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PREFACE

This study compares the attitudes of two distinet
entities which have a stake in and often play important
roles in &ddressing the issues confronting the
Chesapeake Bay: special interest groups and the gen-
eral public. In the Chesapeake region, scores of spe-
cialized organizations represent the interests of mari-
na operators, charterboat owners, seafood proeessors,
organized labor, the commercial watermen, energy
users, recreational boaters, yacht clubs, marine scien-
tists, educators, and environmentalists, to name a few.

The authors canvassed some 600 citizens from
around the state by telephone, and 76 recreational,

environmental, and industrial interest groups by mail
and personal interviews. They found that the attitudes
and perceptions of these two disparate segments of the
state's population showed substantial similarities when
presented with the 12 issues chosen by the authors for
discussion.

By far the greatest concurrence between the two
sampled populations came on the question of pollu-
tion. More than 80% of each felt that polluters con~
victed of illegal dumping of toxic materials should be
held financially responsible; they also feit that a com-
mission should be established to monitor the dispersal
of such substances in the Bay area.

An equal majority of both samples also agreed
that "the seafood industry should be protected by the
state and given preferential treatment over industrial
and recreational interests,” Both samples agreed that
nuclear energy facilities should not be expanded fur-
ther in the region and that government regulation



should not limit recreational boating. Other issues dis-
cussed were: land use, waterfront construction, air
and water quality, oil spills, channel dredging, Hart
and Miller islands, Baltimore port, and the conflicts of
development,

The most significant difference of opinion came
on the question of land use. Two~thirds of the citizens
believed that use of land should be determined pri-
marily by the owner; only a third of the interest groups
supported such a policy. On the question of waterfront
construction, majorities of both samples supported
government regulation of such development, though a
larger portion of the interest groups (three-quarters to
two-thirds) were in favor of it.

In addition to finding substantial harmony of
opinion on the issues, the authors arrived at two other
conclusions: 1) most citizens are unaware of the exis-
tence or activities of Bay-area interest groups, and 2)
many of the interest groups are comprised of little
more than a post office box and letterhead stationery,
or are small, lightly funded groups relying on volunteer
support. The survey of the public also found that near-
ly half the sample believed that in the next five years
the condition of the Bay will improve.

The second phase of this study will compare the
attitudes of government officials to those of the gen-
eral public to determine to what extent public atti-
tudes shape public policy and administration regarding
the Bay., The survey shows that 85% of the citizens
sampled felt that they exerted little or no influence on
the issues involving the Bay.

—The Editors
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GENERAL STATEMENT QOF STUDY

Introduction

The objective of this study is to determine if the
policies advocated by interest groups who claim to
speak for the c¢itizens of Maryland regarding
Chesapeake Bay issues refleet the preferences ex-
pressed by a random sample of Maryland residents. If
group positions do in fact reflect individual prefer-
ences, then the need for policy-meakers to acquire in-
formation regarding citizen attitudes can be simpli-
fied.

Most governmental decisions regarding use of the
Chesapeake Bay are made by administrative agencies,
which often rely upon public hearings. Because no
single political unit encompasses the Bay region, these
resource-use decisions oecur within a complex system
that includes input from numerous interest groups and
public agencies.

The Chesapeake Bay provides an excellent model
for examining major research questions concerning
interest group representation of resource users. By
comparing the descriptive findings from a survey of
citizen preferences with a survey of interest group
policies, we believe this study makes a significant
contribution to interest group theory, and suggests
some generalizations regarding the representativeness
of interest groups concerned with the Chesapeake
Bay. In addition, this study is intended to present
decision-makers with a comprehensive overview of
citizen attitudes concerning a humber of key environ-
mental topies of relevance to the future use of the
Chesapeake Bay.



Background

Interest groups are of central importance to the
American political system. Democratic government
includes more than the formal executive, legislative
and judicial structures or the formal processes of
nomination, election, legislation and administration.
These authoritative decision-making mechanisms are
one side of the American political system; varying
configurations of persons and groups reflecting
interests and values are the other. Because achieving
of goals may ultimately depend upon structural organi-
zation and manpower, the influence of factional inter-
ests becomes inevitable, as citizens act together to
make demands upon government and to seek & role in
publie policy-making. In the Federalist, Number 10,
James Madison spoke propheticalily ol "a landed inter-
est, & manufacturing interest, a merchantile interest,
a moneyed interest, and many lesser interests,”

Government actions in the United States are all-
pervasive, affecting the activities of all groups of indi-
viduals. Therefore interest groups assume a necessary
role in a modern democracy, for on the way to influ-
encing political decision-making to protect their own
interests, they marshal individual opinions, organize
them, and present them to official decision-makers.
Publie policy, according to Adrian, can be defined as
the end result of the interactions of various concerned
interest groups upon one another and upon government
officials,

Accordingly, much research has been directed to
examining major interest groups, their structure, and
the means by which they press their claims forward.
Organized interest groups cover a broad spectrum of
characteristics, types, goals, and techniques. Some
are permanent and are always present near the seat of



government while others are temporary organizations
created to deal with specific issues. As issues change,
so does group membership. Thus, fluidity acts as an
operating device by which groups realign their forces.

While interest groups may be classified in several
ways, the most clear-cut method is to group them on
the basis of the general subject on which they focus.
The most prominent are dedicated to promoting the in-
terests of business and industry, labor, agriculture,
professions, veterans, religion, ethnics, government
workers, consumers, and better government. Generali-
zations about the strength and effectiveness of inter-
est groups are less clear-cut, but both size and co-
hesiveness seem to be eritical. Geographical distribu-
tion may also affect a group's strength. Related to
size, unity, and geography is the more ambiguous qual-
ity of prestige or status. Leaders of certain groups—
such as the legal, banking, or medical professions—
generally enjoy easier access to decision-makers than
do leaders of other groups. In addition, the structure
of a group, whether centralized or decentralized, and
the capabilities of its leadership are other factors
which can enhance or reduce influence. Finally, the
interest group's program content will determine its
tong-run success because a program or policy directly
contrary to or lacking public support will have a
limited chance of success,

Large organized interest groups generally oper-
ate with a paid staff of one or more persons who lobby
the various branches and levels of government; smaller
organizations usually must depend on member volun-
teers for all activities. Frequently, the staff may
spend as much time dealing with inattentive consti-
tuents as with public officials. Generally, groups try
to do business with friends rather than converting ene-
mies, and they will provide accessible officials with



technical information, projections, and background
data that might otherwise be difficult to obtain. In
the act of lobbying for and against proposed policies,
organizations will form coalitions and alliances. The
more sophisticated of them will exploit the media, and
involve themselves in both subtle and explicit election-
eering activities.

Not all citizens are members of interest groups.
It is estimated that fewer than one-half of ali adult
Americans belong to voluntary organizations. About
60% of the persons in lower income brackets do not
belong to any groups, as compared with only 20%
among high income persons. Also, one-half of those
with eight years or less of education did not belong to
any organization, as compared with about 20% of those
who have attended college (Survey Research Center,
1976). In addition, it has been shown (Millbrath, 1977)
that citizens with a special interest to protect or
promote will involve themselves in the process of pub-
lic participation; however, this involves less than one-
tenth of one percent of the population. In light of this
finding, the present study is designed to obtain the
views of a random sample of citizens, and to compare
these findings with the views espoused by the interest

groups.

Major Research Questions

Three questions were developed for comparative
purposes;

. Do interest groups advocate policies which
are compatible with citizen preferences?
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Is the composition of interest groups with
regard to income and education similar to
that of a random sample of Maryland resi-
dents? Or do members of interest groups
have more education and higher incomes
than nonmembers?

Do the majority of citizen users of the Bay
belong to organized interest groups?

Three questions were developed primarily
regarding interest groups:

4.

6.

What are the major methods by which inter-
est groups achieve their objectives?

(Possible methods: encouragement of
citizen activism and education of the

general public rather than lobbying or
research; alignment with other private
groups rather than with government agen-
cies.)

How do interest groups determine the atti-
tudes of membership on specific issues?

Are the interest groups large, i.e., 100 or
more members, well-staffed with paid em-
ployees, and well-financed by constituents?

Three questions were developed primarily for

eitizens:

7.

What are the major issues regarding the
Chesapeake Bay (according to the citizens
of Maryland)?



8.

9.

What are the attitudes and priorities of
Maryland residents toward & number of
environmental and energy-related issues?

What type of response profile is exhibited by
a random sample of Maryland residents?



METHODOLOGY

The methodology employed to determine the re-
lationship between the users of the Chesapeake Bay
and the interest groups concerned with Bay-related
issues involved three major segments:

1. A telephone survey of a random sample of
state residents that identified patterns of
use and preferences regarding the Bay;

2. A mail survey of the interest groups con-
cerned with the Chesapeake Bay; and

3. Personal interviews with interest group
leaders,

The data from each of these three segments
were obtained from instruments designed to elicit
responses which could be compared across segments,
thus providing a profile of priorities as seen by users
and interest groups. The sampling strategies adopted
for each segment were intended to maximize response
rates since the study was subject to time and cost con-
straints. A more detailed description of the methodol-
ogy used in each segment is presented in the following
sections,

Survey of Citizens

Design of the Instrument: The basic concepts
underlying the guestionnaire design were derived from
a series of issue statements. These were, in effect,
the issues deemed most relevant for present and future
policy decisions regarding the Chesapeake Bay. During
the course of the study, additional issues emerged
which will be considered in the 1980 survey. Thus, it is




hoped that the 1979 and 1980 surveys will provide de-
cision-makers as well as the general public with base-
line data with which to examine the environmental
concerns of the citizens of Maryland. In addition to
the issue statements, questions were asked on demo-
graphics, political ideology, and the amount of leisure
time available to Bay users.

Sample Design for the Citizen Survey: Six hun-
dred Maryland resE::nts were Interviewed by telephone
between May and July 1879. Telephone numbers were
selected from a list of randomly generated numbers
within the state. Random Digit Dialing (RDD), a
method of eomputerized sampling for telephone inter-
viewing, was used to produce this list. For this survey,
all three-digit exchanges in the state were placed into
the computer; the remaining four digits of each num-
pber were then randomly gathered. The net effect of
this procedure is to ensure thet all households with
telephones in the state have an equal probability for
selection.

The sample was derived through RDD, as opposed
to utilization of telephone directories, since direc-
tories do not include households with unlisted num-
bers. Although 93% of U.S. households are telephone
subseribers (Klecka, 1878), studies (Glasser, 1972) have
shown that only 81% of all current subscribers are list-
ed in the directories. The problem of contacting
households with unlisted numbers is overcome by using
RDD. The list of randomly generated telephone num-
bers includes listed as well as unlisted telephone
numbers.

Procedures for Data Collection: A pretest of the
instrument was carried out.




These procedures address the following metho-
dological issues, which are of particular concern when
conducting telephone surveys: time of day calls are
made; day of week calls are made; procedure for call-
back method; mandatory six-tings policy.

