Purdue University

Purdue e-Pubs

IWRRC Technical Reports Indiana Water Resources Research Center

5-1-1984

Interorganizational Relations And Decision
Making Arnon% Section 208 Water Quality

Management P anning Agencies

H. R. Potter

H. M. Schweer

Follow this and additional works at: http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech

Potter, H. R. and Schweer, H. M., "Interorganizational Relations And Decision Making Among Section 208 Water Quality
Management Planning Agencies" (1984). IWRRC Technical Reports. Paper 165.
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech/165

This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries. Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for

additional information.


http://docs.lib.purdue.edu?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F165&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F165&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/iwrrc?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F165&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F165&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

TECHNICAL REPORT 165

INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS
AND DECISION MAKING AMONG
SECTION 208 WATER QUALITY
MANAGEMENT PLANNING AGENCIES

by

Harry E. FPoiter

and
Harlan M. Schweer

May 1984

PURDUE UNIVERSITY
WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH CENTER
'WEST LAFAYETTE, INDIANA







Fourth Partial completion report for Project No. C-00090-U
(Grant No. 14-34-0001-0498) entitied
“Problem Oriented Evaluation of Institutional Decision
Making and Improvement of Models Used in Regional
Urban Runoff Management: Application to Indiana®

Contents of this publication do not necessarily reflect the views and
policies of the U.S. Department of the Interior, nor does mention of trade
names or commercial products constitute their endorsement by the U.S.
Government .







ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

A number of people have contributed to the successful completion of this
project. Most important are the thirty-nine respondents who were generous
encugh to make time available fto be interviewed, and in many cases adiust
their schedules to meet our needs. One thing that impressed us was the high
tevel of interest and enthusiasm for Section 208 planning and for this
project. This was all the more surprising since by all accounts, 208
planning largely faded in 1980 with few (if any) concrete results. One
sometimes nad the feeling that it was out of frustration over the many hours
spent and meetings attended for 208 with nc real outcome that resuited in
respondents wishing to talk sbout the planning process. In any case, we
thank them for their cooperation and support.

Other project personnel including Professors John Bell and A. R. Rao
provided helpful comments at various stages of this study. In particular
Professor Jacques Delleur, Project Director, and Professor Mark Mouck, Acting
Director, not only kept the project organized and well-run, but were also
instrumental in resolving any ambiguities or prablems that arose. Professor
Dan Wiersma, Director of the Water Resources Research Center at Purdue

University until his retirement, provided adwinistrative support and was a
| key linkage between the funding agency and the project.

Finally, our appreciaticn goes to Ms. Holly Norman for her efforts in
getting this report typed. Not only was work completed very quickly, but she
also displayed considerable skill in deciphering complex editing instructions
and remained a pleasure to work with throughout.




ABSTRACT

This s a study of mandated interorganizational relations (I0R).  This
is wn contrast to most IOR studies that have assumed voluntary relations
among organizations.  Specitically the focus is on organizations invoived in
a federally mandated water guality menagement planning program. Data are
from interviews with 39 persons in 33 orgenizations in three Joci: {a) a
designated olanning area, (b} a nen-designated planning area and {c} persons
in positions with state wide responsibilities. The greatest involvement was
in the designated area, among state and Tederal organizations, and among
ggricuitural and envirommental voluntary organizations. There was little
invoivement by local goverrment and industry. Multi-level organizations were
more commitited to public participation, were more likely to get additional
program funding and to perticipate in Jjoint programs than single level
organizations. There was considerable wvariation in intersrganizational
relations., Informetion sharing was frequent, and was positively related to
incompatibilities with other organizations. Resource sharing and Joint
programming were less frequent, and were positively related to sach other.
Commitment to public participation was positively related to the number of
contacts with other organizations. The number of organization staff
available to work on the program was a greater problem than staff expertise.
lLength of time necessary for program planning and implementation, continuity
and sources of funds, and Tocal support are three major factors that stand
out as important to modify in federal-state-local relations in future water
poticy programs.
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INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONS AND DECISION MAKING AMONG
SECTION 208 WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AGENCIES

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTICH

Statement of the Problem

It is almost a truism that natural rescurces boundaries, such as
watershed boundaries, do not correspond with political boundaries.
Consequently efforts to control pollution often invoive several units of
government as well as various industries and voluntary organizations.
Institutional processes, or relations among organizations, therefore often
become an important factor along with technological and economic factors in
solutions to environmental probiems.

