
the county seat and nine out of 10 in other towns (see Table V-4).

Table V-3, Respondents’ residence and familiarity with study

Number of Respondents Living in
Albemarle Rural Other Not Total
Area Town  Specified

Not familiar with study 73 41 51 7 172
Familiar with study 12 8 10 0 30
Tot al 85 49 61 7 202

Table V-4, Source of information for respondents familiar with study, by

residence
Rural Other

Source Albemarle Area Town Total
Newspaper 8 4 9 21
Alcoa 2 0 1 3
Friends 1 1 0 2
Employers 0 2 0 2
TV 1 0 0 1
Unspecified 0 1 0 1

Total 12 8 10 30

Table V~5 shows the distribution of respondents' and spouses' occupa-
tion and respondents' familiarity with the study. Familiarity with the
study appears to be independent of occupation. Table V-6 examines the
influence of the newspaper versus other sources of information for all
occupational categories of respondents familiar with the study. While all
retired persons and those not working outside the home learned of the
study through the newspaper, it had generally been an effective means of
disseminating information agbout the study to employed respondents, too.
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Table V-5, Familiarity with study and occupations of respondents (R) and
their spouses (8)

Not familiar with study Familiar with study Total

Occupation R S R s R S
Professional, 20 24 4 9 24 33
technical worker
Service worker 26 22 5 5 31 27
Business person 15 10 2 3 17 13
Mechanic, operator 11 9 5 2 16 11
Self-employed 8 8 1 0 9 8
Farmer 2 1 0 0 2 1
Retired 37 22 8 4 45 26
Not employed 31 8 4 2 35 10
outside home
Not ascertained, 22 68 1 5 23 73

not applicable

Total 172 172 30 30 202 202

Only one of the 30 persons familiar with the study had requested
information about it. Twelve of the 30 had discussed the study, 10 with
friends, and two with local leaders. The people in rural areas were more
likely to have discussed the study with others than were residents of the
county seat or other communities (see Table V-7). Respondents who were
employed or whose spouses were employed outside the home were somewhat
more likely than those who did not work outside the home to discuss the
study with others (see Table V-8).

When asked whether they felt the study was needed, 10 of the 30 per-
gons familiar with the study did not know. Five felt it was somewhat
needed and 15 felt it was very much needed. There was no apparent rela-
tionship between the respondent's opinion as to need for the study and
whether he/she had discussed it with others (see Table V-9).

Respondents were also asked what they think would have happened if
there had not been a study at this time. Seventeen said they didn't know
what would have happened. The consequences described by the other 13
respondents were:

--Pollution would increase (5 respondents)

--Shortage of water for recreation and other uses (4 respondents)
~-No knowledge of the future of the basin (2 respondents)

--Water would be wasted (1 respondent)

~-There would be interbasin transfer (1 respondent)

Regardless of the plausibility and/or probability of these consequences,
those who had discussed the study with others were more likely to have
ideas as to what would have happened if the study had not been conducted
than those who had not discussed it with others (Table V-10).
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Table V~7. Respondents' discussion of study, by place of residence
Other Rural
Albemarle Town Area Total
Did not discuss 8 7 3 18
Discussed study 4 3 5 12
Total 12 10 8 30
Tsble V-8. Respondents' discussion of study, by employment status

Employment Status Discussed Did Not Discuss Total
Respondent employed 8 9 17
Respondent not employed 4 9 13
Total 12 18 30
Spouse employed 10 9 19
Spouse not employed 2 9 11
Total 12 18 30
Table V-9. Respondents’ discussion of the study and opinions as to need

for study

Don't Somewhat Very Much
Know Needed Needed Total
Did not discuss 7 3 8 18
Discussed study 3 2 7 A2
Total 10 5 15 30

64




. Table V-10. Respondents’ discussion of the study and their perception of
consequences if the study had not been conducted

Dont' know Consequence Perceived Total

Did not discuss i2 6 18
Discussed study 5 7 12
Total 17 13 30

When asked what water resource problems the Level B study had been
concerned with, 12 respondents did not know. Problems mentioned by the
other 18 persons are listed in order of frequency of mention:

--Water quality (11 mentions)
-~Water supply (9 mentions)
~-Water law (5 mentions)
--Interbasin transfer (4 mentions)
--Other (1 mention)

Again, those who had discussed the study were more likely to identify one
or more problems it addressed than those who had not discussed it (Table
v-11). -

Table V-11. Respondents' discussion of the study and their awareness of
problems the study addressed :

Don't know Aware of
of problems problem(s) Total
Did not discuss 9 9 18
Discussed study 3 9 12
Total 12 18 30

Only four persons were familiar with any proposed solution(s) to the
problems with which the Level B study was concerned, and three of those
were only vaguely familiar with a solution. Of the four, three persons
believed that the solutions were likely to create other problems.

Summary

While the sample of Stanly County residents appears to underrepresent
farmers and overrepresent persons retired or otherwise not working outside
the home, the selection procedure was designed to avoid systematic bias
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other than that introduced by the requirement that residents be listed in
the telephone directory. It may be assumed that some proportion of low
income residents were thus excluded from the sampling frame,

With these caveats in mind, it appears that the overall public parti-
cipation strategy was effective in creating some minor degree of familiar-
ity with the study among 15 percent of the persons in the sample,
Familiarity with the study was not related to place of residence or occu-
pation. None of the persons interviewed had been directly involved in the
study, More of them had heard of the study through the newspaper than
from any other source. The newspaper was somewhat less effective as a
source of information about the study in rural areas than in the towns.
Only one person had requested information about the study, and less than
half had discussed it with other people. Half of the persons familiar
with the study believed it was very much needed; fewer than that could
cite any consequences of not having conducted the study at this time.
Sixty percent of those familiar with the study were aware of one or more
problems addressed by the study, but only one person was more than vaguely
familiar with a proposed solution to any of those problems. Persons who
had discussed the study with others were more likely to be aware of water
resource problems it addressed and to have some idea of what would have
happened if the study had not been conducted than those who did not
discuss it,

Conclusions

1. Some awareness of the Level B study was created among Basin
residents who did not participate directly in the public
involvement efforts of the study, primarily through newspaper
releases.