Disgosition of Calls: The numbers generated by
the met of RDD described earlier include not only
listed and uniisted households, but businesses, pay
phones, and nonworking numbers as well. For the
Chesapeake Bay Citizen Survey, 4,225 calls were
made. The final disposition of these calls is presented
in Table 1. It can be seen that the majority of calls
(2,401) resulted in nonworking numbers.

Table 1. Final Tabulation of Calls

2,401 Nonworking 56.8%
544 Business or public pay phone 12.9%
600 Complete 14.4%
413 Refusals 9.8%
253 No answer 6.0%

€ Incomplete 1%

it ———

4,217 * TOTAL NUMBER OF CALLS 100.00

¥This figure does not include no answer, busy, and
requested incomplete callbacks. These numbered 349
after 258 completed calls on June 24, 1879. They were
not included because the four callbacks required for
final status determination had not been completed at
that time.



potential Problems and/or Bias: The major pro-
plems and biases which could have exerted an infly-
ence upon the Chesapeake Bay Citizen Survey include;
(1) outside events which may condition an individual's
response, and (2) the inability to determine in advance
which numbers are nonworking or business numbers,

It should be noted that the gasoline shortages of
the summer of 1979 became acute during the inter-
viewing period. This is reflected in the responses to
Question 29, After June 25, 1979, more individuals
mentioned gasoline shortages or physical distance as
reasons for not using the Chesapeake Bay.

when utilizing this RDD method, it is not pos-
sible to determine in advance nonworking or business
numbers. This difficulty leads to a greater cost per
interview than would be asscciated with directory
sampling. However, the advantage of obtaining a pure
random sample compensates for this problem. In addi-
tion, the computer program needed to draw the sample
was quick and simple to write, thus partially offsetting
the cost of the telephone interviewing.

Survey of Interest Groups

The survey focused upon three types of interest
groups*:

*NOTE: Time and funding limitations precluded the
examination of all interest groups in the
Chesapeake Bay area; thus, the major thrust of
the research was upon three major categories of
interest group.

10



Environmental: Environmental groups have

become prominent, and are considered by
some observers to be dominated by middle
and upper-income persons.

Recreational: Recreational groups may be

the fastest growing interest group.

Business/Occupational: Occuptional groups

have the strongest direct stake in the alloca-
tion and use of Bay resources.

Preparation of Mailing List: The first task was

to identify those interest groups which were primarily
concerned with the Chesapeake Bay and which repre-
sented one of the three types mentioned above. The
criteria for group selection were designed to ensure
that the data derived would allow for comparisons be-
tween the citizen population and the interest group
population. Thus, it was determined that all organiza-
tions or interest groups selected should be:

l'
2.

3.

formally organized;

interested primarily or significantly in Bay-
related issues;

made up of individual adult members rather
than organizational members;

operated without government sponsorship or
funding;

non-profit; and

located in the state of Maryland.

11



various sources were used to compile the list of
eligible citizen interest groups. These included: (1)
those listings available at the University through pre-
vious graduate student and faculty projects and gener-
a] reference materials; (2) mailing lists of agencies
concerned with the Bay, such as the Coastal Zone
Unit, Department of Natural Resources, and Citizens
Program for the Chesapeake Bay of the Environmental
Protection Agency; (3) directory mailing lists of other
Bay-related organizations; and (4) networking in terms
of personal contact with sources such as newspapers.

Groups which obviously did not fit the establish-
ed criteria were automatically excluded. Groups
whose eligibility could not be readily determined were

contacted by phone to solieit information on their
charter, membership, etc., in order to make the deci~
sion as to whether or not they should be included in the
survey, However, the cost of telephoning all organiza-
tions or groups of questionable eligibility would have
been prohibitive. Thus, if a group which appeared on
{nterest group source lists or mailing lists was con-
sidered to be a probable selection, it was included in
the final list of organizations to be surveyed. Samples
of groups in this category included civie organizations
that have shown an interest in Bay use and manage-
ment and environmental groups that appear to be bas-
ed in a school rather than composed of student mem-
bers. The final list included 281 organizations or
branches of organizations in one of the three categor-
ies specified above (i.e., 55 recreational groups, 201
environmental groups, and 25 business and/or occupa-
tion-related groups),

Design of the Instrument: A survey instrument
was designed that would verify the eligibility of each
group selected and describe them in terms of charter,
funding, and demographics of membership (sex, age,

12



education, race, and income) as well as the group's
stand on Bay issues. A standard pretest (actual survey
mailout) of the instrument was not conducted because
the total number of interest groups was small and it
was felt that all of those groups listed should be held
for use in the actual survey, However, copies of the
survey instrument were mailed to cohorts of similar
interest in the Washington Metropolitan Area with e
request that they examine the instrument to determine
whether it could be completed by their organization
and if it adequately covered ali issues they considered
pertinent to the use and management of the
Chesapeake Bay. Copies were sent to the
Environmental Protection Agency's Citizens' Program
for the Chesapeake Bay &and to the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources Coastal Zone Unit
with requests for comment.

Data Collection: The questionnaires were mailed
in June, Because ol a slow return, telephone follow-up
of nonrespondents began in July and continued until
September, Because of respondent requests, returned
mail, or inability to make telephone contact, 183 ques-
tionnaires were sent out in a second mailing. The prin-
cipal reason for the lower-than-expected response rate
was the inaccurate and out-of-date condition of the
numerous public and private mailing lists that were
used. Roughly estimated, as much as 50% of the
names and addresses were no longer valid. Another
reason for the low response rate was that in many
cases the nature of a group had been incorrectly ascer-
tained. In addition, the size of the organizations being
contacted presented difficulties; many groups were
small and had no administrative headquarters other
than the home of the chairman, director, president, or
head of the organization or group. The forwarding of
mail that was necessitated by changes of address or a
change in the head of the organization slowed down

13



receipt and response. Finally, it should be noted that a
summer survey is handicapped by vacations. From the
original list of 281 groups, it was found that 61 (21%)
were ineligible by virtue of the selection criteria; 13
(5%) were unreachable because of incorrect addresses;
seven (2%) were returned without completion of the
guestionnaire; and 124 (44%) did not respond. The
findings which will be presented in this report are
pased on the returned and completed questionnaires of
76 (27%) groups.*

Interviews with Interest Group Leaders:

As the questionnaires were being returned, crite-
ria were established for the selection of a sample of
citizen interest groups with which personal interviews

would be conducted. Our bases were size, prominence,
and representativeness of the three types of organiza-
tions being investigated, Ten groups were chosen for
interviews: four environmental, and three each recre-
ational and occupational. A questionnaire was used
during the interviews that was in essence an elabora-
tion of the mail design with several additional ques-
tions, It was used primarily as an outline for discus-
sion.

Personal interviews were conducted with spokes-
persons from each of the organizations selected.
These interviews ranged in length of time from one to

*Given the ephemeral nature of interest groups, their
variability in size and support, and the difficulty of
contacting their representatives, we believe the re-
sponse of 76 such groups provides a solid basis for our
tindings.

14



severa]l hours. The difference in completion time was
generally related to the diversity of relevant activities
engaged in by some of the responding organizations.
The interview covered essentially the same type of
information as that elicited by the mail questionnaire,
but requested much more detail. Prominent themes
were: Bay-related activities undertaken by the organi-
zation; standard procedures involved when some form
of action is taken (e.g., voice of membership, elected
officers and staff in determining organizations and
government agencies); and specific action taken to
achieve objectives,

15






FINDINGS®*

Citizen Preferences on Issues

Pollution: Pollution is the overriding concern of
all responding citizens. Sixty-nine percent called pol-
lution the most important issue involving the
Chesapeeke Bay. The ecological health of the estuary
was mentioned by 10.4% of the respondents. The third
significant issue concerned the importance of the sea-
food industry (7.4% of the respondents). No other spe-
cific issue was mentioned by more than 2.5% of the re-
spondents,

Consistent with this set of findings was the high
level of disagreement (71.8%) with the suggestion that

the Bay is in good environmental shape. In addition,
83.8% of the citizens felt that an increase in water-
front industry would substantially contribute to a de-
cline in air and water quality; 71.8% did not believe
that the public overreacts to oil spills.

Significant support appeared for punishing indivi-
duals or groups responsible for dumping and polluting.
Ninety-six percent of the respondents sgreed that
those convicted of dumping should be held legally and
financially responsible. Moreover, 5949% of the respon-
dents wanted a commission established to keep track
of all substances dumped into the Bay. In addition, by
a seven-to~one margin the public supported the idea of
additional legislation to curtail soil and sediment run-
off.

#The Iindings presented in the text of this report re-
present descriptive responses to questionnaire items,

17



Governmental Regulations: Citizen feelings re-
garding governmental regulation of land is of impor-
tance to the future planning decisions regarding land
use and development of the Chesapeake Bay area. The
respondents showed overwhelming agreement that the
use of private property should be controlled. Seventy-
seven percent agreed that an individuel should control
his or her own land while only 23.3% disagreed. How-
ever, on two questions dealing with construction, the
citizens evidenced a desire for governmental regula-
tion. These questions dealt with waterfront and mar-
ina development. Seventy-two percent of the respon-
dents preferred governmental regulation of waterfront
construction, and 63% wanted regulation of marina
construction. On both of these questions, the state
was the favored level of government to both make and
enforce the regulations.

By a slight margin citizens did not approve of
regulating increased recreational boating (55.4% to
44.6%). However, among those who favored govern-
mental regulation, the state was again the preferred
level of government to make and enforce regulations.
The state was only slightly favored over local govern-
ment, but the federal government was a distant third.

Surprisingly, 85.1% of the sample believed that
as individuals they exert little influence on issues
involving the Chesapeake Bay. However, this response
may represent a generalized feeling that individuals
can exert little influence on government and business.

Energy and Environment: Trade-offs are often
required EE'tween the benellts derived from develop-
ment of energy sources and the adverse impacts of
such development upon the environment. These trade-
offs are particularly relevant when a major natural re-

source is utilized by a number of groups representing

18



recreational, commercial, and other potentially con-
flicting interests.

In the present study, most of the respondents
(55%) tended to see the need for energy and environ-
mental protection as about equally important. How-
ever, 26.3% of the respondents were willing to rank
the need for energy over the need for environmental
protection.

On the other hand, the respondents tended to
take a rather negative view of nuclear energy facili-
ties in the Bay area, with 60% of the individuals oppos-~
ed to nuclear energy facilities being located on the
Chesapeake Bay, It should be noted that the nuclear

accident at Three Mile Island occurred in March of
1879, and may have influenced this response.

To attempt to determine if the Three Mile Island
accident was affecting the respondents' perceptions
regarding nuclear power, the respondents were asked if
Three Mile Island influenced their attitude. The re-
sponses were evenly split, 49% yes and 48% no. When
these responses were further compared to individuals'
perceived views prior to Three Mile Island, it appeared
that the individuals who were uncertain about locating
nuclear facilities on the Chesapeake Bay tended to
shift to negative.

Industry—Seafood and the Harbor: The residents
of Maryland expressed a high level of concern for the
seafood industry. Sixty-three percent wanted safe-
guards provided for the iIndustry. Additionally, two-
thirds wanted the seafood industry given preferential
treatment over other commercial and recreational in-
terests.