There are many factors that affect this process. Organizations have
goals, and rules that affect their decisions. They also have constituencies,
and varying degrees of autonomy from those constituents. The consequences of
decisions also affects the decision making process. When a decision whether
Tinal or proposed, is viewed as lacking eguity, relations between those
making the decision and other organizations may become more adversarial. A
frequent example of this occurs when the distribution of benefits is
primarily to one group and the distribution of costs is primarily to another
group. Additionally some issues such as "improving water guality"™ has broad
implications, and may be thought of as just one fissue in a larger on-going
drama. The major implication of this is that the decision will not be made
solely on "technical™ grounds because broader social values are invelved and
the decision is "political" in the sense of choosing among values.

The purpose of this study is to examine how institutional processes may
operate as constraints or restrictions on alternative solutions in water
resources decision making. Institutional processes in water resources
decision making arise on the one hand out of specialized bureaucratic
structures designed to bring technical information and criteria to bear on
issues, and on the other hand out of such basic governing principles as
fatrness and due process. Specialized bureaucratic structures have potential
advantages 1in greater competence and uniformity of procedures in making
decisions. These occur through using "established" standards and procedures
such as benefit/cost ratios. Potential problems may arise however as the




bureaucratic organization strives to demonstrate success through pursuing its
goals. While these goals or more often specific programs may be seen as
beneficial to some, others may see them as undesirable. These differing
views may be based on the relative distribution of benefits and costs, or on
different values which some may believe were not adequately considered in
reaching the decision.

While these two aspects of institutional processes {(bureaucratic
structures using technical information and principles of fairness and due
process) may not always inherently conflict at a more abstract level, at the
Tevel of policy implementation often they at least place restrictions or
constraints on what are acceptable solutions to problems. This results in
the need for interaction among the specialized agencies and the units of
general purpose govermment. For governmental organizations, as in this
study, goals are at Teast partially set outside of the organization by
Tegislative bodies. New programs may be related to the goals of several
existing agencies. This s particulariy Tikely in a program like 208
areawide water quality management [named after section 208 of the P.L.
92-500) where a federally mandated policy is implemented through state and
tocal governments.

In this study institutional processes are examined through the
interorganizational relations created by the 1972 “Clean Water Act.® These
organizations are referred to as 208 agencies. We examine their relations
with other Tecal organizations and with state and federal agencies. These
various organizations each have goals, domains, budgets and constituencies
which are a resuit of their institutional structure, and which affect the
extent and nature of their interaction with the 208 agency. The objective
here 15 1o examine how institutional processes may place constraints on
decision making by looking at organization resources, with an emphasis on
regional planning and public participation in relation to the extent and
importance of interorganizational relations.

While 208 plans and planning have been in limbo since 1980, the
relevance of this study Ties in the fact that the problems of non-point
potlution continue to exist, and represent a significant part of water
pollution. Further legislation is being considered to address the prob?ém.
It seems clear that many environmental dssues, from acid rain as ‘an
international problem to pollution of a modest size watershed covering a few




towns and counties will continue to involve interorganizational arrangements
as a means to working toward a solution.

Background

In vresponse to increasing envivonmental concern over the previous
decade, Congress passed the "Clean Water Act.,” Public Law 92-500, in 1972.
This Act established that among other goals:

"{1) it is the national goal that the discharoe of pollutants into
the navigable waters be eliminated by 1985;...

{5} it is the nationel policy that areawide waste treatment
management planning processes be developed and implemented to
assure adeguate control of sources of pollutants in each
State..." (U.S. Congress, 1972}.

It is Section 208 of this law that provided for areawide waste treatment
managemert. Its scope was intended to be broad enocugh to cover both point
and non-peint polliution. Point poliution can generally be dealt with by a
single oovermmental agency since 4t has & specific source. Non-point
poliution however, is 1ikely to span several governmental Jjurisdictions, thus
nc one agency typically could effectively deal with it. The broad scope and
mechanism of 208 planning is described concisely by Barton as:

“oo.a rational, comprehensive, integrated planning process enabling
tocal areas to develop methods to control waler pollution. Usder
the 208 process, areas were supposed o estimate growth and
identify needs for municipal sewage treatment for a 20 vear perijod;
te  inventory peint pollution; te ddentify non-point pollution
sources and develop regulations and Tand use measures g%ﬁPs} to
controel them; to estimate the esconomic, social, and epvirownental
impact of the plan; and to designate sppropriate agencies to im-
plement it. The plan was then to be submitted for approval o EPA,
with implementation following plan approval® (1978: 17},

