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PREFACE

This study compares the attitudes of two distinct
entities which have a stake in and often play important
roles in addressing the issues confronting the
Chesapeake Bay: special interest groups and the gen-
eral public. 1n the Chesapeake region, scores of spe-
cialized organizations represent the interests of rnari-
na operators, charterboat owners, seafood processors,
organized labor, the commercial water@en, 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 poHu-
tion. More than 9096 of each felt that poHuters con-
victed of illegal dumping of toxic materials should be
held financially responsib!e~ they also felt 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-
cumed were: land use, waterfront construction, air
and water quality, oil spills, channel dredging, Hart
and Miller islands, Baltimore port, and the conflicts o f
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-
mar ily 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 par tion 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 af 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
suppart. 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 ta 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 invalving the Bay.

-The Editors



G E HER A I. STAT EM ENT QF STU D Y

! ntr oduc tion

The objective of this study is to deter mine if the
policies advocated by interest groups who claim to
speak for the citizens of Maryland regarding
Chesapeake Bay issues reflect the preferences ex-
pressed by a random sample of Maryland residents. lf
group positions do in fact reflect individual prefer-
ences, then the need for policy-makers to acquire in-
formation regarding citizen attitudes can be simpli-
f ied.

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 occur 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 Prom 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 number of key environ-
rnental topics of relevance to the future use of the
Chesapeake Bay.



Interest groups are of central importance to the
American political system. Democratic government
includes more than the formal executive, legislative
and judicial structures ot 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 a role in
public poHcy-making. ln the Federalist Number 10,
J IICh Wk P PhtidlYY 1 ddit
est, a 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.
Public poHcy, according to Adrian, cart 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.

>Vhile 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, veter ans, 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 critica'l. 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 inf1uence. Finally, the
interest group's program content wiII determine its
long run success because a program or policy directly
contrary to or !acking 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; smaHer
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 backgr ound
data that might otherwise be difficult to obtain. ln
the act of lobbying for and against proposed policies,
organizations wiG form coaUtions and alliances. The
more sophisticated of them will exploit the media, and
involve themselves in both subtle and explicit election-
eer ing activities.

Not all citizens are members of interest groups.
lt is estimated that fewer than one-half of all adult
Americans belong to voluntary organizations. About
6096 of the persons in lower income brackets do not
belong to any groups, as compared with only 2096
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 coHege  Survey Research Center,
I978!, In addition, it has been shown  MBlbrath, 1977!
that citizens with a special interest to protect or
promote wiH 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.

Ma or Research uestions

Three questions were developed for comparative
purposeso

l. Do interest groups advocate policies which
are compatible with citizen preferences?



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 nonm embers?

2,

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

3.

What are the major methods by which inter-
est groups achieve their objectives?
 Possible methods: encourage ment of
citizen activism and education of the
general public rather than lobbying or
r esearch; alignment with other pr ivate
groups rather than with government agen-
cies.!

4.

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

5.

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

6.

Three questions were developed primarily for
citizens:

What are the major issues regarding the
Chesapeake Bay  according to the citizens
of' Maryland!?

Three questions were developed primarily
regarding interest groups:



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

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



METHODOLOG Y

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 segmentsr

l. A telephone survey of a random sample af
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 inter views 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 maximim 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.

Surve of Citizens

Desi of the instrument: The basic concepts
underly>ng the quest onna re design were derived from
a series of issue statements. 'These were, ih effect,
the issues deemed most r elevant 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 1880 survey. Thus, it is





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

Dis osition of Calls: The numbers generated by
the met o RD escribed earlier include not only
listed and unlisted households, but businemes, pay
phones, and nonwor'king numbers as well. For the
Chesapeake Bay Citizen Survey, 4,225 calls were
made. The final disposition of these calls is presented
in Table l. It can be seen tha't the majority of caUs
�,401j resulted in nonworking numbers.

4,21'7 ~ TOTAL NUMBER OF CALLS 100.00

gd ti ld,t y,~
requested incomplete cailbacks. These numbered 349
af'ter 258 completed calls on June 24, 1979. They were
not included because the four callbacks required for
final status determination had not been completed at
that time.

Table 1. Final Tabulation of Cps

2,401 Honwor king
544 Business or public pay phone
600 Complete
413 Refusals
253 No answer

6 incomplete

56.BX
12.9%
14.4%

9.B%
6.0%

.1%



potential problems and/or Bias: The major pro-
blems and biases which could have exerted an influ-
ence upon the Chesapeake Bay Citizen Survey include;
�! outside events which may condition an individua]'s
response, and �! the inability to determine in advance
which numbers are noriworking or business numbers.

It shouM be noted that the gasoline shoitages of
the summer of 1979 became acute during the inter-
viewing period. This is refiected in the responses to
Question 29. After June 25, l979, 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 ar business
numbers. This difficulty leads to a greater cast per
interview than would be associated v ith directory
sampling. However, the advantage of obtaining a pure
random sample compensates far 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 inter viewing.

Surve of Interest Grou

The survey focused upon three types of interest
groups

~NOTE:Tdf dhdlt tttt d I ~ dtd
examination af all interest groups in the
Chesapeake Bay area; thus, the major thrust of
the research was upon three major categories of
interest group.

10



1. Environmental: Environmental groups have
become prominent, and are considered by
some observers to be dominated by middle
and upper income persons.

2. Recreational: Recreational groups may be
~tt t tg igit tg g.

8 ' Oc t i Occuptional groups
g rect stake in the alloca-

tion and use of Bay resources.

3.

Pre aration of Mailin List: The first task was
ta identi y t ose 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 aQow for comparisons bm
tween the citizen population and the interest group
population. Thus, it was determined that all organiza-
tions or interest groups selected should be:

f ormally organized;

2. interested primarily or significantly in Bey
related issues;

3. made up of individual adult members rather
than organizational members~

4. operated without government sponsorship or
fnnding;

S. non-prof i t; and

6. located in the state of Maryland.



yarious sources were used to compile the list of
eligible citizen interest groups These included:  l!
tho6q Listings available at the University through pre-
vious graduate student and faculty projects and gener-
al reference materials; �! 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; �! directory mailing lists of other
Bay-related or ganizations; and �! 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 solicit 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. Howeve~, the cost of telephoning all organiza-
tions or groups of questionable eligibility would have
been prohibitive. Thus, if a group which appeared on
interest 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 civic 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-
ber. The final list included 281 organizations or
branches of organizations in one of the three categor
les specified above  i.e., 55 recreational groups, 201
environmental groups, and 25 business and/or occupa-
tion-related groups!.

Desi of the instruments A survey instrument
was s n t t woul verr the eligibility of each~ ~

group selected and describe them in terms of charter,
funding, and dem~~hics of membership  sex, age,

12



education, race, and income! as weO 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 a
request that they examine the instrument to determine
whether it could be completed by their organization
and if it adequately covered alL issues they considered
pertinent to the use and management of the
Chesapeake Bay. Copies w er e sent to the
Environmental Pr'otection Agency's Citizens' Program
for the Chesapeake Bay and to the Mar'yland
Department of Natural Resources Coastal Zone Urut
with requests for comment.