The additional dredging of the Chesapeake Bay
channel leading into the Port of Baltimore has been a

19



controversial issue. Of those respor}ding, 37.9% sup~
ported dredging to increase the shipping business while
42.1% disapproved. The procedure for disposal of the
dredged waste is just as important and controversial,
Of those responding, 70.4% disagreed with using Hart
and Miller islands as the location for disposal of the
dredged waste. A related question deals with the ex-
pansion of the Port of Baltimore. Of those citizeng
who responded, two-thirds agreed with proposals to
expand port facilities,

Prioriti Questions: To provide a further check
upon the validity ol the preceeding responses, as well
as to attempt to develop a profile of the priorities of
Maryland citizens, a number of questions were asked

to measure the intensity of the respondents' feelings
regarding those issues. “The level of importance that

people assigned to the following issues is as follows:

1. POLLUTION: a high priority for 78.9% of the
respondents; a low priority for only 5.8%.

2. URBAN DEVELOPMENT: a high priority for
39.7%; a moderate pr ority for 36.6%; and a
low priority for 23.7%.

3. RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 37.4%
high, ~ 34.2% moderate, and 28.5% low
priority.

4. UNEMPLOYMENT: 47.3% high, 30.6%
moderate, an -2% low priority,

5. SOIL EROSION: 61.8% high, and 14.1% low
priority.

20



6. UNSAFE WATER AREAS: $52.4% high, 23.9%
moderate, and 23.9% low priority.

7. SEAFOOD INDUSTRY: 70.1% high, and 9.1%
low priority.

Bay Future: The citizens of Maryland were
somewhat optimistic about the future of the Bay.
Forty-three percent said that the Bay will get better
within the next five years. Thirty-four percent felt it
will deteriorate, and 22% felt it will remain in its
present state,

Those who thought the Bay would improve
cited some of the following reasons:

Less pollution 17.7%
Improved facilities 4.9%
Citizen awareness 8.5%
Government regulation 4.9%

Those who thought it would deteriorate cited these
reasons: '

Pollution 20.2%
Lack of citizen concern 4.6%
Overcrowding 2.8%
Industry 3.1%
Government 2.1%

21



Citizen Characteristics

Demographic Profile of the Res .
Completed interviews were obtained tﬂﬂde';?d
Maryland ecitizens. A demographie profile of the 600
citizens sampled is presented below. Each graph de-
picts the percentege of individuals in the various
categories of the key demographic variables utilized in

this survey.

Race

85.3

Sex

€l.8

14.7

Normh { te Whi te Kale renole
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Income of Respondents
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Involvement with the Bay: A small percentage
of the respondents sampled had direct involvement
with the Bay. Five percent owned a residence on the
Bay. Interestingly, 5.7% of the sample had occupe-
tions whieh related directly to the Bay.

Of those sampled, 27.6% had not visited the Bay
within the last year. Twenty-three percent had visited
once or twice; 15.5% three to four times; 12.4% five
to ten times; and 21.2% more than ten times. Four
reasons were given for not using the Bay. The major
reason was the concern regarding pollution (22.3%);
next were distance to the Bay (18.9%), lack of interest
(16%), and finally, the fuel situation (12.6%). It is
likely that fuel and distance are highly related and

racticably interchangeable. As prices go up, these
wo deterrents will probably increase proportionately.

Awareness of Interest Groups: The level of
awareness of interest group existence was low, with
only 22.8% of the citizens aware of Bay-related organ-
izations. Of the 600 Maryland citizens surveyed, only
2.7% belonged to Bay-related organizations. In addi-
tion, most respondents expressed minimal interest in
financially supporting Bay-related interest groups, as
shown by the following scale:

Minimal Financial Support 1 48.1%
2 19.8%
3 24.6%
4 3.0%
Maximal Financial Support 5 4.4%

In addition, when asked how much they would be
willing to contribute to such Interest groups, most re-
spondents thought they would not be so inclined, as
shown below:
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Dollar Amount  Percent Willing to Contribute

$ 0 31.3%
9 29.5%
10 i9.1%
25 13.8%
50 4.1%
100 1.0%
More 1.2%

Most citizens, therefore, seem either unwilling or un-
able to contribute much money.

Perceptions of Leisure Time: A major compo-
nent of citizen involvement with the Bay stems from

recreational use, so the amount of leisure time avail-
able to an individual might exert an influence upon

present and f{uture recreational use of the Bay,
Fifty-five percent of the respondents felt they had
little leisure time, 31.9% felt they had some leisure
time, and only 11.1% feit they possessed very much
free time. On the other hand, the respondents were
relatively optimistic about future amounts of leisure
time. When asked if they felt more leisure time would
be available over the next ten years, 51.8% said yes,
35% no, and 14.1% were not sure.

Residential Characteristics: Eighty-three per-
cent had lived In their present residences less than 20
years, Of those, only 8.6% listed previous residences
outside the Maryland-Virginie-Washington, D.C. area.
Over 50% of the sample were suburban (52.8%) while
only 32.1% were rural or small town; 15.6% resided in
urban areas. '
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Family Composition: Two-thirds of the respon-
dents were married, with 32% of these having no chil-
dren; 39.3% had either one or two children; and 28.7%

had more than two children.

Political Ideology: The majority of the respon~
dents tended to consﬁer themselves "moderates"” poli-
tically; however, as can be seen in the following dia-
gram, the remainder of the individuals were about

evenly divided between congervative and liberal.

49.4
Political
Ideology
22.5 .0
';
1 I8 B
Exiremely Liderol Modercte Conservotive Ixtremely

Liberg canserva v

Interest Group Policies on Issues*

Pollution and the Environment: The greatest
agreement among the groups regarding an issue state-
ment was in response to the statement that those dis-
charging toxic substances into the Bay should be held
financially and legally responsible for resultant dam-
ages. Ninety-four percent supported this position.

*In pretest discussions and in the interviews, many of
the respondents were concerned that responses to issue
statements should be understood as simplifications
that do not permit all possible meanings or thoughts on
the various subjects to become evident.
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Over two-thirds of the groups or 72.1% agreed
that increasing weterfront industry will further contri-
bute to the decline of air and water quality. Closely
related to these findings was the high level of dis-
agreement (77.2%) with the statement that the public
tends to overreact to oll spills.

Two-thirds of the groups (68.3%) also disagreed
with the statement that the increased need for energy
is more important than environmental protection. On
the issue of permitting nuclear energy facilities in the
Bay area, however, the interest groups were in less
agreement. One-third or 34.2% supported the ides,
and almost half or 49.4% disapproved of the idea.

W’ The interest groups
did n n ity of opinion on govern-
mental control of property and activities in and around
the Bay. In response to the statement that the use of
land should be determined primarily by the person who
owns it, 40.5% of the groups agreed and 44.3% dis-
agreed. But the groups showed a strong belief in
governmental control over waterfront construction:
three~quarters or 76% were in support of the idea. On
the other hand, only one-third or 35.4% supported gov-
ernmental regulation to limit increased recreational
boating.

Among those groups that do favor governmental
regulation, the state was the preferred level of gov-
ernment to make and enforce regulations by 57%.
Local control was supported by 34%. The role of the
federal government was supported by 17.7%.

Industry—Seafood and the Harbor: The interest
groups expressed & evel of concern for the sea-
food industry. Two-thirds or 83.3% of the respondents
wanted the state to protect the industry, even to the
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extent of giving it preferential treatment over indus-
trial and recreational interests,

The dredging of the existing harbor channel has
been a controversial issue, and the interest groups did
not show a high level of agreement on the subject.
While 40.5% supported the dredging, 39.3% did not,
and 20.3% did not respond to the question. Just as
important and controversial is the problem of disposal
of the dredged weaste. Forty-one and seven-tenths per-
cent disagreed with using Hart and Miller Islands as a
containment facility for the waste. Although 20.3%
supported that site, what is notable is that 34.2% did
not respond to this question,

A related question Is the expansion of
Baltimore's facilities. Two thirds or 34.8% of the
groups supported expansion and 17.7% opposed expan-
sion. Notable once again is the level of nonresponse,
35.5%.

Characteristics of Groups

General Characteristics: The interest groups
were established between 1900 and 1977. Twenty-one
have been established since 1970, 19 were established
in the 1960's, 9 In the 1850's, and 17 between 1900 and
1848. Three-quarters or 72.4% were originally estab-
lished to deal with a number of {ssues as opposed to
one specific issue. Currently, 90.8% deal with many
issues; 93.4% of the respondents also represent perma-
nenit and continuing groups rather than ad hoe organi-
zations,

Nearly one-half, or 47.4% of the respondents
classified their respective organizations as having a
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primarily environmental focus; one-fourth or 26.3% re-
garded recreation &s their primary focus; and about
one-tenth or 11.8% considered business and/or occupa-
tional interests to be theirs. The remainder did not
consider any of these three areas as their primary
focus. Nearly three-quarters or 73.7% considered
themselves very moderately involved in Chesapeake
Bay issues. The remainder were civic organizations
that have been involved with Bay issues on an irregular
basis.

Membership size noted by respondents ranged
from 20 to over 5,000. Among the respondents, one-
fourth have memberships of either 20-100, 225-500, or
over 5,000; 16% listed their membership as 1,000 to
5,000; and 13% as 105 to 190.

Financial and Staff S rt: One-hall have no
paid full- or part-time statl. ss than 10% had one
paid part-time staff person. Volunteer staffs ranged
from 0 to 50, with the average being two people,

Budgets ranged from zero dollars to over
$100,000. The largest proportion, 42%, had budgets of
less than $1,000; one-fifth or 20% had budgets ranging
from $1,500 to $5,000. While 10% or less had budgets
of $5,300 to $50,000, 16% claimed budgets of $56,000
or more.*

The source of funds for budgets for one-third of
the interest groups that responded was solely through
membership fees or dues. One-third did not use con-~
tributions or fund raising at all as a source of funds.

t information was not given by & considerable
number of respondents.
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Contributions provided 25% or 1es§ of thg budget for
18% of the interest groups responding, while fund rais-
ing provided 25% or less of the budget for 12% of the

respondents.

L.evel and Type of Aectivity: Three-fourths to
one-hall of the responding groups were active in issues
of water pollution control (77.6%), water-based re-
creation (73.7%), shoreline erosion (64.5%), waste dis-
posal (64.5%), fish and wildlife conservation (61.8%),
development of waterfront land (60.5%), public parti-
cipation in Bay manegement (57.9%), and power plant
siting and control (52.6%).

Roughly one-half were not active in issues relat-
ing to Baar—area employment (53.9%), the seafood in-
dustry (48.7%), development or maintenance of the
Baltimore Port (48.7%), commercial water supply/use
{46%), maritime commerce (47%), or residential water
supply/use (47%).

In order to achieve their objectives, 78.9% of the
organizations encouraged citizen activism, and 73.7%
attempted to influence the passage of legislation. For
example, in the personal interviews, the spokesman for
the Potomac River Association pointed out that it used
talk shows, newspaper columns, and special inserts in
newspapers in an effort to increase public awareness.
The members of the Baltimore Area Chapter of the
AFL~CIO centered their activities on maritime and
trade legislation.