Several studies have pointed to various aspects of the problem of
fragmentation of local authority as a source of difficulty in controlling
potlution. See for example, Page and Weinstein (1982}, Centaur Management
Consultants, (1978) Dersch and Hood, (1978) and Kaynor and Howerds, (1973},

However, there was optimism that 208 planning efforts might help cope
with the existing fragmentation:




Federatism simply doss not permit
rigements to successfuily cope with the
Pity...as a result, we feei the areawide
sse emerging wﬂde% section 208 should be the
$. o ihey not only have the potential to
sunty  and .?ﬁt@ 1@?%?”*“V“%% hut are also
more *ﬂ their structure for representation on the

f public and private finterests which are

L

part m? Lh% yariety of
concerned in this policy sphere. This is extremely important,
since  institutional arvangements wmust be such as to fecilitate
achieving supply/quality/land use interfaces at the local level.®
{Whippie, 1978}.

There are several feslures of the Taw thaet are important for rvelations
among organizations. Federal-state-local relations are clearly provided for
in Section 208 of Public Law 92-500:

MIEC. 708, {a) For the purpose of encouraging and facilitating the
devetopment  and  implementation of areawide waste treatment

mastagemant plans--
1Y The administrator, within ﬂ?né?y days after the date of
enzciment of this Act and after consulttation with appropriate

Feéef&" State, and local authorities, shall by regulation publish
guidelines for the identification of those areas which, as a result
of  urban-1 Hﬁdﬁ?'i I concentrations  or  other f&tiarsy have
substantial water quality control problems.

ey The Governor of  each Sﬁ“teé,,»}ha?a identify each area
within the State which, as & result of urbsn-industrial
concentrations or other factors, has substantial water quality
contrel problems. ot  later fhaﬂ one  hundred and twenty days
following  such  identification  and  after consultation with
appropriste elected and other officials of local governments having
Jurisdiction in such areas, the Governor <hall designate (A) the
boundaries of each such area, and (B) a single representative
organization, inciuding elected officials from Jocal governments or
their designees, capable of developing effective areawide waste
treatment management oians for such area...

"(4) If a Governor does not act,...local covermments within an
area may by agreement designate (A} the boundaries for such an
areas, and (B} & single representative organization including
elected officials from such Tocal govermments, or their designees,
capable of dﬁveiapiﬁq an areawide waste treatment management plan
for such area.

"(5Y Existing vregional agencies may be designated under
Dar s qvagﬁ% (7}, 3y, and (4% of this subsection.

“(6) The State shail act as a planning agency for all portions
of such State which are not devignated under paragraphs (7)., (3},
ar {4) of this subsection,

"{7) Designations under this subsection shell be subject o
the approva’ of the Administrator.




This section goes on to specify what must be included in the plan, which is
basically to provide for management of point and non-point pollution.

There are several other important features of the Taw. (1} In
adninistration of the Taw, a distinction is made between designated and non~
designated planning areas. Designated planning areas are usually urban-
industrial areas with severe water pollution problems, often from both point
and non-point sources. Since many metropolitan areas already had councils-
of -governments (C0Gs) or metropolitan planning agencies in existence, much of
the administrative machinery that could be used for this new program was
already in place. Responsibility for coordination and planmning for the
remaining non-designated aveas, primarily rural areas with less severe or at
Teast less identifiable poliution problems, fell to the state govermments.
(2) The Federal govermment was to supply 100 percent of the funding for
initial areawide water guality planning although tocal or state agencies were
expected to supply the funding for continued planning. (3} In addition, the
EPA had large amounts of money available for sewage treatment construction
grants and cther water pollution control measures. (4} Another feature with
implications for Indiana was that if the states would not accept the
responsibitity for nen-designated area plamning, the EPA would assume that
responsibility for the state and in effect bypass state govermment in the
planning process. () Finally, the planning process was to take approx-
imately two years--what was to prove to be an overly optimistic time frame
for a complex process involving social, political, economic, and technical
factors.

Theoretical Framework

A recent theory of interorganizational velstions (IOR), the political
economy modal {Benson, 197%), forms the general conceptual framework used in
this study. The choice of this approach rather than exchange theory is
discussed below. The central premise of this theory is that the context of
[0k can be conceptualized as a political economy with resource acquisition as
the central problem. The relevant organizations must compete for various
resources, which can generally be categorized as money and authority. The
emphiasis is on the network of organizations and the resource flows that occur
into and within the network. Thus, it is a genuinely IOR perspective rather
than a modified micro-theory. While the individual organizations are still




the actors, they are not the focus of the analysis. In addition, the wodel
explicitly deals with the issue of power--both within the network and between
the network and its socio-political envirerment. This model may be said to
largely dincorporate key elements of resource dependency theory in a
macro-social context.