2. Awareness of the study was not related to employment or place of
residence; apparently the public information component of the
overall public participation effort had a general rather than a
targeted effect.

3. Although 15 percent of the persons interviewed had heard of the
study, their familiarity was superficial. A major question that
should be addressed by persons responsible for public participa-
tion is whether a little knowledge (or inaccurate information) is

more dangerous than none at all.
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Survey of Public Participation Target Population

Methodology

An important purpose of the research study was to identify the
effects of the public participation effort on persons who had been
identified as the target of one or more planned aspects of involvement.
The target population was defined as persons to whom the public
participation coordinator of the Level B Study sent the Study newsletter.
Included on the mailing list were:

All persons appointed to the Citizen Advisory Committees;

All persons nominated as Task Group Advisors;

All elected officials and water and sewer (public works) managers in
the counties included in the River Basin;

All persons who had signed on attendance list at a public meeting
held under the auspices of the Study;

Persons from the Basin counties who had served on an advisory
committee for the earlier Framework study;

Any other person who expressed an interest in the Level B Study (and
gave a current mailing address); and

Other persons believed by Study staff to have an interest or
potential interest in the Study.

The number of addresses on this list (actually a collection of
lists) exceeded 700. Many duplications appeared on the list; when these
were eliminated the target population numbered 509.

In order to reach as many members of this population as possible at
the least cost per contact, a self-administered questionnaire was designed

to be mailed to all. The instrument included:

Information regarding the nature and extent of the individuals'
involvement;

Their identification with groups or special interests;
Their satisfaction with the public participation effort of the Study;
Their costs of involvement in time and momney;

Difficulties they encountered in participating in the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Study;

Their opinions regarding CAC member eligibility and activities;
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Their perceptions of problems addressed by the Study and familiarity
with proposed solutions.

The questionnaire construction followed the 'Total Design Method' advo-
cated by Dillman (1978)., Early drafts of the instrument were reviewed by
the Level B public participation coordinator and by persons not familiar
with the details of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study. After several revisions the
resulting questionnaire was pretested with a random sample of 10 percent
of the persons on the target population mailing list. This was a test not
only of the instrument, but also of the way it was administered. It was
mailed first class with an individually signed cover letter from N, C.
State University (NCSU) explaining the purpose of the research and the
importance of the information solicited in the questionnaire. The back of
the instrument itself was imprinted with a business reply mail permit and
NCSU address, making it possible for the recipient to fold the completed
questionnaire and drop it in the mail; no postage was necessary. Returns
from the pre-test during the two weeks after it was mailed revealed no
problems in the content of the instrument; a minor revision was made in
the return mail address to meet size requirements of the U. S. Postal
Service.

Since no changes were deemed necessary in the questionnaire itself,
the pretest sample was folded back into the population and returns from
the pretest were treated like all the other returns. Two follow-ups were
conducted; one was a postcard reminder to all persons who had not returned
their questionnaires 10-14 days after the first mailing. The second
follow-up was another copy of the questionnaire with a different individ-
ually signed cover letter.

(Copies of the letters and instruments are appended.) From the original
list of 482 individuals, 211 usable questionnaires were returned.

a. Number of non-duplicated addresses 509

b. Number of returns marked 'wrong address" or

"addressee unknown' 27
¢. Number of usable returns received 211
211
d. Response rate ( — ) 43,87

In addition, 14 individuals wrote or called to say that although they were
on the newsletter mailing list they had not participated in the study.

The relatively low rate of return suggests that other recipients may also
have considered themselves unqualified to respond. All of the findings
that follow are based on the information provided by the 211 respondents.
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Respondent Characteristics

A few questions were included in the survey to find out some informa-
tion regarding the respondents. It should be kept in mind that no exact
information is available regarding the target population; hence, it is
not possible to test the representativeness of the respondents as a sample
of all persons on the mailing list.

Table V-12 indicates the distribution of the respondents among the
three sub-basins. The largest proportion (43 percent) live in the Upper
Yadkin, 30 percent live in Lower Yadkin, and 16 percent live in the
Lumber-Waccamaw portion of North Carolina's Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin.
This rank order is the same as the population of the three sub-basins.
The proportions are not dissimilar to the relative strength of participa-
tion in public meetings held in the three sub-basins.

Table V-12, Sub-basin location of respondents' residence

Sub~basin Number Percent
Upper Yadkin (12 counties) 90 43%
Lower Yadkin (8 counties) 63 30%
Lumber-Waccamaw (8 counties) 34 16%

Other 24 11%

Occupations of respondents are shown in Table V-13., More respondents
were employed in Govermment-Public Service than in any other category.
This reflects the fact that county commissioners, mayors, county managers,
and public works directors in the Basin counties were included on the
Yadkin-Pee Dee study mailing list. Of the remaining respondents, 12 per-
cent were in professions such as law or medicine; 10 percent in business;
7 percent in education; 6 percent in agriculture; 3 percent in industry;
and 12 percent in miscellaneous occupations. Twenty-five respondents (12
percent) did not reply to this question. It appears that at least 2/3 of
the respondents are in white—-collar occupations, which is not representa-
tive of the occupational distribution in the population as a whole,
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Table V-13. Respondents' occupations