Three-quarters or 72% worked to educate the
general public, and 87.1% sought to influence the
administration of laws. The Committee to Preserve
Agsateague was most active in working with govern-
ment agencies concerned with management and pro-
tection of natural resources. Only one-third or 39.5%
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conducted research.

Interactions: Consistent with traditional interest
group behavior, four-fifths or 81.6% of the groups
aligned with other private interest groups to further
their goals. Those groups mentioned most {requently
were the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, the Maryland
Conservation Couneil, the Maryland Wildlife
Federation, Common Cause, the Greater Dundalk
Community Association, and local citizen groups and
civic associations.* For example, the face-to-face
interviews revealed that the Chesapeake Energy
Alliance works often with the Potomac Alliance, the
Peachbottom Alliance, and the Baltimore Environ-
mental Center. The American Water Ski Assoclation
spokesman pointed to close interactions with the
Outboard Boat Club and the National Association of
Boat Manufacturers,

Additionally, the respondents interacted often
(36.5%) or sometimes (31.6%) with government agen-
cies to further their goals. Public agencies or branch-
es mentioned most frequently were the state's Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, 22.8%; county govern-
ments, 15.2%; U.S. Environmental Protection Ageney,
8.2%; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 6.3%; UJS.

¥Other groups also mentioned were: Annapolis Neck
Peninsula Federation, Audubon Naturalist Society,
Baltimore Environmental Action Center, Chesapeake
Bay Federation, League of Women Voters, Maryland
Federation of Women's Clubs, Sierra Club, Maryland
Cold Water Coalition, Owings Beach Community
Association, Patuxent Citizens Avisory Council,
Amatesgue, Maryland Watermen's  Association,
National Association of Boat Manufacturers.
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Congress and state legislatures, 5%. The U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service, NOAA, and the state's Department of
Transportation were also mentioned.

The responding interest groups have also had
some public disagreements with other private groups
and with government agencies. However, only 24%
gaid this had occurred. Among the private groups
mentioned were the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and
various local citizen groups. Disagreements with
public organizations ocecurred often or sometimes ac-
cording to nearly one-half of the respondents, 48.4%.
Mentioned most frequently were the state's Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, 17.7% and the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Ageney, 7.6%. Others noted
were the U.S. Corps of Engineers, county governments,
the state's Department of Transportation, and the U.S.
Congress.

Membership Characteristics*: Over one-third or
38% ol the organizations had members in the 25-44
age range; one-fifth or 23.7% said their members are
predominantly 45 or over. Only 2.5% had members
who are under 24, One-third of the groups did not re-
spond to this question. The distribution of education
gshows that one-third of the organizations' members or
36.8% had received & bachelor's degree or the equiva-
lent; 5.89% had an associate degree or two years of col-
lege; and 13.9% had less than a high school diploma,
Fourteen percent had not completed high school. One-
third or 35.5% of the membership had an income of

%]t should be noted that respondents were answering
their "best guesses” with respect to age and income
characteristics of their members. Thus, this data is
"softer" than that given by eitizens in the telephone
survey.
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from $15,000 to $24,999, while half that number,
13.2%, earned from $8,000 to $14,999. A slightly
larger proportion, 17.1%, earned $25,000 or more.

Determination of Membership Attitudes: Over
one-hall or 58.2% sought to determine the attitudes of
their members on issues such as those listed above by
discussion at meetings. Other methods such as a poll
at meetings, 9.2%, or a board meeting, 10.1%, or a
mail survey, 1.3%, seemed of little consequence.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Compatibility of Interest Group Policies with
Citizen Preferences

In general, the findings Indicate that the pollcies
advocated by interest groups are similar to the prefer-
ences expressed by citizens regarding Chesapeake Bay-
related issues. Of the twelve issues on which both
citizens and interest groups were compared, only three
showed significant differences in their response pro-
file: land use control, governmental regulation of
waterfront construction, and public reaction to oil
spills. Table 2 demonstrates this divergence. First,
two-thirds of the citizens agreed that the use of land
should be determined primarily by the owner, while
only one-third of the interest groups advocated such a
policy. This issue demonstrates the most outstanding
difference between the randomly selected citizen and
a special interest group. This difference s probably
traceable to the desire of an interest group to take a
stand that is in the best interests of "the general wel-
fare,” while the citizen views the issue as one that
strikes at his or her vested interest.

Secondly, regarding the issue of government re-
gulation of waterfront construction, the difference,
while significant, is not as great. Three-quarters of
the interest groups supported government regulation of
waterfront construction; two thirds of the citizens also
support the concept. It should be noted that the posi-
tion of the interest groups on these two previously
mentioned issues tends to be consistent. However, it
is likely that citizens regard waterfront construction
as a more general activity involving both commercial
and residential property. Thus, they may not feel that
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Table 2.

Respondents Positions on Statements of Bay-Related

Issues

STATEMENT

The use of lond should
he detetmined primori-
ly by the person who
awnd .

Covernmental  regulo-
tions  should limit
waterfront  consirue-
tion

Covernmental  regulo-
fions hould limit i
crewnd  recieational
hoatireg

AOREE

DISAGREL.

Citizen Grow

o et e b i

73.5 36.8

P=.05

Citlzen Growp Citlzen Growp
22,3 48.7

£5.77 76.3

P=.05

8.8 36.8

P=NS

48.3 39.5

4.1 145

12.8 23.7

Mo lear energy focili-
tiry stendd b perrnit-
ted in the Buy area.

trcreasing  walerfront
industry  in the Boy
area will further con-
tribute to the dechine
of areg tr and waoter
guolity,

o o

The @hlic fends to
ovet -react 1o oif spifls

Dreveloprers,  indusivies
andd emwrae el b ey that
discharge Tovie of po.
tenlially danger ouk
shitor €1 intor the Bay
or 1 teihuteries should
he betd finoncinlly ond
legally respontible Jor
ary darmages which re.

sulf to e Boy.

At s

9.3 92.1

353.3 35,5

P=NS

SRRSO R N SN

7.5 71.5

60.8 u8.7

5% 15.8

15.0

18.4

7.5 10.3

[ 27.3 17.]

P=,05

67.8 76.3

6.5

P=NS
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STATLMENT

The seofond industry
shoultt e protecisd by
the 5tate, ond given
preferential trealment
over inchstriol and re-
creationg irteresis,

The exiling channel
that runs the length od

the Beoy should be
dredged  deeper  in
order 1o inciease ship-
ping busiiess ond allow
vse of the new deep-
draf)  vewels being
used  in corwnerciol
shipping.

Hart o Miller sl onds
gt the mouth of Balti-
more Horbor should be
vsed a3 o contoinment
facility for dredoed

wasle,

AGRRE ___ DISAGREL . D/MO ANNER/MA

61.2 0.5

30.3 26,3

_Cittzen Grop Citizen Grap Citizen Gromp

e

8.5 13.2

44,7 355

P=NS

12.5 42.1

PRSPV —

2.8 22.4

16.8 22.4

P=NS

40.0 43.4

43,2 34.2

Boltirnore Asea Port
focilities should be

expanded.

6.3 w47

P=NS

23.0 187

30.7 4ul.b

The increosed reed for
energy i1 Mmore iMEof-
jont than environment-
ol preservalion

26,3 21.1

T

P=NS

£5.2 6B.4

18.5 0.5

¢ Totaol of percer}‘oq;lmcry voty - .01 due 1o rounding.

P

= .05 meons significonce of

diflerence between proportions testl.
NS meons not significont,
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the environment will be threatened, b_ut may fear that
regulation of waterfront construction is detrimental to

home ownership possibilities.

Public reaction to oil spills is the third ares
wherein a significant difference between citizens and
groups srises. Both segments feel that the public does
not overreact to oil spills: the interest groups by
three-quarters of the respondents, the citizens by two-
thirds.

On nine issues there is remarkable agreement.
Nine out of ten of the interest groups and the citizens
agree that polluters should pay for damages to the
Bay. Two out of three of both citizens and interest

roups egree that the seafood industry should be pro-
ected by the state and given preferential treatment,

Three out of four agree that increasing waterfront in-
dustry in the Bay area will further contribute to the
decline of air and water quality in the area. Thus,
there is solid agreement between citizens and interest
groups on pollution-related questions.

Likewise, on three issues there is a parallel dis-
agreement with the issue statements as worded, and an
agreement on the content of the statements. One-
third of both citizens and interest groups do not
believe that government regulations should limit in-
creased recreational boating. On the questions of
energy and environment, both groups do not feel that
nuclear energy facilities should be permitted in the
Bay area.* Nor do they believe that the increased

*As noted esrlier, 60% of the Maryland citizens do not
wish to see further construction of nuclear power
plants on the Chesapeake. This figure is higher than
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need for energy is more important than environmental
preservation.

Interestingly, on the last three issues noted in
Table 2, both citizens and groups are uncertain or un-
willing to take a stand (as indicated by a "don't know"
or "no response”). From 40% to 70% of both segments
gave no response to questions about expansion of the
Baltimore Port facilities, dredging of the Bay channe,
and dumping of the channel dredge fill at the Hart and
Miller Islands containment facility. It is probably safe
to assume that the public is not knowledgeable of the
species in these complex issues. It would be surprising
if that were true of some of the interest groups.

A Comperison of the‘Characterigﬁics of Members of
Interest Groups with the Citizens Sampled

The distribution of income responses to the citi-
zen sample approximates a statistically normal range,
as shown in Figure . Interestingly, the majority of
interest group members tend to be in the middle range
of the income distribution for the citizen sample.

the percentages reported in national polls (53% in
general opposed nationwide). This higher percentage
may be due to the proximity of Maryland to the state
of Pennsylvania, site of the Three Mile Island Nuclear
Power Plant, or may simply reflect the time of the
survey.
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Additionally, more interest group members have
incomes ranging from $8,000 to $14,999 than from
$25,000 and up. This may reflect the occupational in-
tent of the interest groups (specifically, lower income
individuals with Bay-related occupations). It is quite
clear that interest groups are not composed of a large
number of individuals in the high income category.

As would be expected, the number of citizens
without a college degree is quite high (59%), as shown
in Figure 2. Conversely, the number of interest group
members with Bachelor's degrees is also quite high
(43.1%). What is surprising, however, is the relatively
large number of interest group members with less than
a college degree. As with the finding regarding in-

come and belonging, this relatively hiﬁh percentage of
belongingness in the lower educational strata may re-

flect the occupationally determined interest groups
such as labor unions,

Interest Groups as Spokesmen for Citizen Users

We believe that there are three important con-
clusions that can be drawn from the results of this
study. First, interest group policies as elicited by our
survey are generally in consonance with citizen stands
on issues relating to the Chesapeake Bay. Our second
finding, however, is that very few citizen users of the
Chesapeake Bay are aware of the existence or activi-
ties of the interest groups, and even fewer are mem-
bers of such groups, Third and perhaps most important
is that many so-called interest groups are, in fact, only
composed of a handful of people, using a post office
box and letterhead to convey their views to govern-
mental agencies and to the media. As a legitimate
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function of &8 democracy, we cannot quarrel with their
energy and their concern. We do, however, think it
important for officials in local, state, and federal
agencies to be aware that in many cases such groups
are not in fact large, well funded, organized interest
groups with vast constituencies. Time after time, in
compiling our initial sample of groups to be studied,
we found that the available lists of interest groups
used by various public agencies and the lists used by
some of the groups themselves were out of date, inac-
curate, and impossible to verify.