Data Collection: The questionnaires were mailed
J ~B I t,llph tll p

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 resprmse 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 �1'!
were ineligible by virtue of the selection criteria; 13
�%! were unreachable because of incorrect addresses;
seven �%! were returned without completion of the
questionnaire; and 124 �4%! did not respond. The
findings which will be presented in this report are
based on the returned and completed questionnaires of
76 {2'796! groups.~

interviews with Interest Gro 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 organize-
tions being investigated. Ten groups were chosen for
interviewsi 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 outMne for discus-
sion.

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

~0th ph 6 t fit tg p,thi
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
findings.

14



several 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 rnernbership, elected
officers and staff in determining organizations and
government agencies!; and specific action taken to
achieve objectives.







Governmental Re atians: Citizen feelings re-
garding governmental regulation of land is of impor-
tance to the future planning decisions regarding !and
use arx} 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 individual should control
his or her own land while only 23.39' disagreed. How-
ever, on two questions dealing with construction, the
citizens evidenced a desire for governmental regula-
tion. These questions dealt with waterfront and rnar-
[na 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 �5.496 to
44.8%!, 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 povernrnent and business.

Ener and Environmentr Tra~ffs are often
requi tween t e ts 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-
victing interests.

ln the present study, meet of the respondents
�59'! tended to see the need for energy and environ-
mental protection as about equally important. How-
ever, 26.396 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 6096 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 reag~ndents' perceptions
regarding nuclear power, the respondents were asked if
Three Mile Island influenced their attitude. The re-
sponses were evenly spUt, 49% yes and 49% 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 faciUties on the Chesapeake Bay tended to
shift to negative.

Industr afood and the Harbor The residents
of Mary a express a ev o concern for the
seafood industry. Sixty-three percent wanted safe-
guards provided far the industry. Additionally, two-
thirds wanted the seafood industry given preferential
treatment over othe 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 responding, 57.9% su
ported dredging to increase the shipping business while
42 ly disapproved. The procedure for disposal of the

waste is !ust as important and controversial.
Qf 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 citizens
who responded, tw~thirds agreed with proposals to
expand port facilities.

Priorit uestions: To provide a further check
upon t va ty o t e preceeding responses, as well
as to attempt to develop a profile of the priorities of
54aryIand 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 35.696; and a
low priority for 23.7%.

3. RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 37.4%
g, . rn era e, an .596 low

priority.

4. UNEMPLOYMENT: 47.3% high, 30.6%
i'i it!'

5. SOIL EROSION; 61.8% high, and 14.1% low

20



6. UNSAFE WATER AREAS: 52.4% high, 23.9%!
moderate, an . 4 ow priority.

7. SEAFOOD lNDUSTRY: 70.1% high, and 9.196
low prior>ty.

Ba Future: The citizens of Maryland were
somewhat opttm stic 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 foHowing reasons:

Those who thought it would deteriorate cited these
reasons:

Less poUution
Improved facihties
C itizen awareness
Government regulation

PoHution
Lack of citizen concern
Overcrowding
industry
Government

l7.796
4.9+
9.596
4.9%

20.'R%
4.e%
2.S%
3.1%
2.1%



Citizen Characteristics

Dem a hic Profile of the Res
Completed nter views were obtained roz 60p
Maryland citizens. A demographic profile of the 600
citizens safapled is presented below. gach gra>h d~
picts the percentage of individuals in the yggjpg
~t %~i~ of t"e "eY deeographic variables uti ized in
tMs survey.

Race

Sex

HOPArh I te Nl te

22



50 f4 "99
 n lies l

lX- l49 I '4+zs-~g0 74

Perceived Home Distance from the Chesapeake Bay

~ - l4. 9990-!.999

Income of Respondents

15- j4, 999 25- 99. 999
ldoners!
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Involvement with the Ba: 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 occupa-
tions which related directly to the Bay.

Of those sampled, 27.696 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 21.296 more than ten times. Four
reasons were given for not using tile Bay. The major
reason was the concern regarding pollution �2.3+!;
next were distance to the Bay �8.996!, lack of interest
 f6%!, and finally, the fuel situation �2.696!. It is
likely that fuel and distance are highly related and

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

Awareness of Interest Gro: The level of
awarenel o interest group ex>stence was low, with
only 22.8% of the citizens aware of Bay-related organ-
izations. Of the 600 Maryland citizens surveyed, only
2.796 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 48.196
2 19.8%
3 24.696
4 3.096
5 4.4%Maximal Financial Suppor t

24

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:



T!ollar Amount Percent 'willin to Contribute

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

Perce tions of Leisure Time: A major compo-
nent o c>tizen involvement wit the Bay stems from
recreational use, so the amount of leisure time avail-
able to an individual might exert an influence upon
pr esent and future r ecreational use of the Bay,
Fifty-five percent of the respondents felt they had
little leisure time, 31.996 felt they had some leisure
time, and only 11.196 felt 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 mare leisure time would
be available over the next ten years, 51.996 said yes,
N96 no and 14.196 were not sure.

Residential Characteristics: Eighty-three peI
cent ha l~ve m t eir present residences less than 29
years. Of those, only 8.696 listed previous residences
outside the Maryland-Virginia-Washington, D.C. area.
Over 5096 of the sample were suburban �2.8%! while
only 32.19t were rural or small tawn; 15.6% resided in
urban areas.

$ 0
5

10
25
50

100

More

31.3%!
29.5%
19,1%

13.99b
4,19L
1,0%
1,29b



~pg g iti: P thid f th p
dents were married, with 32% of these having no chil-
dren; 3$.3+ had either one or two children; and 28.f96
had core than two children.

Political Ideol: The majority of the respon
dents ten to cons er themselves "moderates" poli
ticaHy; however, as can be seen in the following dia
gra m f the re K ainder of the individuals w ere abou t
evenly divtded between conservative and libera].

Political
Neology

fvt CACIV
tL tOCrOl

Interest Gto

NOdCrQtC COrlSCr vOt! ve Kxtr Cmr'.r
CrjrSCr ro; IvCL I CfCr0l

Policies on Issues'

Pollution and the Environment: The greatest
agreemen among t groups regar rng 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.

'~ht t t dt t92 it i, f f
the respondents were concerned that responses to issue
statements should be understood as simplifications
that do not permit aH possible meanings or thoughts on
the various subjects to become evident.





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 sub]ect,
While 40.596 supported the dredging, 39.396 did not,
and 20.396 did not respond to the question. Just as
important and controversial is the problem of disposal
of the dredged waste. Fortune and seven-tenths per-
cent disagreed with using Hart and Miller islands as a
containment facility for' the waste. Although 20.396
supported that site, what is notable is that 34.296 did
not respond to this question.

A r elated question is the expansion of
Baltimore's facilities. Two thirds or 34.896 of the
groups supported expansion and 17.796 opposed expan-
sion. Notable once again is the level of nonresponse,
35.5%.

Characteristics of Gro

General Characteristics: The interest groups
were e etween 1 0 and 1977. Twenty-one
have been estab!ished since 1970, 19 were established
in the 1NO's, 9 in the 1850's, and 17 between 1900 and
1948. Three-quarters or 72.4% were originally estab-
lished to deal with a number of issues as opposed to
one specific issue. Currently, 90.896 deal with many
issues; 93.4% of the respondents also represent perma-
nent and continuing groups rather than ad hoc organi-
aations.