The epproach to the analysis of interorganizational decision making
taken in this study draws on the works of Benson (1975}, Van de Ven, et al.
(1979}, Esman and Blaise (1966), Raelin {1980), and Warren, et al. (1974).
It focuses on what Warren, et al. {1874} in their study of community decision
organtzations termed "critical events® which were decision events that
mebilized the decistion making network. In the present study, the formalion
of the weter quality management plan for a planning area will be the
“eritical event®™ or issue that is the focal point of the interorganizational
relations and this analysis.

The conceptual approach examines selected attributes of the single
organization, including 1ts age, size and types of resources available to it.
- These organization attributes are important in influencing the actions an
organization takes. They describe past experience of the organization which
involves both developing internal competénce and external relations with
other organizations, the resources the organization has to develop and
operzte programs, and the extent to which they are either able to make
independent decisions based on technical and/or economic criteria or are
vulnerable to outside influence.

These external or institutional relations are alsc important to the
decision making process. The consequence is that some organizations have
more influence than others. What is important as a research gquestion is how
different types of vesources affect organizations' infivence in decision
making.  However, such linkages are unlikely to be uniformly distributed
among organizations. Linkages form the hasis for clusters of interconnected
organizations or coalitions which can share resources and more effectively
work to achieve ¢imilar geals in the decision making process.

Exchange  theory 15 an  alternative approach, though 1t has some
Timitations for this research problem. It has long been the dominant
perspective in IOR {c.f. lLevine and White, 1967). It was derived from
psychology with individuals as the units of analysis and with resource
scarcity as the motive for interaction. Simply put, if A has something B




wants or needs, they may enter into an exchange relationship. When this
model of interactions was appiied to IOR, organizations were substituted for
individuals as the unit of analysis. This approach was ressonably successful
with studies of human service organizations.

There are however, several problems with exchange as & model of IOR.
First, its analytic focus 1is on the focal organization eor at wmost, on a
dyvadic relationship. As abttention is turned to the analysis of the relations
among groups or networks of organizations, more flexibility in defining the
unit of analysis s reguired.  Second, exchange theory is essentially a
"micro-theory® and lacks Tlinkages 1o the larger social and political
enviromment in which the I0R occur. Third, one of the basic assumptions of
exchange theory is that the relations between the units are voluntary. This
is not appropriate for the study of WM acgencies since their relationships
were mandated by Congress under P.L. 92-500. Finally, exchange theory per se
does not deal with issues of power in IOR (Schmidi and Kochan, 1977}, though
this has been largely resolved by Cook (1977} and Aldrich (1972) in what are
known as power dependency theory and resource dependency theory respectively.

Imp lementing 208 Areawide Water Quality Management Planning

As one might expect, implementation of the water quality planning stage
was not without dts problems (c.f., Barteon, 1978; Centaur Management
Consultants, 1978; McPherson, 1979}, An initial problem was that EPA dead-
Tines required states to begin the planning process even before the EPA had
formulated the guidelines and requirements for the plans. States (perhaps
understandably) delayed taking action, and EPA had to extend the deadline for
the filing of water quality management (WOM) plans until 1978.

EPA apparently made the implicit assumption that the planning agencies
were mature organizations with aporopriaste technical staff, or if new org-
antzations, that they would obtain highly qualified staff who were familiar
with technigues reguired for the plan formation. in fact, existing
organizalions rarely had the technical staff necessary for datz gathering,
and new organizations requirved & good deal of startup time.

There were several problems involved with the Tocal focus of the plan-
ning process (Centaur Management Consultants, 1978). The procedures for
Tocal approval were unclear. It was not unusual for the Tocal planning
process to be dominated by one or fwo powerful governmental units or




ggencies. This was especially problematic when, for example, planning was
dominated by & county unit, but primary responsibility for implementation
feil on a municipal unit. Zecond, although planning was to teke place at the
focal level, the state was ultimately vresponsible for aporoving and
submitting the final plan to EPA, In some cases, the state took the
initiative for planmming, but failed to seek local idnput intoc the plan.
Finally, although the initial planning process was funded through EPA by the
rederal government, EPA was not to fund the continuing planning and
monitoring process that was supposed to occur during the implementation of
the plan. This would have placed g heavy financial burden on local and state
governments.