Similarily, while the results of this study revesl
an apparently high degree of citizen knowledge regard-
ing the Chesapeake Bay, it may be remembered that

individual attitudes are based upon many factors in-
cluding media exposure, how recent that exposure was,

as well as a host of social and psychological factors.
Thus, views of individual citizens cannot be viewed as
expert judgment. However, the attitudes expressed do
reflect the responses of a large number of individuals
to key issues involving the Chesapeake Bay. As such,
these attitudes and beliefs can constitute one means of
obtaining citizen input and public participation.

We believe it is important for public officials to
be aware of the concern and knowledge of the indivi-
dual citizen, and to make some attempt to know his or
her views. It is also important to listen with respect
to the policies of the major interest groups. Those
that we ultimately located and surveyed are organized,
staffed, well funded, and, most importantly, do tend to
advocate policies very similar to the preferences ex-
pressed by individual citizen users.
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APPENDIX A.l
SOURCES FOR INTEREST GROUP SURVEY
The January 1978 Environmental Directory of EPA

Regional Offices, State Pollution Control Agencies and
Citizen Environmental Organizations;

The March 1978 mailing distribution list of the
Chesapeake Bay Legislative Advisory Commission
status report;

The January 1979 list of Legislative Agents and
Counsel (lobbyists) who registered with the Office of
the Secretary of State in Maryland;

The current Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
Coastal Zone Unit (CZU) mailing list for their news-
letter, "Coast and Bay By-Lines" (3/79);

The June 1978 CZU mailing list for the Coastal
Resources Advisory Committee (CRAC);

A Chesapeake Bay Directory, February 1978, prepared
by the Chesapeake Research Consortium, Inc.;

The current Encyclopedia of Associations;

Several lists compiled by graduate students studying
coastal zone management;

Other listings supplied by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), Citizens Program for the
Chesapeake Bay, Inc. (Ms. Frances Flanigan), and the
DNR CZU (Ms. Helene Tenner and Mr. Scott
Brumburgh);
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The mailing list of the Baltimore Environmental
Center (Ms. Jan Walker);

various newspaper articles which mentioned Bay area
interest groups; and

Personal or maeil contacts with individuals or groups
involved in Bay-related activities.
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APPENDIX A.2

LIST OF GROUPS SELECTED TO
PRETEST ORGANIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE

The Water Pollution Control Federation
2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C., 20037

Mr. Robert Perry; Mr. Bob Dark

The Boat Owners Association
880 S. Pickett Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22304
Mr. Barry Fishler

The Conservation Foundation
1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.

Third Floor
washington, D.C, 29936
Mr. John Bantor

Friends of the Earth

620 C Street, S.E,
Washington, D.C. 20003
Ms. Liz Kaplan

The National Federation of Fishermen
919 18th Street, N.W., Suite 820
Washington, D.C. 20006

Washington representative

The Southern Maryland Chapter of the Association of
Builders and Contractors

150 South Street

Anngpolis, Maryland 21401

Mr. Alt
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APPENDIX A.3

RESPONDING INTEREST GROUPS

Recreational

American Water Ski Association
Bethesda, Maryland

Annapolis Power Squadron, Inc., U.S.P.S.
Severna Park, Maryland

Belvedere Yacht Club
Arnold, Maryland

Bush River Yacht Club, Ine.
Abingdon, Maryland

Chesapeake Bay Yacht Racing Association
Lutherville, Maryland

Chesapeake Commodores Club
Baltimore, Maryland

Crescent Boat and Social Club, Ine.
T/A The Crescent Yacht Club
Baltimore, Maryland

Duffy Creek Yacht Club
Georgetown, Maryland

Eastern Yacht Club, Ine.
Baltimore, Maryland

Greater Baltimore Canoe Club
Ellicott City, Maryland
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Maryland B.A.S.S. Federation
Sykesville, Maryland

Maryland Cruising Club, Ine,
Baltimore, Maryland

Maryland Yacht Club
Pasadena, Maryland

Harbour North Yacht Club
Chesapeake City, Maryland

Otter Point Yacht Club
Abingdon, Maryland

Queen Anne's County Sportsmen Club
Centreville, Maryland

Selby Bay Yaeht Club
Edgewater, Maryland

Sue Haven Yacht Club
Baltimore, Maryland

Trout Unlimited--Potomac Patuxent Chapter
Beltsville, Maryland

Environmental

Maryland Chapter of the Wildlife Society
Queenstown, Maryland

American Littoral Society
Laurel, Maryland

Annapolis Neck Peninsula Federation
Annapolis, Maryland
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Annapolis Waterfront Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Audubon Naturalist Society
Chevy Chase, Maryland

Southern Maryland Audubon Society, Inc,
Bryans Road, Maryland

Baltimore Environmental Center, Inc.
Baltimore, Maryland

Bay City Improvement Association, Inc.
Stevensville, Maryland

Chesapeake Audubon Society, Inc.
Catonsville, Maryland

Chesapeake Bay Fish Protective Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Environmental Protection Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Estates Improvement Association, Inc.
Stevensville, Maryland

Chester River Beach Civic Association, Inc.
Grasonville, Maryland

Citizens' Coalition for St. Mary's County
Lexington Park, Maryland
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Citizens League of Baltimore
Towson, Maryland

Cloverfields Improvement Association
Stevensville, Maryland

Committee to Preserve Assateague Island
Towson, Maryland

Edgewater Beach Citizens Association
Edgewater, Maryland

Fairhaven Citizens Association
Fairhaven, Maryland

1zeak Walton League of America—Bethesda/Chevy
Chase Chapter

Poolesville, Maryland

Izeak Walton Leage of America—Hyattsville Chapter
Hyattsville, Maryland

Izaek Walton League of America—Maryland State
Division

Derwood, Maryland

Izaak Walton League of America—Sportsman's

Chapter
Pylesville, Maryland

Kent Conservation, Ine.
Chestertown, Maryland

League of Women Voters of Maryland
Annapolis, Maryland
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League of Women Voters of Montgomery County,
Maryland
Rockville, Maryland

Lindamoor Improvement Association, Inc.
Annapolis, Maryland

Maryland Wetlands Committee
Annapolis, Maryland

Maryland Wildlife Federation
Baltimore, Maryland

Mason's Beach Citizens Association, Inc.
Deale, Maryland

North Linthicum Improvement Association
Linthicum Heights, Maryland

Potomac River Association
Hollywood, Maryland

Riviera Isles Improvement Association
Pasadena, Maryland

Save Our Shores
Bethesda, Maryland

Sierra Club, Greater Baltimore
Baltimore, Maryland

Sierra Club, Patuxent Group
Upper Marlboro, Maryland

Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association, Ine.
Elkton, Maryland
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west River Improvement Association
Galesville, Maryland

Citizens Coalition on Surface Mining
Cumberland, Maryland

LEG! CUUM
Silver Spring, Maryland

worcester Environmental Trust
Snow Hill, Maryland

Bywater Road, Crab and Church Creeks Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Energy Alliance
Baltimore, Maryland

Logan Village Improvement Association
Dundalk, Maryland

Greater Dundalk Community Couneil
Dundalk, Maryland

Chesapeake Classroom/Annapolis Committee of the
Jr. League of Baltimore

Baltimore, Maryland

Hart & Miller Islands Area Environmental Group

Essex, Maryland

Occupational

AFL-CIO, Baltimore Council
Baltimore, Maryland
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Calvert County Watermen's Association
Prince Frederick, Maryland

Local #33 IUMSWA, AFL-CIO
Baltimore, Maryland

International Longshoreman's Association,
Local #333
Baltimore, Maryland

International Organization of Masters,
Mates and Pilots
Baltimore, Maryland

Margland Charter Boat Association
Tilghman, Maryland

Maryland Watermen's Association, Ine.
Annapolis, Maryland

St. Mary's County Waterman's Association
St. George Island, Maryland

Watermen's Protective Association, Ine.
Grasonville, Maryland

58



APPENDIX B.1

CITIZEN QUESTIONNAIRE:
CITIZEN RESPONSES

Te begin, we would like tg ask,
the Chesapeake Bay which coanfron

o1,

what in vour opinion is the major issue regarding
ts the residents of Maryland?

Next we will read you & list of Statements,

For each of them, plaase indicate if you

Strengly Agree [SA), Agree (A},

Disagree (D}, or Strongly Disagree (SO .

The first category we are 90ing to ask you about deals with Government Regulations.

SA A D SD HO NA
Q2. The use of land should e determined primarily - = - - =
by the person who owns it. 14.5 55,0 20,2 2.2 2.8 1.3
Q3. Governmental regulations should limit waterfront
construction. 1l.3 54.3 25.2 7 1.7
IF AGREE, THEN ALK A AND B. —+.8
A. Which branch or branches of goverament do you feel should make these regulations?
LOCAL STATE FEDERAL OTHER
YES NO ¥YES NO YES NO
B. Which branch of government do you feel should enforce these regqulations?
LOCAL STATE FEDERAL OTHER
YES KNQ YES NO YES HO
L B 0 N0 NA
Q4. Governmental regulations should limit new
marina construction. 5.0 49,7 3ap.7 1.5 11.4 2
IF AGREE. THEN ASK A AND B.
A&. Which branch or branches of government do you feel should make these reaylations?
LOCAL STATE FEDERAL OTHER
YES NO YES NO YES NO
B, Which branch of government do you feel should enforce these requlations?
LOCAL ETATE FEDERAL OTHER
YES KO YES NO YES NO
S8 A P sp N M
Q5. Governmenral regulations should limit increased
recreaticnal beoating. 4.2 34.7 45,8 2,5 11.0 1.8
IF AGREE, THEN ASK A AND B.
A. Which branch or branches of government do you fesl should make these regulations?
LOCAL STATE FEDERAL COTHER
YES NO YES NO YE5 HO
B. Which branch of govermment do you feel should enforce these regulations?
LOCAL STATE FEDERAL OTHER
YES NO YES HNO YES NO
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M aeNt S8CLiOon desls with your opinions reqgarding Enetygy Repources.

5.

™ae increased nesd for snesgy Le mare important /equally impuog tant/leus :nporunrm
than shvironmental presarvatlion. L 55.2 17,3 1.3

Buciaar snargy facilitiss should ba permitted {h the Bay ares, Do yeu
Strongiy Aqres. Agree, Disegres, or Strongly Dissgres? No WA
.3 6.0 pleln | 10 4 .7 1.0
Did the svenis atL Thiws Nile Inland in late Mazch influence yousr actitude towaed
nuc lear ehergy? YRS 43.2 MO 4B, 5 Wp_ 1.8

How would you describe your attitude towasds nuclasr snetrgy pricr to the events
At Thres Mile [sland, FavorlB. &6  Oppomedd 4 Neutral 139 WA 2.0 '

"t wa will ask & few questions about Fuliution. Please indicate 1f you Strongly
tou (KA}, Agres (A), Djisagres (D}, or Strongly Dissgres (5D,

6.

i

.