Nearly orhalf, or 47.496 of the respondents
classified their respective organizations as having a
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primarily environmental focus; one-fourth or 26.396 re-
garded recreation as their primary focus; and about
one-tenth or 11.896 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 1396 as 105 to 190.

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

Budgets r anged f rom zero doQars to over
$100,000. The largest proportion, i2%, had budgets of
less than 41,000; one-fifth or 20% had tedgets ~ng
from 41,500 to $5,000. While 10% ar l~ had budgets
of $5,300 to $50,000, 1896 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-tMrd did not use con-
tributions or fund raising at all as a woe'ca of funds.

t> td W >aai
number of respondents.



Contributions provided 2596 or less of the budget for
>696 of the interest groups responding, while fund rais-
ing provided 2596 ar less of the budget for 1296 of the
respondents.

~vel an } T e of Activit: Thre~fourths to
o the responding groups were active in issues

of water pollution control �7.696!, water-based re-
creation {73.7%!, shoreline erosion �4.5%!, waste dis-
posal �4.596!, fish and wildlife conservation �l.896!,
development of waterfront land �0.596!, public parti-
cipation in Bay management �7.996!, and power plant
siting and control �2.696!.

Roughly one-half were not active in issues relat-
ing to Bay-area employment �3.996!, the seafood in-
dustry �8.796!, development of maintenance of the
Baltimore Port �8.7%!, commercial water supply/use
�896!, maritime commerce �796!, or residential water
supply/use �7%!.

In order to achieve their objectives, 78.996 of the
organizations encouraged citizen activism, and 73.796
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
AFI CIO centered their activities an maritime and
trade legislation.

Thre~uarters or 7296 worked to educate the
general public, and 87.196 sought to influence the
administration of laws. The Committee to Preserve
Assateague was most active in working with govern-
ment agencies concerned with management and pro-
tection af natural resources. Only one-third or 39.596



conducted research.

Interactions: Consistent with traditional interest
group behavior, fouwfifths or 81.6% of the groups
aligned with other private interest groups to further
their goals. Those groups mentioned most frequently
were the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, the Maryland
Conservation Council, the Maryland W ildlife
Federation, Common Cause, the Greater Dundalk
Community Association, and local citizen groups and
civic associations.~ For example, the face-to-face
inter views 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 Association
spokesman pointed to close interactions with the
Outboard Boat Club and the National Association of
Boat Manufactur ers.

Additionally, the respondents interacted often
�9.5%! or sometimes �1.6%! 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, 22.896~ county govern-
ments, l5.2%; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
8.2%; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 6.3%~ UA.

~Otl g g ~ II d A~II Nd
Peninsula F eder ation, Audubon Naturalist Society,
Baltiinore 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 Citiaens hvisory Council,
Aeateague, Maryland Watermen's A~ciation,
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 2496
said this had occurred. Among the private groups
mentioned were the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and
various local citizen groups. Disagreements with
public organizations occurred often ar sometimes ac-
cording to nearly one-half of the respondents, 49.496.
Mentioned most frequently were the state's Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, 17.7% and the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, 7.6%. Others noted
were the U8. Corps of Engineers, county governments,
the state's Department of Transportation, and the U,S.
Congress.

Membershi Characteristics~: Over one-third or
38% o organizat ons ha members in the 25-44
age range; one-fifth or 23.796 said their members are
predominantly 4$ or over. Only 2.5% had members
who are under 24. One-third of the groups did not re-
spond to thh question. The distribution of education
shows that one-third of the organizations' members or
36.896 had received a bachelor's degree or the equiva-
lent; 5.8% had «n 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 35.596 of the membership had an income of

~tt I b tdttt pd t
their "best guesses" with respect to age and income
characteristics of their members. Thus, this data is
"softer" than that given by citizens in the telephone
survey.
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from $15,000 to $24,999, while half that number,
13.296, earned from $8,000 to $14,999. A slightly
larger proportion, 1'7.l%, earned $25,000 or more.

Determination of Membershi Attitudesi Over
onwha or . 9b soug t to etermine t e att tudes of
their members on issues such as those listed above by
discussion at meetings. Other methods such as a poD
at meetings, 9.296, or a board meeting, 10.1%, or a
rnaQ survey, 1.3%, seemed of little consequence.





SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Cpm atibilit of Interest Grou Policies with
Citizen Pre erences

In general, the findings indicate that the policies
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 Cverience. 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 is probably
traceable to the desire of an interest gtciup 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-
gulatioe of waterfront construction, the difference,
whQe significant, is not as great. Thremguarters of
the interest groups sported government regulation of
waterfront constructio~ two thirds of the citimens also
support the concept. It should be noted that the posi-
tion of the interest groups on these two previously
mentioned issues tend! to be consistent. However, it
is likely that citizere regard waterfront construction
as a more general activity involving both eominmciai
and residential property. Thus, they may not feei that
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the environment will be threatened, but may fear that
regulation of waterfront construction is detrimental to
home ownership possibilities.

Public reaction to oil spills is the third area
wherein a significant difference between citizens and
groups arises. Both segments feel that the public does
not overreact to oil spills: the interest groups by
thre~uarters 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 agree 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 poUution-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

li,60% fth M yl 1 gati* d t
wish to see further construction of nuclear power
plants on the Chesapeake. This figure is higher than



need for energy is more important than environmental
preser va t ion.

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 channel,
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.

4 Com arison of the Characteristics of Members of
Interest Grou s w<t t e ~trzens Sam e

The distribution of income responses to the citi-
zen sample approximates a statistically normal range,
as shown in Figure I. 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 poOs �3% 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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Figure l.
Comparison of Citizen Sample and Interest Group
Members by Income

6G

52,9

40-7,999 s8-I4,999 s ! 5-24,999 $25-39.999 $40,000'

td01!ors!

Cttlcens

Gf Oups



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  speeificaHy, lower income
individuals with Bay-related occupations!. It is quite
clear that interest groups are not composed of a Iargc
number of individuals in the high income category.

As would be expected, the number of citizens
without a college degree is quite high �9%!, as shown
in Figure 2. Conversely, the number of interest graup
members with Bachelor's degrees is also quite high
�3.196!. What is surprising, however, is the relatively
large number of interest group members with less than
a callege degree. As with the finding regarding in-
come and belonging, this relatively high percentage of
belongingness in the lower educat!anal strata may re-
flect the occupationally determined interest groups
such as labor unions.

Interest Grou s as S okesmen for Citizen Users

Ke 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 mast important
is that many so-called interest groups are, in fact, only
composed af 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 1egitimate
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function of a democracy, we cannot quarrel with their
energy and their concern. lb'e 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.

SimBarily, while the results of this study reveal
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
exper t 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,

Ke 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. lt 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.1

SOURCES FOR INTEREST GROUP SUR>Ey

The January 1978
Re ional Offices St
C>ttzen Envtronrnental Or an>zatrons;

The M arch 1979 m ailing distribution list of the
Chesapeake Bay Legislative Advisory Commission
status repor t;

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 fot their news-
letter, "Coast and Bay By-Lines" �/79!;

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

February 1978, prepared
onsortium, Inc.;

The current Enc clo «ha 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, 1nc.  Ms. Frances Flanigan!, and the
DN R CZU  Ms. Helene Tenner and Mr. Scott
Brum bur gh!;
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The mailing list of the Baltimore Environ~ental
Center  Ms. Jan Walker!;

yarious newspaper articles which mentioned Bay area
interest groups; and

Personal or mail contacts with individoals or groups
involved in Bay-related activities.