Occupational Category Number Percent
Governmment-Public Service 81 ' 38%
Professional 26 12%
Business 21 10%
Educational 14 7%
Agriculture ‘ 12 6%
Industry 6 3%
Homemaker 1 0
Other 25 12%
No response 25 12%

The respondents were also more highly educated than the general popu-
lation of the Yadkin—Pee Dee Basin. Only one person reported less than a
high school education, with 33 percent indicating a college degree and 44
percent advanced study (Table V-14). The age distribution is shown in
Table V-15. Less than half the respondents (42 percent) were less than 45
years old; half were older, and 8 percent did not respond. The income
level of the persons who responded to the questionnaire (Table V-16) was
higher than one would expect in the general population, with 72 percent
reporting more than $20,000 annual income, and only 2 percent less than
$10,000. It appears, then, that the socioeconomic level of persons on the
mailing list for the Yadkin-Pee Dee study was higher than for the popu-
lation at large.

Table V-14. Respondents' educational background

Formal Schooling Completed Number Percent
< High School 1 0
High School 14 7%
Some college 25 12%
College degree 70 33%
Advance study 93 447
No response 8 4%
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Table V~15. Respondents’ age

Age category Number Percent
< 35 46 22%
35-44 42 20%
45-54 37 17%
55-64 44 21%
65 or older 25 12%
No response 17 8%

Table V-16. Respondents’ family income level (1979)

Income Number Percent
< $10,000 4 2%
$10,000~514,000 ~ 13 67
$15,000-%20,000 25 12%
> $20,000 152 72%
No response . 17 8%

Nature and Extent of Involvement

Although all members of the target population were supposed to
receive the Level B newsletter, only 58 percent reported that they did.
Fifty-one percent indicated that they were interested citizens. Less than
half of the respondents indicated any more active form of involvement
(Table V=17). Only 43 percent had attended any meeting related to the
study, and only 42 percent had received study materials (e.g. summary of
the Draft Alter~ natives Plan) other than the newsletter. One-fifth of
the respondents were members of a Citizen Advisory Committee; 5 percent
had served as Task Group Advisors.

Table V~17. Respondents’ involvement in the Level B Study

Form of involvement Number Percent
Receive newsletter 122 58%
Interested citizen 108 51%
Attended meetings related to study 90 43%
Receive other Level B materials 89 42%
Citizen Advisory Committee member 42 20%
Task Group Advisor 11 5%
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Four rounds of Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) meetings (all open to
the public) had been held prior to this survey, each with at least one
session in each of the three sub-basins (Table V-18). Thirty percent of
the respondents had been present at one of the first CAC meetings in
November, 1978; 25 percent had attended the Plan of Study discussions held
in March, 1979. The CAC meetings organized to react to the Existing Plans
in November, 1979, were attended by 26 percent of the respondents, and the
same proportion had participated in the August, 1980, meetings around the
Draft Alternatives Plan. More than half of the respondents who had
attended one or more CAC meetings had gone to a meeting held in Winston—
Salem (the Upper Yadkin sub~basin). This reflected the actual attendance
pattern. The fewest persons participated in meetings held in the Lumber-
Waccamaw sub-basin.

Table V-18 also shows the number of persons who attended meetings of
the Task Groups to which the public was invited. Twenty-seven persons had
attended one of the four meetings devoted to discussion of Legal and
Institutional problems related to water resources management in the basin.
Sixteen had attended a Task Group meeting on the computer model of hydro-
logic flow in the Yadkin-Pee Dee; fifteen had attended a session on flood
plain management; and nineteen the session on water quality.

One of the assumptions underlying public participation in general and
the establishment of advisory committees in particular is that these mech-
anisms permit representatives from the multiple interests concerned to
articulate their preferences and thus to influence public decision-making.
As a check on the representativeness of the target population, respondents
were asked with which of a list of groups or special interests they
identified (Table V-19). Reflecting the effort of planners to involve
local elected officials as much as possible in the study, 63 percent of
the respondents identified themselves as public officials (although many
were doubtless appointed rather than elected). Twenty-eight percent
identified with agricultural interests, 23 percent with conservation
groups, and 16 percent each with business and professions. Only three
individuals indicated that they identified with no group or special
‘interest. Although a wide range of potential interests were represented
by at least a few persons from each, it appears that some groups, such as
low-income residents, depend less on their own articulation of preference
than on elected officials' abilities to determine what would be best for
them and to act in their behalf.

Each person's involvement, it was assumed, would vary in intensity
for the different aspects of the study. Table V-20 shows that except for
examining study materials, feeling free to comment at meetings, making
comments at meetings, and having others voice their concerns at meetings,
the modal extent of activity was '"very little." 1In these four aspects of
the study the modal extent of activity was '"average." Those aspects in
which more than 15 percent of persons responding to the item said it
happened "a lot" were examining study materials (19 percent); discussing
the study with public officials (19 percent); feeling free to comment at
meetings (33 percent); and having others voice respondents' concerns (24
percent). When responses were weighted (a lot = 3; average = 2; very
little = 1), the extent of activity was greater for examining study .
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materials, feeling free to comment at meetings, discussing study with
public officials, and requesting additional information. The extent of
activity was less for discussing the study with other CAC members, study
staff, and the general public; for expressing comments in writing; and for
making comments at meetings. From this evidence, it appears that the
public participation effort was more successful as a means of informing
the public than in encouraging the public to express their judgments,
other than in discussion with public officials.