A problem that would have occurred at the implementation stage is that
neither EPA nor the local WOM agencies had the authority to implement and
enforce the plan. Rather, tThis was to be the responsibility of the state
government . Given that some states (notably, Indiana) were less than
enthusiastic about the entire water guality management planning process, the
aggressive implementation and enforcement of the plans were less than
certain.  However, EPA plans called for full implementation of the plans
within 5 years to meet the goal of "clean water by 1883%.

One feature that seemed to be characteristic of the planning process
(especially at the local Tevel) was the desire to aveid controversy. The
soiution of choice was usually to plan to build improved sewage treatment
faciltities rather than grappling with the larger pollution problem which
might require a more complicated solution {Tand use plans, etc.}. In ad-
dition, although public involvement was mendated, envirommental and consumer
interest groups were usually under-represented. Public involvement often
took the form of public education rather than public input.

Many problems in the planning stage can be traced to how the pelicy was
implemented rather than fto the policy itself. EPA apparently gave little
consideration to the political and domain issues relating to state and Tocal
decision making thoucgh they did encourage broad Tlocal participation in
ptaning. In fact, throughout the planning process, most of the emphasis was
placed on technical solutions to poliution problems. In much the same way,
Tocal WOM agencies often sought state and Tocal support for a plan as it
neared compietion rather than attempting to involve important individuals and
organizations in the process at its early stages. There was very Tittle




recognition of interorganizational dynamics and issuves of domain, power, and
autonomy that were important for organizations whether included in or
excluded from the planning process.

A key feature of P, L. 92-500 for this research s areawide or regional
planning and control of water pollution. ihis areawide fTocus includes
mandated interorganizational relations among the various agencies  and
goevermmental wnits that, in some way. have some Tevel of responsibility for
water quality monitoring and management. Though perhaps to the architects of
the Taw, mandated interorganizational relations (IOR} was only & means to
achieve & comprehensive approach to water gquality management, 1t occcupies a
vary central role in the planning and implementation of the Section 208
process, While the primary focus of the Tegisiation was creation and
implementation of a water quality management plan, for this vesearch, I0R or
institutional reiations 1is seen as the central mechanism for both the
creation and implementation of the plan. Without effective IOR, it 1is
untikely that implementation of the plan could even have approached a level
required for effectiveness.




CHAPTER 2. METHODS

The program oblectives of Section 208 of P. L. 92-500 were to occur in
both large wurban aress and vural areas. Therefore, the coriteria used to
select study Tocations reflected this diversity. Two regions were selected.
One was an 8-county area with & tote’ population of 1,500,000 in 1980, a
targe, central urban population which extended out into the survounding
counties, This was g designated area for 208, meaning it had been classified
a8 having relatively serious water guality problems. The Indiana Heartland
Coordinating Commission (IHCC) was the 208 agency for the Heartland region.
The second region also had 8 counties, bubt was considerably more rural, with
extensive agricultiural production. The total population was 250,000 in 1980
with twin cities of about 66,000 population but no other cities Tlarger than
25,000, This was an non-designated avea for which the Indiana State Boerd of
Health had planning responsibility, althoudh through variocus subcontraciing
arrangements the Region 4 Planning and Development Commission (PDR4) had
vesponsibility for Tand use surveys, inventories, and projections.

Not only did the areas differ socially and economically, but the 208
agencies were also different. IHCC was an active regional planning agency
which sought 208 planning responsibility, and had a direct funding Tink with
the U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency, an important difference in the
terms of institutional Tlinkages or factors. POR4 was a relatively benign
regional planning agency with economic development as a primary goal. It
received partial 208 responsibility for its region through subcontracting
arrangements with the Indiana State Board of Health (ISBH) when ISBH acquired
overall responsibility for 208 planning for all non-designated areas in the
state and with State Planning Services Agency.

The forus of the study is on the role that organizations played in 208
planning and they are the units of analysis. Our objective was to identify
organizations that were invoelved in the 208 process and to obtain data on
that fnvolvement., Data were obtained from records and publications, and from
interviews with appropriate persons within those organizations. Interviews
averaging 1,74 hours were conducted, often with the head of an organization,
or head of a unit within an organization. A snowball sampling techniaue with
muttiple entry points was used for this (Babbie, 1975; Coleman, 1959). This
resulied in 39 interviews with people in 33 organizations.