APPENDIX A.2

LIST OF GROUPS SKI ECTED TO
PRETEST ORr.ANIZATION 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 Fishier

The Conservation Foundation
1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Third Floor
Washington, D.C. 29936
Mr. John Bantor

Friends af the Earth
620 C Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003
Ms. I.iz Kaplan

The National Federation of Fishermen
919 18th Street, N.W., Suite 820
Washington, D.C. 20008
Washing ton representative

The Southern Maryland Chapter of the Association of
Builders and Contractors

150 South Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Mr. Alt
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APPENDIX A.3

RESPONDING INTEREST GROUPS

Recreational

Amer ican 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, Inc.
Abingdon, Maryland

Chesapeake Bay Yacht Racing Association
Luther ville, Maryland

Chesapeake Coernodores Club
Baltimore, Maryland

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

Duffy Creek Yacht Club
Georgetown, Maryland

Eastern Yacht Club, Inc.
Baltimore, Maryland

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

Maryland Cruising Club, inc.
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 l3ay Yacht Club
Edge water, Maryland

Sue Haven Yacht Club
Baltimore, Maryland

Trout UrLLirnited � Potomac Patuxent Chapter
Beltsville, Maryland

Knvi ron mental

Maryland Chapter of the Wildlife Society
Queenstown, Maryland

American Littoral Society
Laurel, !/1 aryland

Annapolis Neck Peninsula Federation
Annapolis, Mar yland
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Annapolis $Vaterfront Assocl&t>on
Annapolis, Maryland

Audubon Naturalist Society
Chevy Chase, Maryland

Southern Maryland Audubon Society, inc.
Bryans Road, Maryland

Baltimore Environmental Center, [nc.
Baltimore, Maryland

Bay City improvement Association, Inc.
StevensviHe, Maryland

Chesapeake Audubon Society, Inc.
Catonsville, Maryland

Chesapeake Bay Fish Protective Association
Annapolis, M aryland

Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Envir onmental Protection Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Estates improvement Association, Inc.
Stevensville, Mar yland

Chester River Beach Civic Association, Inc.
GrasonviHe, Maryland

Citizens' Coalition for St. Mary's County
Lexington Park, Maryland



Citizens League of Baltimore
Yowson, Maryland

C loverf ields Improvement Association
Stevensville, Maryland

Committee to Preserve Assateague Island
Towson, Maryland

Edgewater Beach Citizens Association
Edgewater, Maryland

Fairhaven Citizens Association
Fairhaven, Maryland

izaak Walton League of America � Bethesda/Chevy
Chase Chapter

Poolesville, Maryland

Izaak Walton Leage of America � Hyattsville Chapter
Hyattsville, Maryland

Izaak Walton League of America � Maryland State
Division

Der wood, Maryland

Izaak Walton League of America � Sportsman's
Chapter

Pylesville, Maryland

Kent Conservation, Inc.
Chestertown, Maryland

League of Kiomen Voters of Maryland
Annapolis, Maryland



League of Women Voters of Montgomery County,
Maryland

Rockville, Maryland

Linda moor improvement Association, inc.
Annapolis, Maryland

Mar yland Wetlands Committee
Annapolis, Maryland

Maryland W ildlife Federation
Baltimore, Maryland

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

North Linthicufn 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, Inc.
Elkton, Maryland



Rest Ri ver Improvement Association
Galesville, Maryland

Citizens Coalition on Sur face Mining
Cumberland, Maryland

LEG! CUUVl
Silver Spring, Mar yland

Worcester Environmental Trust
Snow Hill, Maryland

Bywater Road, Crab and Church Creeks Association
Annapolis, Maryland

Chesapeake Energy Alliance
Baltimore, Maryland

Logan V illage Improve ment Association
Dundalk, Maryland

Greater Dundalk Community Council
Dundalk, Maryland

Chesapeake Classroom! Annapolis Committee af the
Jr, League of Baltimore

Baltimore, Maryland

Hart h Miller Islands Area Environfnental Group
Essex, Maryland

AFL CIO, Baltimore Council
Baltimore, Maryland
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Calvert County Watermen's Association
Prince Fr ederick, Maryland

Local f33 lUMSWA, AFL-CIO
Baltimore, Maryland

Intetnational Longshoreman's Association,
Local 4333

Baltimore, Maryland

International Organization of Masters,
Mates and Pilots

Baltimore, Maryland

Mar yland Charter Boat Association
Tilghman, Maryland

Maryland Watermen's Association, Inc.
Annapolis, Maryland

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

Watermen's Protective Association, Inc.
Grasonville, Maryland

58



APPENDIX B.I

CITIZEN QUESTIONNAIRE:
CITIZEN RESPONSES

gl. To beqrn, we would 1 tke to ask, what in vour opinfon ts the ma]or Issue regarding
the Chesapeake Bay which confronts the residents of Naryland?

Next we will read you a list of statements. For each of them, please indicate i f you
stroncpy Agree  SA!, Agree  A!, Disagree  D!, or Strongly Disagree  sD! .
The first category we are going to ask you about deals «ith Government Re ulations.

SA A D SD NO NAQ2. The use of land should be determined primarily
by the person who owns rt.

l4.5 59.0 20.2 2.2 2.8
Q3. Governmental regulations should Irmit waterfront

conslructiOn.
IF A REL, THEN ASK A AND 8 .
h'hlch branch or branches of government do you feel should make these regulations?
LOCAL
YES MO

STATE
YES NO

FF.DERAL
YES NO

B. which branch of government do you feel should enforce these regulations' ?
STATE
YES NO

LOCAL
YES NO

FEDERAL
YES NO

SA A D SD NOshould limrt new

5.0 49.7 30.7 1.5 11.4

STATE
YES NO

FEDE RAL
YES NO

LOCAL
YES NO

8, Nhich branch of government do you feel should enforce these regulatrons?
STATE
YES NO

LAX.'AL
YES NO

FEDERAL
YES NO

5 TATE
YES NO

LOCAL
YES NO

B. Nhich branch of government do you feel should enforce these regulations?

f'8 DERAL
YES NO

STATE
YL'5 NO

LOCAL
YES NO

59

{}4. Governmental regulations
marina construction.
If' AGREE ~ T!iEN ASK A AND

A. which branch or branches

 
. Governmental regulatr.ons
recreatfonal boatfnq.
If' AGREE, THEN ASK A AND

A- Nhich branch or branches

8.
of government do you feel should make these reoulations?

f'EDERAL OTHER
YES NO

SA A D SD NO
should limit increased

~2 34 7 ~45 8 ~5B.
of government do you feel should make these regulations?



4 ~ I Itl 7 Pl 4 Ididf 4 fir< 4 ~

tfpan envtro~nteL praaeruat!on. 28.! 55.2 �.3 1.3

@Or reuld yOu describe your act l rude t<»ar f a nuclear dpnal gy pr car ta the avant'
at Tfrrae HLL ~ L ~ !and, Fauor!8.6 <!rf tf ae�.1 sou ra! 33,9 HA 2,o

kt ve vLLL aak ~ fev dfvaat!ona abour. Fvl!ul  on. 9!aaaa >nd!c ~ re rf you strona!y
LAA! ~ A9rea  A! . D !aadrae  D!, Or rtrori<!!y Disagree  SDI .