Table V-18, Respondents’ attendance at Yadkin—-Pee Dee Study meetings

Meeting Number Percent
November '78 CAC meeting, Winston-Salem 36 17
(Organizational phase) Lumberton 8 4
Albemarle 19 9
Subtotal 63 30
March '79 CAC meeting, Lumberton 6 3
(Plan of Study phase) Rockingham 11 5
Winston—~Salem 35 17
Subtotal 52 30
November '79 CAC meeting, Winston-Salem 30 14
(Existing Plan) Albemarle 17 8
‘ Laurinburg 7 3
Subtotal 54 25
August '80 CAC Lumberton 8 4
(Draft Alternative Wadesboro 17 8
Plan Phase) Winston~Salem 30 14
Subtotal 55 26
June '80 Legal and Chapel Hill 7 3
Institutional Task Rockingham 3 "1
Group Advisors Meeting Whiteville 8 4

‘ Winston~Salem 9 4

Subtotal 27 12
May '80 Water Budget Salisbury 8 4
Task Group Advisors Mocksville 7 3
Meeting Raleigh , 1 1
Subtotal 16 8
May '80 Flood Plain Lumberton 10 5
Management Task Group Salisbury 5 2
Advisors Meeting Subtotal 15 7
May '80 Water Quality Winston-Salem 19 9

Task Group Advisors
Meeting
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Table V-19. Respondents' identification with special interests

Group or Special Interest Number Percent
Public officials 132 63
Farmers, agriculture 60 28
Number of conservation groups 48 23
Business representatives 33 16
Lawyers, physicians, other professionals 33 16
Industry representatives k 12 6
Retired people 18 9
Teachers, university professors 19 9
Power company representatives 12 6
Homemakers 10 5
Low—income residents 8 4
League of Women Voters 7 3
Other 27 13
None 3 1

Table V-20. Respondents' self-reported activity level in aspects of Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

Weighted Amount of Activity¥® No

Study Aspect Responses Very Little Average A Lot Answers
N Z N yA N %

Examining study materials 397 55 (27%) 111  (54%) 40  (19%) 5
Requesting additional information 273 145 (71%) 46  (23%) 12 (6%) 8
Discussing study with study staff 213 98 (65%) 41 (27%) 11 (7%) 61
Discussing study with public officials 300 76 (447) 64 (37%) 32 (19%) 39
Discussing study with general public 225 99 (64%) 39 (25%) 16 (10%) 57
Discussing with other CAC members 208 92 (64%) 37 (26%) 14 (10%) 68
Discussing with others 94 57 (78%) 11 (15%) 5 (7% 138
Feeling free to comment at meetings 304 32 (22%2) 64 (44%) 48 (337 67
Making comments at meetings 249 57 (40%) 66 (46%) 20  (14%) 68
Others voiced respondents' concerns 274 38 (27%) 67 (487) 34 (24%) 72
Expressed comments in writing 222 140 (79%) 29 (16%) 8 (5%) 34

*Percentages represent proportions of responses to that item.



Respondents' Satisfaction
Sp

Respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with five
aspects of the public participation effort (Table V-21)., The modal
responses were 'somewhat high' satisfaction with the attitude of the
study staff regarding citizen involvement, the CAC/public meetings, and
written materials distributed by the study staff. Satisfaction was
"somewhat low' for news and other media coverage of the study, and ‘very
low' for the influence of participation on the study.

Respondents' Costs

Two kinds of costs invested by participants in the study are time
and money. As Table V-22 reveals, 44 percent of the respondents had
experienced no monetary costs for participation in the study (and perhaps
had not been active participants). In fact, 13 percent of the respon-
dents had invested no time in participation, and an additional 5 percent
did not answer the question. This leads one to believe that actual par-
ticipation, even among those whom the Study staff attempted to involve,
is not widespread. However, for those who devoted at least some of their
time to the Yadkin-Pee Dee study, that investment was not trivial,
Assuming that respondents contributed only the hours at the lowest end of
each response interval (with four hours for the less than 8 hour cate-~
gory), a conservative total of 2421 hours, or more than 300 work days,
was involved. Using the same conservative method for estimating monetary
costs, a total of $3925 was spent by the 118 persons who incurred some
expenses, or an average of $33.26 per persomu.

Difficulties Associated With Participation

For many people there are a number of reasons why participating in
an effort like the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study is difficult. 1In response to a
list of possible reasons (Table V-23) 51 percent checked the time
required, 28 percent the distance to meetings, and 24 percent the com—
plexity of the subject matter as difficulties they encountered. Only 1l
percent indicated they had experienced no difficulties. That so many
persons did become involved in spite of these difficulties is a measure
of their real concern.

An open-ended question was asked to find out what respondents
thought was the single most important thing planners could do to help
citizens participate in future water resource planning. The most fre-
quently cited suggestions (Table V~24) were along three themes: better
educate the public (from 20 percent of the respondents); simplify and
condense information (from 13 percent); and increase media coverage (12
percent of the respondents)., The next most frequently offered suggestion
was that planners should seek more input--and use it (from 9 percent). A
large proportion of the returned questionnaires (41 percent) had no sug-
gestions to offer.
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Table V-22, Costs of participation in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

Cost Number Percent

Monetary
No costs 92 44
< 8§25 58 28
$25-849 28 13
$50~%100 14 7
> $100 - 18 9
No answer ‘ 1 0

Time
No time 27 13
< 8 hours 72 34
8-16 hours 41 19
17~-24 hours 28 13
25~48 hours 15 7
49-60 hours 6 3
> 60 hours 11 5
No answer 11 5

Table V=23, Difficulties in participating in the Yadkin~Pee Dee Study

Difficulty Number Percent
Complexity of subject matter 50 24
Time required 107 51
Distance to meetings _ 58 28
Lack of recognition for participants 12 6
Length of study 33 16
Declining interest 12 6
Other : 32 15

No difficulties 23 11
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Table V-24, Things planners can do to help citizens participate