Incceasing waterfront industey in the Bay ares A 2 i D ¥ oW

will contribute to the decline of ares air and

watar quality. _ 16,4 61,4 1L? 1.2 b7 5
- The public tends to overrsact o oil epilia. 1B 4% %67 11,7 _3.m 1.9

The Chaaspedske Bay is in good envirormmetal shape, 1.2 22.9 49,9 oy Lt
. bevalopers, industrisn and Bunicipalities that

dischargs touic or gotantially dengsrovus substances

EnkO the Pay or ita tributaziass should be hald

financially end logally responsibie for any Gamages

which result te the Say. .7 43,7 2.8 2 4.3 P

A lagslly constituted cemmission should be set up

to kesp track of all subatances dumped inLc the Bay.30,5 61,0 6,0 3 1.8 i

Morw jaws should limit scil and sediment run-off, 43,8 62,0 112 3 3.7 7

The possibility of nil discovaries maans that off-

whore drilling should be parmitted in the

Chasapwake Bay. 27 8.7 387 4,7 140 )

IF AGREX. Would you want & stetionary off-shore rig o the continued use of olil
tankers on Ray Watate?

) naxt gquestions we will ask deal with the Seafood Industry and Baltimors Harbor. Please
Heate LF you Stromgly AQres (SA], Agree |k, Diwsgraw (D), or Strangiy Uisagres (5D},

oA D f2 ¥ M
Control of tecrestions] water use should be impla- -
wanted to provide ssfeyuards for the industry, li.z2 72,0 3.3 _ .8 4.7 .-
. The ssafond isdustyy should ba protacted by the
states and given prefersntlal trwatment over nthat
commarcisl snd encreaations) interests. 5.2 52.05 8.0 3.5 _&.0_.%

B A D O K 0w

T™Ha suisting channel that runs the length of the

Bay should be dredged dewper In srdar to increase

shipping business and allow use of the new desp-

arafc vesssla eing weed (n coomarcisl ehipping. 7.1 3z 2%) .h: il

Hart and Millexr Islands at the mouth of Baltimore
Harbor shauld be useld &8 a contiimment facility

for dredgmd wawts. 2.0 14.9 3103} ?20 41.4%
Baltimore ares port facilities should bhe
sxpanded . 3.0 s3.¢ 23,2 1.0 29,8
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5 - - . - —_— —_—

And now we would like to a3k you & few general gussticns sbout Bay related jemuis.

o).

e

Q.

. Pollution

oM.

: . . A ] - 30)
Sometimes politics 4nd guvernment sesm o Compli- o
cated that an individual like me can exert littie
. snafiuence upon decisions redardineg the Bay. FLT L I b N T

M‘r YyOu awate nf any ernamhtlonn uhich ltunpt to lnt:wnw Bay srwe pulicy”

YES 17.8 No .3
ir !'ES H’hat are they? .

—ae- i hrm e — . o AP

Ir res, Which ones do you belong to?

Ons scale of 1 to %, with | Deing minimum invoivement and 5 Dwing Beximam

Ctrvelvement, how firancially ineolved would you become 1n progiass derigoed
. ro influence Chesapeakn Bay Yasources? 1 2 ) 4 .

4%.1 8.7 1.2 2.8 .. 2
sow puch would you b willing to contribute to- & Seve the Ray Movement?
Mothing 5 sic . 323 350 $100 nore KA

F{ N | 15,3 le.h 1k 1.5 .8 1.0 14,4
On & scale of 1 to 5, with ) indicating low pricrity and 5 indicating high

. priority, how would you rate ‘the seriousnais ol tho follawing with segard

Hi
to the Bay? 3 4

A

1.2 4.1 14.% 15,5 5b.9

b, Urbas development 7.5 i3 32,0 19.0 15,1
€. hetrastional development %.7  1%.% 3.2 1%.7  1M.4
d. Bay atwa unesploymant 1.4 10.2 4.4 14,4 9.1
&. Water erosnion of the shoreline 4.1 .2 18} 1,2 7.4
f. household water rates 12.} 131.} 21,2 i 1.4
9. Crowted and noisy recreations) facilities 31 4 186.2 26,5 18,9 1%.,?

" he Latk of water recraation information 8.4 17,7 22,0 12,7 10.9
L. Unsafs watlsr racredtion sfsas .0 10,3 1% 3 11,3 %S
3. Sanfond {ndugery ¥, 2 4.8 8.} 211.4 .2

Ars thats any ressons why you would not use Bay recrestions) facilivies?

P -
..o

About how Bany times within tha last year did you or your family vwisit the
Chasapeaks Bay area? -

Once of Twice z3,2 3-4 times )34 5-10 timewji.q More ftenll.p

Didn't Vimie 27.4 WA,

Mow tell me what you think sbout the future of the chtuyuho l-y nu? ln
the naxt five yesars, would you say it willy .

Get Batter_36,1 Stay Samc 17.4 Get worseil,?7 DOR'Y WNCM 17,2 .k ,}

In what way or ways will it get better/worse?
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Finally we would 1ike to ash the following questions.

Q1.

[F12 N

013,

e First guestion deals with your leisure tima, the tise you ate free to do
what you want. Mow such lsieure time would you tay you have on wost daya?

very mach 13,3 Somelg.g Very Littls 54.) NA 1,5

Do you think that {n the nest ten years you will have mare leisure time than
you d0 now}

Yess]l.l WoM.% Mot Sure 1J,0 na j 4

MNow Sany yesks havs you lived ih your presest home?

ABE ONLY THORT WO ANEWER (AROVE QUESTTON) LESE THAN 70 TEZARS.

G318

oI,
[+3! B
@)y,

Before soving to your pressnt rasidence, whers did you live?

8. In the same nefghborhosd
b: FElpewhsare in tha county

Al

44,2
c. In the DLatrict -V |
d, Elsawhars in Waryiand or Virginia 1.2
w. Elsewharse in the U.8. ' LA
€. Abroad 1.0
g Mot Applicsbile 9.5

Do you own & Boat? Tesjyg.? Nopd.7 wa .6
Do you ¢wn & residence on the Bay? Yes 5 2 Nowgd.) HA L%

Do you rent a residence on the Bay? Yesd,) w4, 2 L W)
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kamp of Organiaation

APPENDIX B.2

SURVEY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY
INTEREST GROUPS

Miross . S

is your crganieation (Check onme, )

rrivate, for profit ¢
rrivate. non-prafit iz

other (explacn) e b

which of the following would vou consider to be the pzimary focos of your organitaticn®

" {Chetk one. )

RecrHativn
Frvironment
suainess and/or occupational interests

Other [eaplain}

To what deqgree dnés your orgaslization involve itwalf i{n Chasspeake Say tanven? {Check o
Veaty invelved C:/"_ Moderataly invalved [_7 £lightly involved (::/ Not Lnvolwa

3333

What is the writtean or stated purpose of your organizatipn?y

Was your organization originally watablished
[Chuck one.)

™ deal with one spacific iaz>e
To deal with many issues

{Check one.)

ror a limited period of time (ad hoe)
o ba persanmnt and continukrg

CRi

NN

Is your orqaniszation at presant
{Chech one.)

Oealing with ona apecific iaroe
Deating with many issuas

(Check onme.)

Ad hoc
Fermanant and centinuing

E_I:s

NN
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Which of the following ie/are used by your organization to achisve its objectivea?

{Check all that apply. |

Conduct tessarch and/or dieseminats ressarch results

Encouraqe cltisen sctiviam

Fducste the ganeral public te incressse swarenssa of lasuss

Intlusnce the passadge of legislacion

Infivence the sdminriatration of lass and requlaetions

mher (geplain}

Dowy yous orqanieation slign with other privets Lhtersst groupa or similar organizatiocrs

to furthar Lte gosls?

Mo /7 ISkip to 9. 10.)

Yas J
Mich private groups oz ocganizations? Now olren?
OFften Some - Seldom

times

11}

L]

1]

1}

1]

Hth which qovernseatsl sgenciss doed your organitation lxtecset to further its goala?

HeLImeny Agency of Group aften 1 Some- T Saidoe
timas ’

1]

»t

| B

n

1

lave thers bean instances (n which your orgeniszation has sad yubuc. disagremsants with private

moups or governseatal agencies? [If so, which groups or sgencies?

'‘Eivats Growps or Organizations Ofeen Boma- dsldom
tisee

113 is Qften ot Seldna
timan
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17, Selow ie & list of subject srees relating te the Cherspeade Ray. Flease indicave st each
wubject Arsa whethary your COrganizélion ¥ hiw of haas beee Vety Active, Artive. oF Wat
ACkive JA taking a policy position or in tabling SLhEr action.

e e
Very ] Active wot
Kftive Aty

Residential water supply/use
Commercia) water tupply/ute

Fash and wildlife cohaérvation
© witer-based 1eCiestlicn

wWat#r pallution control

Fower plant s1ting and cunirel
WatiLime vommerce

pevplopeent Of marntenance cf the Baltimeore Part
Developeent of waterfront lana
gealfood industry :

‘Palilic participation in Bay mdneqement
Waste dispusal

Shareline srusLon

Bay aves Enployment

hegesrch bn Bay ecology

Harira develo wrnt

otver. {explacnl

et e it . et . e Ce—

11 Fleans tedicale what YOUZ OIGARIZNLION'S pPovition would be on the fullowing slatements,

Tiatemany TTrongly | Ngeae | Fivagres | Firongly Tuk
| ™he use of Land snould be determined pri- Agree Nivagres
marily by the persan who ownw it.

Gevernmentsl requietions should limit water-
front cotktruct lon .

Goveramental regqulations should Iiwit
taerenned recreaticnal boating.

ir AGREL TO STATEMENTS ABGVE: Wnich level of government do you feel ahould sahe and
sntorece thess tegulations?

Mctn-i [:_7 Stats (:7 . Lidcal (:_7

Sr1aLemant ) suagaf:-h 'r-w___r_ 5;“-‘“2," ¥ ;, -
a ‘ ree

The Incresnsd nesd Tor anergy ie more impor-
tant than snvironmental pressrvation.

Nuclear energy facilitias should be per-
mitted in tha Bay arsa.

Insrpaning waterfront industry in the Bay
aves will furthet tontribute 1o the decline
of area air and water gquality.
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Btatement

The public tends to overfeact to oll wpills.

Rirongly Mras Disagres Strongly
Agras Disajrew

4

bavelopecs, industtios and municipalitien
that discherye toxic Of potantially dangsrous
substances into the Say ot jts cributaries
ahould be hald fipancially and legally fon-
ponwibin for any damsgew which resuit to

the Day.

—

The posaibility of o1l discovaries asans that
aff-shora drilling shouid be peraicted in
the Chesapeake Biy.

The sesfod industry should be proteccid by
the atate, and given preferantial tresatiert
over industrisl and recreasaticonal

InLeTRELE.

The sainting channal that runs the leagth of
the Say shoold be desdged dewpar in order o
ircraase sNipping business and sllow cam af
the bew desp-dcaft vessuls Delng used in
ceimercisl shipplng.