10




A vroblem with snowball sampling is determining when you have exhausted
meaningful interviews. The criterion used for this decision 1s known as
saturation sampling (Glaser and Strauss, 1967},  Saturation s said to be
achieved when additional interviews do not add new data. We also probed the
boundaries of the set of orcanizations Trom which data were collected to
determine if additional organizations should be included. This typically
occurred when a respondent suggested we make & new contact. There were,
then, additional preliminary contacts with potential respondents where it
hecame spparent that the organizaticn had no appreciable involvement, and so,
were not interviewsd.  Another problem was that several respondents were
involved with more than one organization, such as a voluntary organization or
local govermmental wunit and a citizen's advisory board. Respondents were
instructed %o respond primarily in terms of one organization, with one
exception, although information they had from their multiple roles was not
ignored,

This poses a substantial conceptual problem. On the one hand the
respondent is asked for information about an organization, its goals, its
involvement in 208, its autonomy from higher leveils of authority, its
contacts with other organizations, etc. On the other hand, the choice of an
individual, indeed the snowball method for choosing her or him, virtually
assures that that person has had fairly fregquent contact with other
organizations and may be a member of other organizations in some capacity.
While we act as if the respondent can clearly differentiate between his or
her various roles in answering our guestions and providing our data, it is an
assumptions that we do not test.

The unit of analysis for the majority of the results presented in this
report is the focal organization. There were, however, several organizations
which had myltiple respondents. To obtain an organization score for these
cases, the individual respondents' scores were summed and divided by the
number of respondents for each variable. Thus, the organization score is an
average (mean) of the respondents’ scores.

A total of 39 respondents from 33 organizations were interviewed, and
additicnal information was obtained on 264 dinterorganizational 1inkages.
However, the number of cases reported in various tables varies slightly due
to missing data including cases where the respondent did not answer the
gquestion. Typically, those occurred either through oversight, the guestion
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did not apply to the respondent's organization, or because of the Tength of
btime between 708 planning activities and the interview, the respondent could
not recall the information.

We distinguish between single and multi-leve! organizations based on our
interest in local, state and national inter-relations. Thus, a city
government or state govermment was categorized as a single level organization
because it only existed on one Tevel, even though internally it had a
division of authovity with departments and sub-depariments. Mylti-level
organizations exizi on more than one level, and may be govermmental such as
the Soit Conservation Service or voluntary iike the Farm Bursau or Izaak
Walton League with local, state and national units. This categorization does
net  address  the degree of autonomy that exists between levels of an
organization: auvthority may flow predominantly from the top down in some
organizations and from the bottom up in others. Twenty-two pecple were in
single ievel organizations, such as a Jocal governmental unit, and 17 were in
multi-level organizations such as a Tlocal or state unit of a national
organization. Four were with the Indiana State Board of Health with
responsibitities over different units and levels, There were three
organizations within which more than one person was interviewed, inciuding
both of the regional 708 agencies.
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CHAPTER 3. FINDINGS

Organizational Characteristics and Resources

There are a number of organizational attributes that are important to
describing the organizations that were finvolved fin 208 and understanding
their interactions in the 208 planning process. These attributes affect the
resources available to the organization, and its relationships with other
prganizations.

There was great diversity in the types of organizations we found
invelved in the 208 process. The thirty-three organizational units represent
a wide variety of organizations and groups including local, regional, state,
and federal agencies or governmental units, voluntary associations, and
business organizations. The number of organizations and persons interviewed
in them by organization type and sector is shown in Table I. Urganization
type refers to two dimensions of an organization in terms of governmental,
voluntary or for-profit; the other is scope of authority which applies only
to  govermmental organizations. Thus governmental organizations are
classified as city {or town), county, regional, state or federal. It is
assumed scope of authority s not relevant to woluntary and for-profit
organizations. The sector classification s based on the primary mission of
the organization. An official of a unit of general purpose government, such
as a mayer, is classified as government as is an official of a regulatory
agency even if they regulate environmental issues. Persons and organizations
concerned primarily with agricultural production are classified as
agriculture even if they are governmental organizations. STightly over half
{21) of the interviews were conducted with officials or employees of
governmental units or agencies while the remainder (18) were with members
and employees of voluntary associations and business organizations. A total
of sixteen interviews were obtained in Planning and Development Region 4
{PDR4), the non-designated area, twelve from Planning and Development Region
& f{or Heartland area), the designated area, and eleven from state level
organizations, including state offices of federal organizations.