Single Most Important Thing No. of Mentions Percent

Better educate the public 43 20
Simplify and condense information 28 13
Increase media coverage 25 12
Seek more input--and use it 19
Localize specific issues 17
Increase number of meetings 11
Work more with local government

Of fer solutions, not just problems

More printed materials

Improve accuracy of data

Stick to original goals of project

Change the times for meetings

Less prejudice among staff and participants
Decrease number of meetings

Reduce participation

OK as is

Don't know

No response
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Respondents' Comments Regarding Citizen Advisory Committees

A major aspect of the Yadkin-Pee Dee public participation effort was
the nominal establishment of Citizen Advisory Committees, one in each of
the three sub-basin areas. The nomination and appointment of committee
members was a politically sensitive matter, involving in North Carolina
oversight from the Office of the Secretary of Natural Resources and
Community Development. The persons named to the committee were on the
mailing list for all newsletters, reports, and other public information
disseminated by the study staff, and were invited to all of the public
meetings held concerning the study. Several times during the course of
the Study, the CAC members were contacted individually concerning the
Study (partly in connection with this research project); otherwise their
only distinction was being recognized as CAC members by Study staff pre-
siding over the public meetings.

Whether the designation of CAC member serves any useful purpose was
debated by Study staff during the latter phases of the Level B Study.
One part of the discussion centered on the qualifications an individual
should have to be named to a Citizen Advisory Committee. 1In order to get
the opinions of respondents on this topic, the questionnaire asked them
to identify qualifications they thought future CAC members should have in
order to do a good job. The most frequently cited qualifications (Table
V~25) were interest and concern (20 percent); technical training or
college degree (16 percent); and knowledge of the Basin
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(11 percent). More than half of the respondents, however, did not answer
the question or said they had no opinion. This relatively small response
may indicate that many persons were not familiar with the Citizen
Advisory Committees and thus had no basis for judging what a good member
should bring.

Table V-25. Qualifications CAC Members should have

Qualifications No. of Mentions Percent
Interest, concern 42 20
Technical training or college degree 34 16
Knowledge of the basin 24 11
Knowledge of group dynamics 18 9
Special interest representative 11 5
A warm body 9 4
Time 7 3
Broad minded, not special interest 6 3
Residents who own land 2 1
Local government people 2 1
As is, but with more people 2 1
No opinion/no response 116 55

When asked which of a list of activities were appropriate for CAC
members, every respondent selected at least one activity. On the
average, six activities were indicated as ‘appropriate for the CAC's,
Those most frequently chosen (Table V-26) were read study documents (68
percent); attend CAC meetings (67 percent); identify water resource
problems (65 percent); find out the preferences of the people represented
(63 percent); express opinions in meetings (63 percent); and tell other
citizens about the study (56 percent).

Table V-26. Appropriate activities for CAC members

Activity Number Percent
Read study documents 144 68
Attend CAC meetings 141 67
Identify water resource problems 137 65
Find out preferences of people represented 133 63
Express opinions in meetings 132 63
Tell other citizens about study 117 56
Attend task group meetings 104 49
Assess public acceptability of plan ' 102 48
Get to know planners 88 42
Get to know other CAC members 87 41
Organize meetings for other citizens 80 \ 38
Other 17 8
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Another question included in the survey of the target population
asked how often they thought public meetings should be held. (Since no
distinction was made during the Level B study between public and CAC
meetings, it did not appear appropriate to make that distinction in the
questionnaire). The most frequently chosen category was quarterly (38
percent), with another 23 percent preferring to meet as indicated by the
planning stages (Table V-27). Assuming that planning stages require
meetings less often than quarterly, it is interesting to note that almost
half of the respondents would prefer to meet more frequently than the
public meetings held in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study. This may reflect a
preference for scheduling such meetings on a regular basis and/or for
maintaining greater familiarity with the Study.

Table V-27. Respondents' preference for frequency of public meetings

Frequency of Public Meeting Number Percent
Monthly 13 6
Bi-monthly 11 5
Quarterly 81 38
Semi-annually 23 11
Annually 7 3
As study indicates 49 23
No response 27 13

Respondents’ Familiarity With the Level B Study

Three questions were included to tap the target population's know-
ledge of the Study, presumably gained through their exposure to this
instance of water resource planning., The first was an open—ended ques-
tion in which the respondents were to list the three problems which, in
their opinions, were the most important addressed by the Study. The
resulting problem categories are shown in Table V-28, Most frequently
cited problems were water quality (identified by 34 percent of the
respondents); water supply (by 24 percent); water planning and management
(15 percent); and floodplain management (12 percent). Other problems
(e.g., water allocation and interbasin transfer) are clearly related, but
were separately identified by the respondents,

A relatively large number of people (112) stated "no opinion" or
gave no answer to the question. This may be due in part to the fact that
some individuals were recently added to the mailing list, or had not paid
attention to mail received regarding the Study, or were suffering from
questionnaire fatigue. It is disappointing that 53 percent of the
responding target population did not cite any problems addressed by the
Study.
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Table V~28, Respondents’ opinions as to most important problems
addressed by the Level B Study

Problems No. of Mentions Percent
Water quality 71 34
Water supply 50 24
Water planning and management 31 15
Floodplain management 26 12
Water allocation 21 10
Interbasin transfer 20 9
Land use ‘ 16 8
Riparian rights 9 4
Envirommental problems 8 4
Wildlife preservation 6 3
Industrial development 5 2
Information dissemination 5 2
Budgeting and finance 4 2
Nuclear plant 3 1
Groundwater studies 3 1
Citizen participation 2 1
Recreation 1 0
Study is the problem 1 0
None 1 0

A second indicator of the effort's success in educating a target
population is their self-assessed familiarity with proposed alternative
solutions to problems addressed by the study (Table V-29). One-fourth of
the respondents gave no answer, and another 15 percent said they were not
at all familiar with proposed solutions., Half of the respondents said
they were somewhat familiar with solution alternatives; only 10 percent
believed they were very much familiar with those ideas.