 SA A  ! ADLncreaalng var.erf rarrt Lndvatry Ln t' he 'Aay ~ rva
<ai Ll corrtr!bute to the dacLLna of eras err and
voter <Luality-

The yvbLLC lande te overreart tc aLL op!Le , L.A 31. 5 54 ! ~7

TIre Chesapeake 8ey L ~ Ln Toed snvlromnta! ahap», L,1 21,9 19 9 7 ! �.1 1

f!eW leper e,  rrd'usta !as and Oun!c  ps L 3 t 3 aa that
dlscharTe tonic or yotentLally 4nesrous substances
Lnto the jey er Lta trlbutar iaa should ba held
f nenrLALLy and LO9ally responaLA! ~ for any dan<age ~
rh!CL! raault t» the say. ~7 43~1 ~28

Le9ally constituted c~taaion ahau� be set up
to heep tract af ell substances d<saped Lnto tha say.~3

Nore Lave should Llert aoLL end aedis<ent run-off, Q 8 8~0

The pass btlity of oil d!acovsr!as beans that off-
shore drill!n9 should ba predicted ln the
Chaaapeehe say. 7 3~8, 38 3 ~ 3 ~ 3

tp ~. Hou!d yeu van't ~ Stationary off-shore r!9 Or tha cofstinued uaa of OLL
tankers on Aay  aetterey

Wt 4 dli lll 1 d I tli I ~ I~IW4 I d I 4 4 lti I 4 4, ~ �
! cate Lf you 8troedly Adree  8A! . ATrae IA . Dr asgrsa �!, or stron9!y Draaf!raa  AD! .

SA A iP AD HO NA
Cant rOl of retreat!anal rater uaa ShOuld ba da<p! ~-
~ anted to provide Safeeuarde for tha industry, L!,3 33.0 9 3 8  I 7

The seefoed LaduetrT ahoul4 be protect.ed t<y the
State and 9Lvan }rr*ferentL ~ l traetarent older other
~real and sscrestioea! Lntaraate. 93 53.0 38 8 l,5 80~

eslatLA9 Choline! that rtraa 'the leaeth Of tire
Say Should be dredf8ed deeper LA ardor to jncrease
~ hlppfn9 bustaeee eed aller uee of the ~ deap-
dreft veaoal ~ belrv8 seed LA acmatCLOL ehlpfrin�.

Hart aed N! liar Lelande at the berth of lait toore
Harbor should le Oeed ae ~ oehtAL~t factlity
for dredped weta, 8.0 14 8 33 l ~TO dl 8 3 3

Aaltleore area pert faoll ties should Lre
a spa nded ~ ~8 ~33 ~8 ~38 . ~

Hsdc Lear ana r 9y f ae L ! I t 3 ra a hOul d be
4~LEO fjf fduff f~, 1~&, D~llf4 44, I

ZA.O 3O.A
Old the euenta at three lll!e ! ~ land
ruclear enerqyy Y88 49,2 Na 48,9

pre!tted Ln tha Aay area, Da you
Sti INDI ~ I f I 1 Ili

�.1 2,T
ln late ru<r< h influence yOur att !ludo t<ndard

! .8



like to aak you a fev general ciueatlons about Bay related Isaws,
0 S'!! hw

y! SOCse  E ace po E C 'I Sc ~ end 9Q<er neleFlC ac&1 en ccslpLE
raced Chat an EndCVcdual like ea Car esert little
influence upon daccsiona reeardcha the Bay.

1! y y Eoa eekloB or0acciaatlaaa
YSB g 1 ico BT
Lr AS. Vhlch Ones do yau belercB

grc a ecole af 1 ta 5, vitIE 1 baicc42 SELIEIBEOL gnuailweacent and 5 bales! cCasceW
Lccua!vacant, hov f inancially Lnealued veuld yau becaoe Ea proecaas desEBnecE
to tnf l uence Olesapaak ~ Bay reeaurceay 1 2 ! a

45 1 IB f 7>7 2 ~ a 7
Ifav Ouoh vould ycu ba el!linc! tO cantribute tO a SaVe the aay Itoeeeenc'?
Bochirr! $5 ! I a 525 ! 5a 5 1 oa Bor e

2}.l 75.! LB.k !L.O !.9 .0 1,0 Lk.i
ge a eaale Of 1 to 5, Vith 1 Lrcdicatteo lov prior Ety and 5 Endcrat Ing h ceh
prierlty, hoV vauld yOu rate C!EO aer!auercaee Ot the fOLEovcnq v<th reoard
to tha Bay! "-+HE h

pal lut too l.2 ~ .1 ]S.'i 15,5 5b.e
b, Urban deva lupscaat 1,5 l� !!.o E'90 15. I
a. Bacraationa! deeelopeaot 15.5 !n.! Le.7 E!.B
d. Bay area unaep!aysaot Ta 102 24.7 EBS 101
e. Efatar arOsioa Of the aharelicca <.! !.2 LB.E >L.! 7r,!
f, aouaahold aeter rataa L2.! l!.l 2!.7 ll. I ll. ~

crovdad and noisy recraatiocca! feei lit lee 1 1 < LB. 2 �,   La,» l},f
h. Lack Of vater reoraatiOIE Lnfareatfan 10.4 L!,2 27, 0 l!, ! lb.e
i. Ilaeafe voter recreatiae Breae t 0 Lg! le 5 1!. I 
5

Seafood iaduatry !.2 S.B LB.! 7!.5

NA
I

L!.!
ll
20. 2
EBS!

L}.S
30.4
EB,!
17.0

Q�. Ara there Bccy roaeecce «hy you vould Oat uao Bay recreattoycal facilltiee!

O�. Sbaat bov Beccy tiwaa vithin the laat year 4� you or your fecal!y ale!k the
Chesapeake Bay area!
RECe Or %vice~! 3- ~ tiaea~d 5-10 ticsae+ ilare ofte gal
bide't vieit~a IIA f

ON. Ifou tell «ce vhat you think about the futuro of the Oceaepeake Bay aaeey
tha neet tive yaara, vould you eay it vill c
Net Batt ~ r~g, 1 stay face~!! 4 Get voraa~� y lxEII T IBIOI~Ey!cQf~cy 2 %b

O
. La vhat vay or vaye vill Lt pat better/verso!

17!O, Qe you aver ~ of any «beret sat lone vhieh atteept cu inf I uence Bey sr ea pal Ec yr
ygS 77 0 cco 7!
r YSB, Cfhat ~ re theyrlr



yLnel!y ve vened !ihe to aek the Co! fovin9 tfuestlone,

p!!. the Cfret question deeL ~ vith your leisure tine, the tree you are Cree to do
«hat yau «alit. Nov ouch Lef euro tine «ou!d yOu eey you have on m>at deyay

Very Noah~! StNe~ Very LLttfe~! Lth L.!

Q!d. Do yau thfnh that tn the test ten yearn you «fly have «are Lelaur ~ Line
yeo 4o nov!