About half (17) of the organizations had more than one administrative
Tevel. Typically, they were govermmental agencies and voluntary associations
that had a Tocal unit {e.g., county office} that was administratively
responsible to a state office. The majority of the state organizations in
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Table 1.

type and sector.®

Number of orgenizations and nuwber of respondents by organization

Sector
Organization Industrial/
type Agricultural Environment Government commercial Total

City 0 0 4 (4} 0 4 (4)
County 0 0 3 (3} 0 3 {3)
Region 0 0 z (4} 0 2 (4}
State 1 (1) & 1 (%) 0 2 (5)
Federal & {5) 0 0 0 4 {5)
Yoluntary

organizations 4 {4} g (9) 0 2 (2) 15 (15}
For-profit

organizations 0 ¢ ] 3 (3} 3{3)
Total 9 (10) 9 {9) 10 (15) 5 (5) 33 (39)

*Number of organizations are not in parentheses: number of respondents are in

parentheases.
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this study were multi-level organizations, while the wmajority of the
organizations from the two regions (PDR4 and Heartland) were single Tevel.

Multi-Tevel organizations have in place a means of communicating
information from national to state to Tocal units. This has the potential to
facilitate building grass-roots support or opposition for & program. This
may give such organizations an advantage over single Tevel organizations when
dealing with federally mandated programs. Multi-Tevel organizations reported
stronger commitment to public participation on ftwo indicators in this study.
As shown in Table 2, 14 of 16 multi-level organizations were very commitied
to public participation, which was twice the proportion of single level
organizations (see Table 3). Multi-level organizations were more Tikely to
report high and moderate levels of policy inputs from constituents than werse
single level organizations. This occurred even though the number of paid
employees and adequacy of budget was very similar between multi- and single
level organizations. In additicn, multi-level organizations were about twice
as likely to get additional funding for 208 planning., Seven multi-level
organizations compared to 3 single Tevel organizations received additional
funding.

Although the age of the orcanization varied from over 150 years to 8
years, over one-third of them had been formed since 1968, Thus, many of the
erganizations were relatively young--less than ten years old at the time of
208 planning. A slightly larger proportion of the youngest organizations
were located in PDR4.

The size of the organization in terms of number of paid employees varied
considerably, vranging from zero (voluntary organizations) to three
organizations with over 100 employees (governmental agencies). Again, these
were fairly evenly distributed, though smaller organizations {zero to seven
employees) were predominant in PDR4, the locus with the smallest population.
Our use of the term locus refers to the scope of authority or interest of an
organization that is geographically (or locaticnally) based. For example,
those organizations Tocated in the designated area, whether governmental,
votuntary, or for-profit, and having authority or interest generally limited
to that area have their locus classified as designated area. The same
principle applies to organizations §n the non-designated area. it also
extends to the locus of Ystate” where the authority or interest of the
organizations is state wide.
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Table 2. Organizational commitment to public participation by organization
Tevels.

Stightly or Stightly or
Very moderataly mederately Vory
Levels opposed  opposed Neither committed committed Total
Single 0 i 3 6 7 17
Multiple 0 b 0 2 14 16
Total 0 1 3 8 21 33

Note: t-test for difference between means is significant, (p<.0l}; Chi sguare
is significant (p=<.01) with categories collapsed to very committed and ail
others dus to small expected freguencies.

Table 3. Extent of policy input from constituents by organization levels.

[l

Extent of Policy Inpu

Levels None Little Somea Moderate High Total
Single ¢ Z 7 1 7 17
Multiple 0 1 é 4 9 16
Total 0 3 9 5 16 33

Note: t-test for difference between means is significant, {p<.0%); Chi sguare

is not significant {p<.10) with categories collapsed to high and all others
due to small expected frequencies.
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As was expected, age of the organization was & moderately good predictor
variable several resource veriables. Age was highly correiasted with an organ-
ization's number of paid positions across 2l organizations {r=.43, p<«01}al
However, 1t varied considerably by organizational locus. It was strongest in
POR4 {r=.66, p<.01) but the correlation Targely diminished in the Heartland
area {r=.03, n.s.} and at the state Tevel (r=.04, n.s.).

the size of organizations' total budgets during 208 also had a great
deal of variation with a range of $250 to $8,500,000, although the median was
about $70,000. Voluntery organizations tended to have small budgets while
Targer budgets tended to belong to government agencies. Organization age was
rather highly correlated with budget alse {r=.40, p<.01). As  with
srganization size, this correlation was strongest in PDR4 {(r=.65, p<.01),
while dropping considerably in the Heartland area and the state level (r=.11,
n.5. and r=.01, n.s. respectively).