Table V-29. Respondents® familiarity with alternative solutions

Familiarity . Number Percent
Not at all 32 15
Somewhat 105 50
Very much 22 10
No response 52 25

Answers to the third question are shown in Table V-30, When asked
to what extent proposed solutions are likely to create other problems, 37
percent did not respond. The majority of the remaining responses indi-
cated that problem creation was somewhat likely; 14 percent thought it
was very likely and 8 percent said that such a situation was not at
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all likely. Although there is of course no correct answer to this ques-
tion, the ecological awareness fostered by the study should lead one to
appreciate the probability that every solution involves trade-offs.

Table V-30. Extent to which solutions are likely to cause problems

Nunmber Percent
Not at all 18 8
Somewhat 86 41
Very much 29 14
No response 78 37

Summary: By looking at the responses to all three questions, the
earlier judgment that public participation had not been effective as a
learning experience for more than half of the individuals toward whom the
effort was directed appears to be justified.

Relationships Among Variables

Obviously the respondents differed in the nature and extent of their
involvement in the planning effort, as well as in personal characteris-
tics. One purpose of this research is to examine the relationships among
the various aspects of involvement, and between involvement and learning.

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were calculated
among 15 personal, participation, and opinion/learning variables. (A
description of the measurement of each variable is included in Appendix
C.) Coefficients of statistically significant relationships (p £ .05)
involving personal characteristics of age, education, and income and
aspects of participation are arranged in Table V-31. Although in the
possible range of 0 to 1 the magnitude of these correlations is not
great, the following relationships are not likely to be attributable to
chance alone.

° The higher their level of educational achievement,
~--the more time respondents devoted to the Yadkin-Pee Dee study.
The younger the respondents,
--the greater they reported their activity level in designated
study aspects,
--the more time they devoted to participation, and
~-the more different forms of involvement they reported.
® The higher their income, the greater costs participants reported for
involvement in the study. S

L]

Education was negatively related to age (-.1418, p = .025) and positively
related to income (.1935, p = ,004). No other relationships among these
variables were likely to be more than a matter of chance. Even the sta-
tistically significant ones were far less than a one-to-one correlation.
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Table V-31. Significant* relationships between personal characteristics
and aspects of participation

Aspects of Correlation Coefficients
Participation Education Age Income
Forms of involvement n.s. -.1354 n.S.
No. of meetings n.s. n.s. n.s.
No. of special interests n.s. n.s. n.s.
Weighted activity level n.s. -.1626 n,.s.
Costs of participation n.s. n.s. 1211
Time devoted to participation .1669 ~-.1355 n.s.
No. of difficulties encountered n.S. n.s. n.s,

*Significant at p £ .05

The relationships among the various aspects of participation are
shown in Table V-32, 1In general, these are all positively related to
each other, That is, the more participants were involved in one aspect,
the greater their costs, time, involvement in another aspect, etc. There
was only one exception to this pattern of intercorrelations. The number
of difficulties encountered was not related to the number of special
interests with which participants identified,

The relationships between the participation aspects and five
opinion/learning variables are displayed in Table V-33. The respondents'
satisfaction with the public participation effort was likely to be great-
er, the greater their score on all aspects of participation. A similar
pattern held between participation and the number of activities
regspondents felt were appropriate for CAC members. In this case, one
exception was noted, Costs of participation were not likely to be
related to respondent opinions regarding CAC activities; neither was cost
related to the frequency with which respondents felt public meetings
should be held. However, the more meetings respondents had attended, the
more interests with which they identified, the larger their weighted
activity level, and the more time devoted to involvement in the Yadkin-
Pee Dee study, the more frequently they felt that public meetings ought
to be held., With the exception of the number of difficulties
encountered, the greater the respondents' score on participation, the
more familiar they said they were with solutions to problems the study
addressed, Respondents were more likely to believe that solutions would
create other problems as there were increases in the number of meetings
they attended, the number of special interests they represented, their
weighted activity level, their costs of participation, and the time they
devoted to participation.

There was less intercorrelation among the opinion/learning variablgs
(Table V-34)., Satisfaction was related to the frequency with which re-
spondents felt meetings should be held and their familiarity with solu-—
tions to problems. Familiarity with problem solutions was positively
related to each of the other opinion/learning variables. Otherwise, no
significant relationships were apparent.’
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Table V-34. Significant* relationships among opinion/learning variables

No. activities Desired Familiarity Likelihood that
appropriate meeting w/problem solution would
for CAC frequency solutions create problems
Satisfaction with public
participation effort n.s. .1909 .3249 n.s.
No. activities appropriate
for CAC n.s. .1761 n.s.
Desired meeting frequency .2326 .1930
Familiarity w/problem solutions .3259

*Significant at p < .05



Recognizing that the extent of participation was generally related
to the respondents' opinions and learning regarding the study, a multiple
regression analysis was undertaken with each of three learning/opinion
variables. This procedure determined the extent to which one could pre-
dict opinion/learning from the respondents' reported involvement and

personal characteristics, The predictor variables used in all three
anal yses were:

Number of forms of involvement

Number of meetings attended

Number of special interests with which the respondent identified
Weighted activity level

Costs of participation

Time devoted to participation

Number of difficulties encountered

Educational achievement level

Age

Income

The first multiple regression examined the satisfaction of respon-
dents with public participation in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, While all
of the predictor variables except age contributed more than by chance to
participant satisfaction, the greatest share was contributed by the
welghted act1v1ty level. It alone accounted for nearly 10 percent of the
variance (R2 .09234) in the satisfaction scores. The addition of the
other elght varlables accounted for only three percent more of the vari-
ance (RZ = ,12360).