Mart and Miller Iglande 4t tha mouth of
Baltiew Harbor should be uped am & £on-
talravent facilivy for diedged wabts.

faltimnre arss pory facilitiss whould he
supanded .

.

5.

Kow do you detsrmine the sttitudes of your mesbership on issuss such as tha ones listsd in
Question 137 Do you hold dincussions at weetings, conducl a survey or poll, or use some
ather pathod 0 fled out Now individusl mesbefs stand on specific tsauen?

Now large in your organiastion?
Mumbar of individuals A entice organiaation

17 YOU ARE A WEMBER OF A LOCAL CHAPTER OR BRANCH OF A LARGER CIGANTIATIOW, PLEASE CHECK
AND RESPOWD 10 THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF YOLR LOCAL BRANCH/CMAPTER,
SE, ANSWER Tl TERMS OF THE ENTIRE ORGANTIATION. ESTIMATE AS NECESSARY.

NERE
THE
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ik

1%

is.

19
a0

k.

‘What 18 yout approximate annual pudget?

Mow large 1T your local branch/chaptar?
pusber of individuals in this branch/chapter
WOT APPLICABLE [/ 7

Now would you describs your senbarahip?
Approximately how many Pull4TE 4r8:

&} Male_ Fewmale

Bl Riach White Nispanie_ otner {explaial

Jﬁ which cdteagory are the msjerity of the wenhere?

& Income: o - 7,999 L:z
- 8,000 - 14,99 / /
15,000 — 14,999 F VA
25,000 - 39,%%% [/ /
40, 000 mnd above [/ /

p! rducation: Less than high mchool ] it
: AssOCiate DegieR LL
sachelor Degres (B.A., B.5.) Y4

Avanced aducation (M.0., Ph.D., Atiorrey, ett.) [/ /
ch  Ager Under 24 [/
25 to 44 YV
45 o7 over [ f
How many statf members do you heva at pranant?

Paid fulli-time

Pard part-time

Voluntears

when was your organizstion extab)ished?

1s your organitstion tunded through

naxtwreanip fee Or dues .
Contribut ions )
Fundralsing sctivities

orher jexplain)
1f wa have questions corcerning responses on this form, vhol Riy we coONIacK?

Title

*hone

What is your name and title (L% diffarwnt trom abovel?

Title

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNATRE IN THE ENCLOSED, SELF -ADDRESSED,
CYAPED ENVELOPE. IN ADDITION, IF YOUR DRGANTZATION NAS AVAILABLE
ANY PUSLICATIONS wWITH EXPIATN ITS CHAETER OR [TS STAN OW ISSuES
QELEVANT TO THE CNESAPEAKE BAY, WE MOULD BE DELIONTED TO RECEIVE
THE“. . st *
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Question 2.

APPENDIX B.3

INTEREST GROUP RESPONSES TO
MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE

BY PERCENTAGE -~ BASED ON 76 CASES

Primary focus of orgenization:

recreational
anvironmintal
business/occzupational
other

NLA.

Involvement in Chesapeake Bay issues:
Very
Modwrately
Slighrly

Founded originally for:
One isgue
Many issuesx
N.A,

Limited period of time
Permanent/continuing
N.A.

AT present, deals with:
One issue
Many issues
N.A.

Ad heoc
Pernament/continuing
N.A,

Which methods are usad by organization to
achieve objectives?

Conduct ressarch/dissaminata

Encoursge citizan acvivism

EFducate general public

Influsnce legislature

Infiuence adninistration

Othar

Doss organization align with other private
groups to further goals?

Yeu

Nn

B.A.

wWhich private groups?
Chasapeaks Bay Foundation (1)
Baryland Conservation Council (9)
Civic associarions (3)
Local citiien groups (%)
Meryland Wwildiife Federstion (3}
Greater Dundelk Comm. Collage (2)

68

26. 3%
47.ud
11.8%
12.7%
1.3%

L] }
11.64
6.

PR
TZ.u%
5, 3%

1. 3%
Gu 7%
3,.9%

6.6%
20. 8%
2.5%

72.6%
93.u4d
3.9

19, 4%
8. 9%
72.4%
73.7%%
67.1%
15, 8%

Bl.&Y
(RN )
3. 98

11.u%
11, 6%
3.8
2.5%
3,8%
2.5%



10.

11.

1l.

How often:

ofren ' 1Y
Saometimes 17.1%
Seldom 7.6%
Net applicable 13.2%7
No answer Ty uy

wWith yhic@ government agencias does
organization interact to further ?aals?
£)

Federal: LPA LY
Congress { 5] £, 3N
Coast Guard { 1} 3.80
Fieh and Wildlite {1} 1.
ROAA ¢ 13 1,3%
State: D.H. R, tin) 22.8%
Legislature { u) 5.1%
DoT {1 1.3%
Other: County goverhment {12 1%.7%
COngress (G 5.1
N.A. {11 16, 5%
How Qften: ) .
Often 19.5%
Somelimes 3l.6%
Seldon [ A Y
No answer I72.4%
Public tisagreements with private groups?
Which?
Chesapeake Bay Foundation ¢ 3) 3, 8%
local citizens groups 2.54%
K. A. 63.4%
How often?
often 13,5%
Sometimes 1b.2\
Seldom b, 3%
N.A. 6%.6%
Fublic disagreements with government agencies?
Which?
U.5, L.P.A, { &) 7.6%
Corps { 53 6. 3%
Md. D.N.R. (1w} 17.7%
boT ( 2% Z2.%%
County government {3 i
Congress ¢ 2} 2.5%
na t 23 2.5%
How aften?
Often 1.28
Sometimes 26 . 6%
Seldom 7,6%
N.A. 3%
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12,

13,

Subject areas--level of activity:

Resident
Commercei

is]l water supply
&l water supply

Fish and wildlife conservation
Water recreastion
Water pollution control

Power pi
Maritime

ant/site
commerce

Saltimores port _
Development of waterfront

lang
Seafood

industry

Bay mansgement

Waste di

SPOSE]L

Shore ercston

fay area

employment

Research, ecology

Marina 4
Cther
(Nore:

svejopment

?lrx

12,7%
12.7%
31.6%
34, 2%
Wi, 0N
19,0%
10.1%
15.2%

25,138
12.7%
22.0%
30. 4%
26.6%
5.9%
12.74
17.7%

Active
b E R A

20, 3%
17.7%
2%,1%
19,2y
3i.6%
J1.6%
19.0%
12.7%

Ju. 7%
16.5%%
Al.6%
17.9%
w0, 5%
12.7%
79.1%
27.4%

Not

us,
NE,
40,
15,
19.
32,
g,
49,

27.
51.
47,
25.
19,
5%,
ul.

35

following preliminary analyais, we grouped Very

Position on following statements:

Subjiet St . A.
Land uae 11.4%
Waterfront conetp, 18.0
Limit boating 28,3

Tederal control 17.7

State control 57.0

Lozal control 3N, 7
Chergy 2.5
Nuclear 5.1
Industry 5.4
03) spills 5.1
Toxic 66.u
Permit drilling 3.8
Protect seafood PL I |
Pradge channel 7.6
Hart-Miller iz2.7

Expand Balto. port 13.2

(Note:

Following preliminary analywi
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A

79
e
10

20
29
36
11
25
25
39
32
11
3l

.1
» @
o1

.3
.1
.7
L
3
A
.2
.9
e
-6

6y
[ 13
kLY
i
o4
%
1%
'}

L1}
9
L}
i
0\
7%
LR

Y

N.A,
i1.5%
22.8%
19.0%
Il.u%

1)
16.5%
i2.0%
«7.8%

L |
L9.0%
I6.5%
PO Y
-3.9%
2.8%
LE, 5%
-9.0%
3. 1%

and Active
together.)

8, we grouped categories

Dis, St.Dis, [Not app. No Ans.
26,5 17.7 7.6 .k
1l 7.8 §.1
5.3 13.9 16. & 8.5
w,] 16.7

8,1 BN, b

1.4 4.1 60,3

17,8 kS 9] 2.8 B, 3
16.5% 32.9 7.6 8.9
15.2 1.3 3.8 7.8
WU, 3 2.9 1.8 7.5
2.5 3.8

17.7 3z2.9 15.2 5.1
PI | 1.3 7.6 3.8
19.0 20.3 12.7 1.6
13.9 27.8 6,1 10.1
1l.u - | 2¢.8 12.7

Togetrer.}



lu.

it,

How are members’ attitudes determined:

Lrcision at meétings
Foll at meetings
Mail murvey
FPhone supvey
Bnard meetings
Gther
Perronal LORTacts
Executive Committee. Hoapd
of Directors
SUurvey / Holl
Cammittees
FPetitions
Seminars
Public hearings, newspaper,
T%, niewsjetters, or no
formal rethod

K.A. 7.8
Hew large is organigation?
[ iao
k| . up
5D
300
350
500
$,000
z 52
175 50,000
143
224 180,000
50
kange from 20 - 900,000
10 - N.A.
0 - 150 {186)
iy - 140 { 9)
275 - 500 (16)
1,000 - 5,000 (11)
Over 5,080 t15)
X7

—

v
D W

How lerge i® icocal branch/chaptep?

2 600
3op
u3 Nat applicable L1
158 No answer 19.0

Fange from 20 - 4wQ,000

190 or under H
“h0 - 110 [
&00 -~ 1,000 )
ver 1,600 3
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13%
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MEMBERSHIP
17.b. Income cetegory

$0 - §7,908 1.3%
$4,000 - Oln,909 13.2%
$16,000 — 028,998 35.5%
$25,000 - 17.1%
M.A. 32.9%
17.c. Education
lLens than high school 1%, 5%
Assoclate degres 15.8%
Bacheler degrae/advanced
education 16, 8%
N.A. 16, 7%
17.4.  Afe
Under &5% W3 ng
abt or over 23.7%
N.A. 32.9%
18, WNumber of staff members - Paid:
Fuil Time Fart Time
Q 50.6% ub, 84
1 3. 0% 7.6%
2 3.8% 1.3%
“ 2.5%
3 1.3%
[ 1.3% 2.5%
] 1.3%
9 1.1
1 1.3%
N.A. 37.9% 39.2%
k1] 1.3%
Yoluntesy:
QOrgans . ¥ of Vols. . %_of Drgans.
$ 10 6.3%
3 3 3.8%
u
5
N
1 0 5.0%
[ 2.0%
] 1.0%
12 2.0%
25
50
Range 0 ~ 1,019
N.A. 4S_£%
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When established:
Hange: 1990 « 1,1?
- 10.0%

1900 - 193% (12}

1981 « 19u8 () 7.5%%
1950 - 1958 (9 13.6%
1960 - 1989 i) I8.70%
1910 - 1977 {(21) 11, 8%

Specafic year:

§ - 1973, 1%6Mm

“ = 1971

V- 1961, 1964, 1989, 1977

v~ 1900, 19393, 1§%0, 19%e, 197Q, 1970, 197¢

H.A. . (11) 13.9%

rganitation budgstr:
kange: - $0 -~ $100,000+

4 0 « & 1,000 (21} 2

1,500 - 5,000 (10) 20M

5,300 - 20,000 ' ' ( &) 124

78,000 - 50,000 %) 104

56,000 + ) 154
tpecific Flgure:
T o~ §31,000 :
w - § 500 = ;
: - $7,000, 4,000
NoAL L : {79) 6. 7%

tource of Fundsy .
i Mem, Tews Contributions Fund Rajsing Other

0 3z2.9 36.7 Wi, 1
= -

5
10
14
0
25
kXY
40
50
hD
68
0
74
(4]
39
9%
98

100 3 43,08 2.850 3.0
e ] 05 3‘12 3'!’
Write in:

Occupational: contracts

Environssantal: interest, reisbursesent for iervices, grents
proceads of lav suits, sale of llitersturs,
bulletins, atc.
niscellanecus.
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APPENDIX C.1

INTEREST GROUPS INTERVIEWED

Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Chesapeake Energy Alliance
Potomac Rivef Association
AFL~CIO Local #33

American Water Ski Association
Committee to Preserve Assateague
Maryland Charterboat Association
Chesapeake Commodores Club

Citizens League of Baltimore

Maryland Watermen's Association
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Will Boker

Beth Engel
Jack Witten
Jack Harman
Oscar Nohowel
Judith Johnson
James Spurry
Richard Mueller

William
McDonnell

Larry Simns



APPENDIX C.2

SUMMARY OF IN-DEPTH PERSONAL INTERVIEWS

Chesapeake Bay Foundation (Mr. Will Boker)

The primary focus of this organization is protec-
~ tion of the delicate ecological balance of the
 Chesapeake Bay by orderly management of its natural
resources. It has an extremely large and supportive
membership and is very active in many areas of Bay
management (e.g., passage and administration of envi-

. ronmental regulations, participation in Bay-related ad-

visory committees, ete.). It also serves as a clearing
house for information on the Chesapeake Bay.

The members of the organization generally do
not take action on issues or voice specific comments
themselves but provide a mandate to the staff to act
‘in the stated interests of the organization as they see
fit. The staff, therefore, may take whatever type of
action it deems appropriate to a given situation
working along as well as working extensively with
other organizations, government agencies, and legis-
lators.

Chesapeake Energy Alliance (Ms. Beth Engel)

This organization is very involved in Bay Issues
as they relate to current energy problems and encour-
ages conservation of both energy and the environment
as well as the use of solely environmentally acceptable
forms of energy. Prime concerns in the Chesapeake
Bay area are the effects of Three Mile Island and the
nuclear plant at Calvert Cliffs. '

The organization has a large mailing list and &
nucleus of active members who serve as volunteers on
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activity committees otganized to address specifie is-
sues. Issues are discussed at meetings but there is
generally a consensus. There is no formal mechanism
for voting or procedure {or organizing individuals to
take a particular action.

The Chesapeake Energy Alliance (CEA) works of-
ten with groups whose interests are similar in order to
accomplish their goals, Examples are: the Potomac
Alliance, the Peachbottom Alliance, the Citizen/Labor
Energy Coalition and the Baltimore Environmental
Center. Other groups, such as the Potomae River
Association, contribute to the support of CEA as well,

The Potomac River Association (Mr. Jack Witten)

This organization is mainly concerned with the
environment as related to the area of the Potomac
River Basin and the Chesapeake Bay. It has probably
been active at one time or another on almost all Bay-
related environmental issues such as power plant sit-
ing, sewage disposal and coastal zone management. It
has been involved in taking action against the proposed
Energy Mobilization Bill, as wel! as monitoring the
pamage and enforcement of other relevant legisiation;
pressing for oversight hearings; working on several
suits filed against the United States Environmental
Protection Agency, the State of Maryland, and the
Corps of Engineers for not being properly responsive to
environmental concerns; and attempting to increase
public awareness through the media (talk shows, news-
paper columns and special inserts) and public relations
of all types.

At present, the membership consists mainly of
middle income, middie-aged, white professionals, but
attempts are being made to diversify. Club officers
are the major spokesmen and decision~-makers for the
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organization with littlie feedback from the member-
ship. Actions taken on & given issue depend on the
issue, and the options available include such things as
formal legal assistance, press releases, personal con-
tacts, ete.

The association is always in contact with other
environmental and related groups (e.g., the Watermen's
Assoclation, Maryland Conservation  Council,
“Environmental Policy Center) and the governmental
agencies active in this area (the U.S. EPA, the state
Department of Natural Resources, the Corps of
Engineers and the Washington Area Council of
Governments).

QFI;-CIO Local #33 (Mr. Jack Harman)

The main concern of this organization is employ-
ment, but the Chesapeake Bay figures largely in the
considerations of the membership since they are pri-
‘marily shipbuilders who live and work in the Bay
area. Activities center around the attempt to influ-
ence the content and administration of maritime and
trade legislation, including activities like the proposal
to dredge the Bay channel and dispose of the resulting
waste in a containment facility at Hart and Miller
Islands. Keeping the Bay open to commerce is ob~
viously & major concern. ' o

The membership is large and homogeneocus for
the most part. Issues and action to be taken are dis-
cussed at meetings and, although the officers of the
organization can act as spokesmen without a specific
mandate on a particular issue, this is seldom done be-
cause the membership has usually discussed the issue,
at least in principle. :
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The APL~CIO local works mainly with other lo-
cals and the city, state and national councils of the
~ parent organization, although they do occasionally
have some contact with legislators or White House
staff where relevant legislation is concerned.

American Water Ski Association (Mr. Oscar Nohowel)

This organization is primarily recreational in
focus, but does not have an overwhelming interest in
the Chesapeake Bay per se because the water is too
rough or too shallow for skiing. Their major interest is
in other, usually Bay-related, bodies of water.

Activities and interests relevant to this study
include participation in the Department of Natural
Resources Boating Advisory Board, some work on safe-
ty regulations and safety standards with the U.S. Coast
Guard and local and national government, and the
problem of the disposal of waste from various sources.

Membership is spread out, and although meetings
are held on both the local and national levels, there is
no great interest in or activity on the behalf of the
Bayg ) )

The organization works closely with related pri-
vate groups such as the Qutboard Boat Club and the
National Association of Boat Manufacturers as well as
with the U.8. Coast Guard on questions of equipment
safety and regulation.

Committee to Preserve Assateague (Ms. Judith
Johnson) '

The primary focus of this organization is
resource management and protection. It is very
involved in Bay-related issues engaging in such
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activities as: participation in Maryland Wetlands
Committee, review of permits submitted to DNR and
the Corps of Engineers, dissemination of relevant re-
search results, publication of a newsletter, action in
behalf of or against proposed legislation.

Membership is mainly from Maryland, Delaware
and Virginia, with members voicing their opinions
through continued support of the organization, occa-
sional reactions to newsletter articles and at the open
meetings held from one to three times per year. How-
ever, most policy decisions and plans of action are
determined by the executive board, which is elected by
the general membership through a mail ballot.

The committee is particularly active in working
with other environmental and related organizations

and those government agencies concerned with the
management and protection of natural resources. The
list of such groups and agencies is lengthy.

Maryland Charterboat Association (Mr. James Spurry)

This organization focuses on both recreational
and occupational interests--it is an organization of
charterboat captains whose business is to provide re-
creation for sport fishing enthusiasts, The organiza-
tion and its members are extremely active regarding
- any legislation relevant to the Chesapeake Bay or their
oceupational interests. In addition, they support re-
search (hatcheries and various studies), attempt to
educate the general public, and encourage citizen acti-
vism by making use of the press, open meetings, and
perticipation in boat shows and other public fune-
tions. Areas of activity include conservation, com-
merce, waterfront development, power plant siting,
among others. '
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The membership is basically homogeneocus with
officers elected "from the ranks." Stands on specific
issues are discussed and voted on at meetings and the
leadership of the organization has no authority to
speak for the group on any issue without first deter-
mining the view of the majority of the members.

To further their goals, the organization coordi-
nates with the Watermen's Association and the
Rockfish Protective Association and often provides
information to or requests it from the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources.

Chesapeake Commodores Club (Mr. Richard Mueller)

This organization is strictly recreational. It is
moderately interested in Chesapeake Bay-related is-

sues, but takes a stand on these issues only through the
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association (CBYCA) and
its representative on the DNR Coastal Resources
Advisory Commission. Issues include: The Hart and
Miller island containment facility, regulations control-
ing the placement of erab pots, water pollution con-
trol, and the Biaggi Bill (fuel tax money should be used
for coastal improvements and water-based recreation
in general). .

Members are all past commodores of the 63 area
yacht clubs. They discuss issues of the CBYCA of
which they sre a member.

Trout Unlimited (Mr. Allen Smeltz)

This is a recreational organization whose empha~
sis is on fresh water, but it gives support to Bay-
related groups as well taking a stand on various envi-
ronmental concerns,
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Issues are discussed at meetings. Because the
membership includes persons with expertise in many
relevant areas, many different types of action can be
taken. These are determined by the membership on
the basis of the particular issue to be handied.

This group works together with other environ-
mental organizations such as the Maryland Cold Water
Coalition, Sierra Club and the Izaak Walton League as
well as with various government agencies (State
Fisheries Administration, Department of
Transportation, and the State Water Resources
Administration).

Citizens League of Baltimore (Mr, William McDonnell)

This organization selects one or more public gov-
ernmental issues each year for in-depth study and usu-
ally for follow up as well. One of the topics chosen
some time ago was "Baltimore Port and the Bay." The
organization was, therefore, deeply involved in the
study of Bay-related issues and attempted to aecquaint
the public with the problems involved through thelr
published report and press releases.

The membership is considered to be & cross sec-
tion of the Baltimore metropolitan community, ac-
cording to the director. Issues for study are suggested
by the Board of Directors with final selection being
made by a vote of the membership. The study ap-
proach for each topics then decided by the research
committee and results submitted to the Board for
approval.

No alliances are necessary for an organization of
this type.
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Maryland Watermen's Association (Mr. Larry Simns)

This {8 a trade organization representing com-
mercial fishermen, and is, therefore, very involved in
Bay-related issues. It has shown its environmental in-
terest by funding and assisting in hatchery research,
working to prevent dumping of dredged waste in the
open Bay, refinery and power plant siting, pollution
control, ete.

- The assoclation is made up of members of the
local county organizations whose presidents sit on the
Board of Directors. Issues are discussd at both the
local and state levels. The action taken depends on
the specific issue and {s usually carried out by Mr.
Simns as the spokesman for the group and as their
representative on the various advisory committees set

up by the government agencies charged with Bay re-
source management.

The Watermen's Association works with private
groups such as the Chesapeake Bay Seafood Industries
Association, Maryland Charterboat Association,
Chesapeake Bay Foundation and Chesapeake Bay
Yacht Clubs Association to further their common in-
terests. They also work closely with relevant federal
and state agencies such as the Environmental
Protection Agency, Department of Economic and
Community Development, Department of Health and
Mental Health, and the Department of Natural
Resources, Water Resources Division and the
Tidewater Fisheries Administration.
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