Yes~5 No!s.5 Not Sera~!! s Na~d

Q
. Nov anny yaase have you Lived in your Lpreeent hone>

Lsd oNLY tnrif H40 lÃorka f above QUEsTTW! Ltdt YKAN 70 TRANS i

Q�. be!ore oovfrv! to your present reeideru. ~, vhere did ynu live'l
!n the ease nefghborhood
bise«here f n the ooenty

r ~ !n lhe District
d. Liar«hera ln Neryf and Or VL+fnfa
e, Cf so«here in the Q.LL.
C. abroad
g, Not Sppf fceb! ~

Q!y. DO yeu ovn e booty Tea~ NO~

Q�, Do you avn a residence on the beyp yea~ Ho~ Nh,5

Q!%. Da you rent e residence on the Sayp Yes~a! sos!,! Nn .5
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APPENDIX 8.2

SURVEY OF CHESAPEAKE BAY
INTEREST GROUPS

ttans ei Oreaniaat ten

rrddr-sea

i ~ your ozeanisatien IChgck esp
private. for profit
private. nen-profit
Other  t tplacrt}

tthtch of the folkovinq veuld yeu consider to be the ptieary tecua ot your oreaattat >oa'
}Pike lh Onf, }

eecraatiee
rnvi r a~nt
business and/or ecc spat iona]
Caber I d a~ !

$, ye vhat decree does your ores=.zaatien fnuolve }teals in Chesapeake bay tasuaa1 ICitrrk C

Very involved Q ttederate1y involved g %lightly invo]ved L J eot tnvel»e

%at i ~ t'ha vritten ot stated purpose of your ett}anlaetlen7

ttaa your erqaniaatten erieina21y eatahkiahed

ICAae.t ced. !

%tr deal vith ons specitLc i eras
fe daa1 vith asey issws

IChdck ertc. !

per a limited period of ttes ied hec!
Po be pecnseent end centleukrtq

a. 1s your erqsnisatfen st prese-..t

I <%eel etta. }

Dteilng vith ene spec itic iaÃJe
Aaalirr}} vith nany issws

I&ark erie. !

ad hoc
Pernanent and cont tnuinq
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achieve its ob]octives9

Ouse your Orgahitatioo alLgs uith other priests Lhtervet grcupt or ~ Loller Organisst Los92
te fur ther L t a goals 9

Lto ~  S&p to g. LO, !Tev +

~ 9

rlth Ihirh geuar~ta! aganCLaa lola yuur Orgaaitat ion l=.tercet tO further its aoala9

~sr h so r

Love there boca LS ~ taaoee LO ehLCh year Organiaation haa A puhLLC disegrevaenta uith prLvate
rroups or governsentsl agencies9 lf so. uhi,ch grottps or ~ac!say

64

Mich of the feilevihg LS/are uaaa hy your orgosksstiee to
 AfCk aCt fhcif apply. 1

Cshavct t ~ Search shd/or Also&lost ~ research rssuLtv
snooursce el tisss acti via
t4urete the aesorSL puhLLO ta Laureate Suareseas Of Lseuee
lnf luesce the pass«fs of Legislatlou
Lsfluenca the WLSLStrstsos of Lame arel regulations
Other lctpfrSLS1

shish private groups or crgaolsstiosa9 iiov o tsc9

CC
CM

C2



!g, Qy}gv 	 ~ l o t r inb t t 1   hase+sic Say W Ieeae indt q ate for
~+jest area vhether yaur ortrsni 1st ian 4 1 nuv ar hss been Vet y S. t r Ve. art I Ve . or Itit
SealVe ln taltine ~ policy fever titan or in tat ine niner srt ton.

Art >w
a 'I Ive

free ident ia! ester supp! y/use
I:~rcta! eater svpply1uar
yiah snh vi id! t re conaervat tan
!rater -!raced retreat.ian
92rater ps!lut ion control
goner plan'I sj t }nq snd cuntral
Nar 5 titse ronserce
peVSIOpe4ent OI saint ensnce c f' the ba! titsore Iht ri
aevelafrneht r f «ster front !snd
Seafood tndust ry
It!fr!ie lrarttCIpetian in bsy naneetnvent
!reste d 5 5!s! sat
Share I I r c ~ t os ton
Sap 1 tee I'op I oytvent
bSS&arrh Sn bsy ecoleqy
Itsrkra develo~tvvnt.

other f r apl' n i

st tong~I
ri I 5 ag I ee

ni vsrlr et

!y AQtKK Xl STNXHENTS Abotrf r trh!Ch !oval af I!OWrnaent du yau feel shou� aslL ~ *ndy~
~nforce these requlstianay

Fe4srs! ~ state ~ !srcs! Q/

I!. I'!ease Indicate vhsr yaur O~rantaatlan~s ~ it tan vauld be on the fol louie q eietraent ~



StrtuuLLg
~iree

S~tt
O~

ree~ tet~lit

yhe pub l lc tone ~ ta auef react te oi! apl LL ~ .

beveleyer ~, lndustt tea ~ nd eunlalpe! it!os
that dischel'44 roric or potential!y dangerous
~ uhatencea intO Chs Say Ot lta Ctibutariea
~ houLd he he!d ftnanrta	y ond Lees!ly rea-
ponsthte far eny deeaqee Vhtoh reou!t ta
the Say.

yhe peselblllty of otl d!acoustics mass that
off-shOro er! llin4 should he peratt ted
t !le �lesapeske 'Sky ~

yhe seaftynt lnduetry Shou!e be pratectsd by
the s t a t e, and 4 I van pr s I e f en t I a ! t r ea toe t 't
over induatylal Sod recraattanai
Interests.

The saint ln4 channeL that rune the Length o 
the Say shou!d be dredtlsd deeper Ln order
!nereeee Ihtpp!ne buatneso ond ~ LLOv use of
the hee deep-draft Sense!S hs!ng seed in
eamersio! shtpplnd.

ttart shd III LLsr 1SLends at tho couth of
~ eLt ihare Narhor shou!d he uoed Se a Can
tis!nhent faciiicy far drsdeed trasts,

he!tinore arse ynrt faciitt lao Sheu!d be
~ upended.

LS. htru Lactic L ~ peur OrdanLSetieny

IHaawr ot LsdjeidwL ~ in entire orpsn!sation

IF VOLI AIBA d ISIS 0F A t4CAL HAPTjik 00 HAKIf OF i LACQH %6liH?Iffy, PLjASE CHjLK
HHj ~ ilN kiESPNHI f0 fH 0 FOLLWjl5 ~flOHS fH TjIII5 0F yOLA LdCII. gkiNCHICHAPTjik.
0THjCITSj, AIStH fiI TjliiS OF THj jilffCE 000ANfjATTOH. fgffNATj A5 HjCKSSAHV.

�. Sou de yas detsrSL!ne Che sttitedee Ot your Serrberehip on !reuse Such es the ones !artsd tn
question L}y Oo yau ho!d discussions at oeettnqs, canduc ~ survey ar poLL, or use sooe
other eethad to find Out hOV lndLvLdual ~era Stand an Spea!yl.c issuee?