Familiagrity with proposed solutions to problems addressed by the
Yadkin-Pee Dee study was the dependent variable in the second regression
equation. In this case five variables—-weighted activity level, number
of special interests, education, number of meetings attended, and number
of forms of involvement-—in that order--predicted familiarity more than
by chance. Again, the greatest share of the variance in participant
famlllarlty with solutions was accounted for by the weighted activity
level (R? = ,29228). The number of special interests represented contri-
buted an additional four percent. (The other three variables combined
accounted for less than three percent more of the variance, for a total

‘of ,36128). The amount of activity in which the participant was en-
gaged in the study, and the number of perspectives from which the parti-
cipant was able to view the concerns of the river basin, shaped to a
substantial extent the participant's familiarity with problems addressed
by the Level B study and solutions proposed to those problems.

When looking to see which variables predicted the degree of likeli-
hood with which participants believed solutions to one problem would
create other problems, a similar pattern emerged. Although five varia-
bles were statistically significant predictors, only two contributed very
much to the amount of variance accounted for. The combined variance
accounted for by weighted activity level (RZ = ,09264) and education (an
additional .01248) was 10.5 percent,.

Summary: Correlational analyses revealed that age and education are
related to the time spent on participation, with better educated and
younger persons likely to devote more time to the Level B study than less
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educated or older persons. The various aspects of participation are
generally related to each other. While the relationships between
opinion/learning variables and aspects of participation are not all sta-
tistically significant, satisfaction was positively related to every
aspect of participation. Respondents were more likely to identify more
potential CAC activities as appropriate and to prefer more frequent meet-
ings if they had been more involved in the public participation effort.
Familiarity with problem solutions and belief that solutions cause
problems are also positively correlated with increases in several of the
aspects of participation. Among the five learning/opinion variables
familiarity with problem solutions was positively related to each of the
other four variables.

Using multiple regression to find out which participation aspects
contributed most to predicting satisfaction, familiarity with problem
solutions, and belief that solutions cause problems, the most important
single predictor for all three was the weighted activity level of the
participant. Less important in regard to familiarity with solutions was
the number of special interests with which the participant identified.
Also, education predicted to a small (but statistically significant)
degree the respondent's belief that solutions tend to cause other
problems.

Conclusions

1. Persons included on the mailing list tended to be better
educated, have higher income levels, and be more likely to be
employed in a white~collar job than the general population. The
respondents were not representative in the sense of being like
the general population, but they may have been better able to
represent the larger public in their identification with a broad
range of designated interests and interest groups. A large
proportion of the respondents were public officials, whose
responsibility is to serve (represent) constituents. From the
interest perspectives acknowledged, the target population may
consistently underrepresent the least powerful elements in the
general population.

2. Less than half of the target population responding were involved
any more than as interested citizens and/or recipients of the
newsletter. No round of public meetings was attended by more
than 30 percent of the respondents. Respondents were likely to
be 'very little' involved in most aspects of the study, with
generally greater involvement in passive activity than active
expression of concerns and preferences.

3. More than half of the respondents did not list any problems
addressed by the study; 40 percent did not indicate any
familiarity with solutions proposed. 1In absolute terms, the
public participation effort was not very effective as a learning
experience for the target population, even though the Study
staff had evidenced concern that information regarding the
existence of the study and the opportunity for involvement was
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widely disseminated.

4. A conservative estimate of participant investment is 300 work
days and $3,925 in monetary costs. Even though a relatively
small proportion of respondents participated actively, those
that did so made a substantial investment. This required them
to overcome difficulties like the three most frequently cited——
the time required, distance to meetings, and complexity of the
subject matter.

5. There is no strong evidence that the designation of CAC members
played a unique or particularly effective role. The respondents
identified as desirable qualifications for CAC membership such
general attributes as interest, concern, technical training or
college degree, and knowledge of the Basin-—-all of which would
be equally appropriate for any lay person the Study staff might
hope toe involve., Other than finding out the preferences of
persons represented, other activities that a majority of respon-
dents thought appropriate for CAC members were just as applica-
ble to any persons participating in the Study. Even the concern
for getting a reading on public opinion could be accommodated on
an ad hoc basis by individuals interested in the Study--perhaps
with a more systematic approach than that only implicit in CAC
membership.

6. The single most likely-to-be-effective means of building satis-
faction with the public participation effort and knowledge
regarding the content of planning is to increase the level of
involvement of those individuals who do participate. Respon-
dents did not seem to object to more involvement. In fact, half
preferred to schedule meetings more frequently than was the case
in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study. Suggestions for things planners
can do to help citizens participate emphasized educative, and
necessarily involving, roles.

Survey of Planners in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study

Methodology

One of the purposes which public participation is expected to serve
is to inform planners as to the concerns, interests, and preferences of
the people for whom planning is conducted and who will presumably benefit
from that planning. Whether planners perceive public participation as an
aid or an encumbrance to their work, they are responsible for the design
and implementation of at least a nominal attempt to involve the public.
In the case of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study the public participation
effort involved a substantial investment on the part of 16 persons who
spent all or part of their time working on the Study.* These 16 planners
constituted the third population surveyed in this research.

*Not all of the persons designated as planners for purposes of this
report were technically involved in the water resource planning. All
were involved in at least some aspects of the public participation
effort, and were employed by NRCD or the Level B Study.
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A self-administered questionnaire was developed for the purpose
(Appendix C). Each item in the questionnaire was reviewed for-clarity by
a panel of four readers generally familiar with the research project.

The panelists also reviewed the overall format for the instrument after
the items had been revised. Because there is no comparable population
with whom to try out the instrument, no formal pretest was conducted.

The questionnaires were mailed to the planners with a cover letter
and stamped addressed envelope for returning the completed instrument.
All were returned after a follow-up postcard reminder.

All returns were anonymous. Planners did identify, however, the
roles in which they had worked during the course of the Level B Study.
Seven had served as Task Group coordinators; of these, four had also been
supervisors and one had also been a member of another Task Group. Two
planners had been involved only as members of the Task Groups, four had
worked only as supervisors and coordinators of the Study efforts, and
three had served in other capacities,

Planners' Involvement in Public Participation

Planners generally attended those meetings related to their subject
or area of responsibility, so their involvement was expected to vary.
When asked how much they had been involved in public participation .in the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, nine planners said 'a great deal', six replied
'some', and one 'a little'. Table V-35 indicates the nature of that
involvement., More than half of the planners had helped to plan public
participation; had attended one or more meetings; had prepared materials
for distribution to the public or for use at meetings; and had made oral
presentations at meetings.

Table V-35. Number of planners involved in various aspects of public
participation in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study

Aspects of Public Participation Number
Helped in planning for public participation 13
Attended Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting(s) 13
Attended Other Public Meeting(s) 12
Preparation of materials for distribution to public 11
Made oral presentation at meeting(s) 10
Preparation of materials for use at meetings 9
Preparation of press releases 4
Other 3
(N = 16)

The majority of planners had not had a great deal of experience with
public participation in water resource planning other than in the Yadkin-
Pee Dee Study. Eight had had some prior experience, and five had had
little or none (Table V-38). :
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When examining the planners' familiarity with various techniques of
public participation used in the Yadkin-Pee Dee or other water resource
planning, almost all had experience with public workshops and CAC meet-
ings (Table V~36). Experience with public hearings and contacting local
elected officials was much rarer.

Table V-36. Number of planners who had experience in various aspects of
public participation

Aspect YPD Only Other Only Both  Nomne
Citizen Advisory Committees 2 2 11 1
Task Group. Advisors 12 1 3
Public workshop 4 11 1
Public hearings 2 6 1 7
Contdct with local elected

officials ‘ 6 3 7
Contact with other individuals ‘

and groups 2 1 9 4
Public information 3 4 5 4
Other 1 15
(N = 16)

There is not a clear relationship between the planners' self-
reported degree of involvement in the Yadkin-Pee Dee public participation
effort and the number of different aspects in which they reported
involvement (Table V-37). Neither was their report of the extent of
other experience strongly related to the number of experiences (Table V-
38), In both cases those who said they had little experience had parti-
cipated in few activities, but there was little difference between ''some"
and "a great deal'. Apparently the appraisal of extent of involvement is
a subjective matter, perhaps determined more by the proportion of avail-
able time consumed than by the number of different activities to which
attention was given.

Table V-37. Extent of planners' involvement in the Yadkin-Pee Dee public
participation effort and number of activities in which they

participate
Involved a Involved Involved
Great Deal Some A Little
Average number of activites 5 4.8 ‘ 1
Range of activites 2~7 3-6 1
Number of planners 9 6 1
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Table V-38. Extent of planners’' experience in other public participation
efforts and number of other activities in which they had

participated
Great Deal Some Little or no
of Experience Experience Experience
Average number of activites 5 4,25 2.4
‘Range of activities 4-6 1-7 0-5
Number of planners 3 8 5

Planners' Satisfaction with Public Participation

The planners were asked to rate their overall level of satisfaction
with seven specific efforts of public involvement in the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Study., The distribution of their responses is shown in Table V-39, Few
planners expressed '"very high" or "very low' satisfaction with any of the
efforts listed. 'Fairly high'" satisfaction was the modal response for
the legal and institutional meetings, the public meetings held to discuss
the Draft Alternative Plan, the planners' clarity, and the use of citi-
zens' comments., 'Fairly low" satisfaction was expressed for the contri-
bution of Task Group Advisors, the participants' familiarity with Study
documents, and the role of CAC members. Planners appear to be consis-
tently more satisfied with their own contributions to public participa-
tion than with the publics' contributions.

Table V-39. Satisfaction with Yadkin-Pee Dee public involvement efforts

Very Fairly Fairly Very No
Effort High High Low Low Opinion
L & I meetings i 8 2 2 3
Contribution of TGAs 5 8 1 2
DAP meetings 2 10 2 2
Participants' familiarity 1 3 9 3
Planners' clarity 2 8 3 2 1
Role of CACs 4 8 1 3
Use of citizen comments 2 9 4 1

Whether planners' satisfaction level was related to the extent of
their involvement in the public participation effort was a matter examin-
ed through visual inspection of the data. An index of satisfaction and
an index of involvement was calculated for each planner. (The procedures
are detailed in Appendix C.) A plot of these scores (Exhibit 6) reveals
a considerable dispersion, although the highest and lowest satisfaction
scores belong to the most and least involved planners, respectively.
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Involvement Index

Exhibit 6. Scatter Diagram of Planners’' Satisfaction and Involvement
Scores (K = 16)

Attitudes Toward Public Participation

The planners were asked to indicate for each of 10 controversial
statements whether they thought the Yadkin-Pee Dee planners would
generally agree or disagree., Table V-40 shows the distribution of
responses for each statement,

In disagreeing with statement A, planners apparently felt that there
would be considerable resistance to eliminating public participation if
it were no longer required. The agreement with statement B lends further
support to the belief that some form of public participation would be
included, perhaps as a matter of tradition as well as principle.
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