I ~ Se« lares Ls your !uca! branCh/Chapter!
uf individuals in thi ~ branch/chapter

Nyf appucas!d ~

SO««uuld ysu describe your esebarahlpy
appres!eat sly ho« asny «sahara are i

Wale rs«e!a

bl h!sch White f!ther lr ag4LIdlh!span!e

i�~trh cstv9ary are the ss!ority of
D - 9.999

f!,DDD - 19,999
l 9, DOG � !i. 999
25.000 � !9,999
IQ, DDD and sbuvv

b! Sducst! On. Less thar hL9h arhue!
hasOCI ate Dcgs aa
nacho!Or Decree   ~ h., 9 S.!
advanced sducatinn Id,f!., ph. D., at tarney, etc. !

e! !he sos >

i~

L /

c! a9ai Vnder 2I
!S to II
IS ur over

!e. !Leu eany st sf f rsea!.era do yuu hase at prsaanty
l' ~ ld fu!i-L !Oe

ta!d part-t!ars

Ve!untssr ~

When vas your or9an!tet!on estab!!shed'!

JD, What La year approx!seta annual budqet!

	. !a your orqsnraatIOn funded thrOuph

saebarship fea or dues
Contributions
Fund r a i s L n9 ac t I v L t i e a
Other II tpldr!f!

CIt la

those

What I ~ your nese and title lif different fromm above} 7

Rl,tie

PIKAEE RKTIIRhl THIS QkgTTONNJRE li! THE E!R.'U8N RED 48KKEP,
ETAIIPEP E!IVEIOPE. li! APOlTIO!I, tiF yOIR OROAI!fly i%I SAR AVAlIAOIR
AR!r PMEIrCATTO!RI'IP!reFYrPrm lrS aORTER OR ETg STARO OR rRSOEE
REI EVAJfT TO THE OCEAPEAKE RAy, NE IKQIO RE OEI10flEO TO RECEl pl
THE!I.

lf «e have 9uestlene aonoerninq reeponeee OS thi ~ fera, Whee sag «e sesteoty



APPENDIX 8.3

INTEREST GROUP RESPONSES To
NAG QUESTIONNAIRE

BY PERCENThoE - BASED ON 76 CASES

recreational
~ n v irenmaht a 1
bu s i ne as /oc au pat i eh a 1
Other
H.A.

76.31
«7.«I
>!,el
13.? I

! .31

«?. l I
!l,bI
;6. 3l

loundad originally for:
One ! ~ sue
Many i ~ Suas

.A.

i? .«I
7"-, «I

5. 3'I

Lfrsfted period of time
Permanent /Coht inning
H.A.

l . 31
s«, ? I

3,91

ht present, des!a with:
One issue
Many issues
H.A ~

Ad hoc
Perhament/continuing
H.A.

93, 5l
]« .592

68

gueatfan 2. Primary faces Of Orgahfaat ion:

Invol veaant in Chesapeake Say i sauce:
Very
Moderat e ly
Slightly

  hfch methods are uead by organisation to
achieve ob!ectivas?

COhduCt reaear Ch/diasarSinate
Knenurage C it i Sah aot i V i ah
Fducate general public
Ihf 1 us nee ! e gf ~ I a t ura
Influence admfhiatr atiah
Other

Ones organisation al  gn uitn other private
groups to further goals7

yes
Hn
H.A.

which private groups?
Chesapeake gay Foundation  9!
Maryland Conaer vatiOn COuhCi1  9!
C5 v I c assoc i at iona  9!
LOcal citiaah grOupa �!
Harylahd Hildlf fa federation �3
Greater Dundalk Comm. College �!

6.  I
90. 91

?,5I

?.6'I
93, «I

3. 91

39,4I
?9. 9'I
7?.«I
73.?I
67. Ll
l 5. I!I

ll, «I
l I . 41

3. 91
2.51
3. 61
2 . 5'1



How often:
Often
Some t ime6
Seldom
Hot applicable
No answer

vv. 71
!?. i
2. 61

! 3.?1
??.v92

with which government agencies does
organi sat ion interact tO f urt her goals?

Federal: CPA   6!
Congress   5!
Coast Guard  
Fish and Mi!dlife   l!
HOAA   1!

State: D.N,R,  le!
Le g i . ] a ture v!
bOT   !!

County governmenr  !?!
Congre55  

H.A.  l3!

�

Other

How of ten:
Often
Sometime
Seldom
Ho answer

39, '.1
3l. 61
6,6,1

?? vi

ll. Public disagreements vith private groups?
Which?

Chesapeake �ay Foundation   3!
Local *itisens groups
h,A.

2.61
68. vi

!iov often?
Often
SQBhe t lme 6
Seldom
h.A.

l3,91
l O . !'1

6,31
69.61

7. 6'I
6 . 3'92

l 7 . 7%
2 . 6 6
3,61
2. 61
2, 6'1

  6!
5!

 �!
  2!
  3!
  2!
  2!

Hov often?
OJ ten
Some t ime s
Seldom
H.A.

2.20
26.61

7,61
s.!i

69

ll. Public dioagreementa
6fhich?

U.S, C.P.A,
Cor ps
Hd. D.R.R.
DOT
County government
Congress
?Oe

with government agencies!

0.71
6,	
!.ei
l,31
l. 31

22.61
5.!92
!. 31

�.21
6. li

�. 61



Cub'2ect areas-- level of activity:

~Ve t' Act ive Hot H.h.

12. 7l
12.7%
31, 61
34. 7%
43.0%
19,0%
10.1' ~
15. O'I

20. 3'I
l7. 792
29,11
39, 71
31. 6%
31. 6'I
19.CI
12,7%

Residenti ~ 1 water supply
Co~rcial water supply
Fish and uildXife conservation
Hat ~ r recreat ion
ua ter pO114 t i on Can t ra l
Power plant  site
Mar it lac commerce
Saltimore port
Development of waterfront

! and ?5. 3%
Seafood industry 12,7%
Say management. 2?.81
57aata disposal 30.41
Shore erosion 26.6%
Ray area employment 8.91
Seaearch, ecology l.? .71
Marina development 17.71
Ot her
 Hate: fallowing preliminary analysis,

45, 6'I
46. 81
20. 31
15. 71
19. O'I
32. 91
48, 11
vB, 41

21. 51
32. 81
19. 01

1,41
6. 31

'16. 51
.::8%
22. 81

34. 7%
16, 5%
31, 61
32. '9%
40,51
12.7l
?9,1%
'7 81

27. 81
51.91
27,81
25. 31
19, 01
55, 792
41. 81
35.41

'.2. 71
9. 01
6. 51

'1.41
3. 91

7?. 8%
'5.51

9,01
=..192

Very and Active
togetner. !

we grouped

13, Position on following statement ~;

St,h. Dig. St . Oia Hot~a. Ko hna.

79.!
38,0
10,1

,6
11. 4
?5.3

17 ~ 7

13.9

1<4
32.9
16.5 32.9
15.2 1.3
vv. 3 32.9

2,5
17. 7 32.9
74.1 1.3
19.0 20. 3
13.9 27.8
11.4 6.3

a, we grouped cate

20. 3
29.1
36.7
11.4
25.3
25.3
39.2
37,9
11.4
31.6
analys

15.? 5
7.6 3

12 F 7
74,1 10
2?.8 1?

gories
toga t.'.sr. 1

70

Land uae 11.4
Hat er front constr. 3 8 . 0
Limit boating 75,3

lrderal control 17.7
State control 57,0
Loca 1 cont r o 1 34 ~ 7

energy 7,5
Huc lear 5.1
lndvatr y 35,4
ail spills 5,1
Tom ic 68.4
Permit drill ing 3.8
Protect seafood ?F 1
Dredge channel 7.6
Mart-Hi'lier 12.7
K spend gal to, pont 1 3. 2
 Hate: Fol lowing prel iteinary

7.6
7.6

16.5
v,j
4,1
4.1
?.5
7.6
3.8
3.8

7.6
5,1
8.9

76,7
64,4
60.3

5.3
8. 9
7,6
?.5
7.8

.1
,8

.1

.7



!fumbe r

1:nv. Rec,

6

l at ? rid

S9.2 3,9
9,2 11,11

1,3
1.9

11,e
10 ~ S 2 ~ fi

iiects;on at sirettngs
Poll at meetings
ftail survey
Photic bur vey
Hoard tllee 't t llfte
Other

f'rr rona 1 ronr ac t 4
f.'iteeut iue COitiitiit t i e/fii al d

of f!irectars
' urvry/!io!l
  ~tiutit t. 'tres
PI t it fons
Sc 4tinars
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APPENDIX C.1

94TRREST GROUPS INTERVIEWED

Committee to Preserve Assateague Judith Johnson

Maryland Charterboat Association James Spurry
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Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Chesapeake Energy AHiance

Potomac River Association

AF~IO Local N33

American Water Ski Association

Chesapeake Commodores Club

Citimens League of Baltimor e

Maryland Natermen's Association

Will Roker

Beth Engel

Jack W itten

Jack Barman

Oscar Nohowel

Richard Mueller

NiUiam
McoonneH

Larry Simns





activity committees organized to address specific is-
sues. issues are discussed at meetings but there is
generally a consensus. There is no formal rnechanisrn
for voting or procedure for organizing individuals tp
take a par ticulat 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
ADiance, the Peachbottom Alliance, the Citizen/Labor
Energy Coalition and the Baltimore Environmental
Center. Othe groups, such as the Potomac River
Association, contr ibute to the support of CEA as well.

The Potomac River Association  Mr. Jack Mitten!

This organization is mainly concerned with the
environment as related to the area of the Potomac
River Basin and the Chesapeake Bay. lt has probably
been active at one time or another on almost all Bay-
related envfironmental 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 BiB, as welf as monitoring the
pamage and enforcement of other relevant legislation;
pressing for oversight hearings; working on several
suits fOed against the United States Environmental
Protection Agency, the State of Maryland, and the
Corps of Engineers fe not being properly responsive to
environmental concerns~ and attempting to increase
public awareness through the media  talk shows, neww
paper columns and special inserts! and public relations
of aH types.

At present, the membership consists mairQy of
middle income, rniddle-aged, white professionals, but
attempts are being made to diversify. Club officers
are the major spokesmen and decision-makers for the



organization with little feedback fram the member
ship. Actions taken on a given issue depend on the
issue, and the options available include such things as
formal legal assistance, press releases, personal con-
tacts, etc.

The association is always in contact with other
environmental and related groups fe.g., the Watermen's
Association, Maryland Conservation Council,
Environmental Policy Center! and the governmental
agencies active in this area  the U.S. EPA, the state
Depart m ent of Natur'al Resources, the Corps of
Engineers and the Washingtoa Area Council of
Governments!.

APL-C10 Local 433  Mr. Jack Har man!

The main concern af this organimtion is employ-
ment, but the Chesapeake Bay figures largely in the
considerations of the membership since they are pri-
marily shipbuilders who Uve and work in the Bay
area. Activities center around the attempt to influ-
ence the oontent and administration of maritime and
trade legislation, includIIng activities Eke the pmyasal
to dredge the Bay channel and dispose of the resultiag
waste in a containment facility at Hart and MQer
islands. Keeping the Bay open to commerce is ob.
viously a major concern.

The membership is large and homogeneous for
the most part. heues and action to be taken are die-
cussed at meetings and, although the officers ot the
oq~nixation can act as spokesmen without a speeNe
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 AFL-CIO local works mainly with other lo-
cals and the city, state and national councils of the
parent organisation, although they do occasionaUy
have some contact with legislators or White House
staff where relevant legislation is concerned.

hmerican Water 8ki Association  Mr. Oscar Ãohowel!

This ceganhetion is primarily recreational in
focus, but does not have an overwhetrning interest in
the Chesap~ke Bay per se because the water is too
rough or too shallow for skiing. Their fnajor interest ls
in other, usuaOy Bay-related, bodies of water.

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

Membership is ~read out, and although meetings
are held cn both the local and national levels, there is
no great interest in or activity on the behalf of the
Bay.

The organilation works closely with related pri-
vate groups such as the Outboard Boat Club and the
National hssociation of Boat Manufacturers as weQ as
with the UJL Coast Guard on questions of equipment
safety and regulation.

Commit tee to preserve hssate e  Ms. Judith

The prima y focus of this orilnjlaatian is
resource management and protection. It is very
involved in Bay-related issues engaging in such
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The membership is basicaliy homogeneous 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
Rackfish Protective Association and often provides
information to or requests it from the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources.

Chesa cake Commodores Club  Mr. Richard MueQer!

This organization is strictly recreational. lt is
moderately interested fn 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 bland containment facility, regulations control-
ing the placement of crab pots, water poUution con-
trol, and the Blaggi BQL  fuel tax money shovEd be used
for coastal improvements and watet based recreation
in generaD.

Members are all past commodores oi' the 6S area
yacht clubs. They discuss issues of the CBYCA of
which they are a member.

Trout UnUmited  Mr. Allen Smelts!

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 conmms.
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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 deterfnined by the membership on
the basis of the particular issue to be handled.

This group works together with other environ-
mental organizations such as the Maryland Cold Water
Coalition, Sierra Club and the izaak Walton League as
weo as with various governN Alt agencies  State
Fisher ies Administration, Department of
Transportation, and the State Water Resources
Administration!.

Citizens Lea e of Baltimore  Mt. William McDpnnelO

This organization selects one or more public gov-
ernmental issues each year for in-depth study and usu-
aQy 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 oi Bay-related issues and attempted to acquaint
the pubic with the pwablems involved thrc~ their
published report and press relates.

The rnembemhip is considered to be a crew see-
tim of the Baltimore metropolitan community, ac-
cording to the director. hsues foi stody are sugfested
by the Board of Directors with final selecticw being
made by a vote of the membership. 'Ae study ap-
proach for each topics then decided by the research
committee and results submitted to the Bcerd for
approval.

Mo alliances are necessary for an organisation of
this type.



Mar land %atermen's Association  Mr. Larry Sirnns!

This is a trade organization representing com-
mercial fishermen, and is, therefore, very involved in
Ha~related issues. It has shown its environmental im
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, etc.

The aaamiatlon is made up of members of the
local county organizations whose presidents sit on the
Board of Directors. hsues are discussd at both the
local and state levels. The action taken depends on
the specific issue and is 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 «s the Cheragerake Bay Seafood industries
Association, Maryland Charterboat Association,
Chesapeake Bay Foundation and Chesepeake 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 &mnomic and
Community Development, Department of Health and
Mental Health, and the Department of Natural
Resources, %'ater Resources Division and the
Tidewater P isheries Administration.