However, there was Tittle correlation (r=.07, n.s5.} between age of
organization and the amount of additional money received specifically for 208
planning activities. However, it should be noted that only eleven of the
organizations rveceived additional 208 money. Conseguently it appeared that
there could be & difference in age betwean those that received additional
money for 208 and those that did not. A t-test on the mean ages of the
organizations receiving additional money versus those that did not showed vo
stanificant difference. Also there was virtually no relationship beiween the
size of orgsnizations' annual budget and the amount of additional money
recefved whether we Jock at all organizations {r=.03: n.s.) or only those
that recelved additional money {r=.10; n.s.}.

Finally, there was not a significant correlation overall (r=.10, n.s.)
between organization age and the effect that participation in the 208 process
had on perceived pubiic support for the organization. The correlations
varied considerably among the organizations in the different loci. While
Heartland organizations had a similar but necetive correlation {r=-.11,

1Aithmugh the sample of organizations in this study is not a probabitity
sample, significance levels are veported (where aporopriate) to provide an
indication of the statistical strength of the relationship if it were a
probability sauple. This may help emphasize the need for caution in
interpreting the data since they represent only a modest number of
organizations.
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n.5.), PORA oroanizetions had a strong positive corvelation {v=.48, p<.04),

and  state level organizations had strong negative correlation (r=-.51,

pe iy, Statistical control for various indicators of contact with the
0

pubiic didg Tittie to

evidence Tor a consistent relationship based on these data, which may be in

alter the reported coefficients. There 1s no convincing

part a methodoiogical artifact of the data.

In tevrms of resources, our concern was net with the economics of 208 per
se, byt rather with types of resources as indicetors of inter-relationships
among  oroanizations. Table 4 shows that all govermmental organizations
received federal funds, and aimost all organizalions received state and local
funds  though amounts varied greatly. Viewed from another perspective,
regional and federal organizations are very dependent on federal funds which
aeeount  for over 80 percent  of  their budget. Stmitariy, voluntary
organizations are dependent on dues and for-profit organizations depend on
"other" sources. Local govermments, e.g., c¢ity and county, are least
dependent on 2 single source of funds, followed by state goverrment units.
In contrast, local govermments received ne 208 money, which may be a factor
in their general ahsence ¥rom participation in 208 planning. However,
additional money for 208 was tarege in proportion to the budgets of regional,
state and federal organizations, but small for woluntary and for-profit
crganizations. As stated shove, there was Tittle relationship between gize
of annual budget and amount of additional funds received, Amount  of
additional funds received for 208 was however strongly related to percent of
the organization's budget spent on weter gquality management (r=.57; p<.01)
and on 208 planning specifically (r=.7% p<01). C(learly, the additional
federal money was a major portion, although wnot all, of the funds spent on
these programs.

One of the major problems encountered during 208 planning was that of
having sufficient money to carvy out planning activities. The respondents
weve asked how adeguate thelyr overall budget was during the 208 period.
Althouch the responses ranged from "inadeguate” (scored 1) to "very adequate®
{scored 5) the majority of responses were between Pfairiy adequate” and
"adeguate" as shown in Tabie 5.  Respondents in the designated (Heartland)
region reported the greatest budget adeguacy {1=3.7), followed by PDR4 area
respondents (¥=3.3) and state level respondents [¥=2.7). The two agencies
with primary responsibility for 208 planning, the Indiana State Board of
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Tabie 4.

and mean of additional money for 208 planning.

Mean annual budget in thousands by type of organization by source

Source of Annual Budget*®

Additional
Organization Federal State Local User Dues  Other money

tyne fees for 208%
City $463.6 $345.6 $1659.6 $485.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0
County 179.¢ 166.7  55G.1 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Region 320.1 0.0 21.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 664.5
State 104.0 121.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1300.0
Federal 3014.0 5.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1100.0

Yoluntary

organization 8.0 0.1 0.7 0.0 32.3 0.1 1.7
For-profit 0.0 4.3 23.3 0.0 0.0 2239.0 1.0

#Source of annual

budget includes all 33 organizations; additional money for
208 includes only those 11 organizations that received additional meney.
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Table 5. Adevuacy of annual budget and of funding for 208 participation by
organizations' locus.*®

Annual Budget Funding for 208
Non- Hon-
designated Designated designated Designated
Adeguacy area area State area area State

Inadequate 2 ] 1 1 0 1
Mot very adeguate 1 0 1 1 G d
Fairly adeguate 5 2 5 1 3 2
Adequate 3 5 1 5 2 1
Very adeguate 4 2 0 3 1 1
Total 15 10 8 11 5 7

*There were only 24 cases in this sub-table due to 9 missing cases. These

were due to respondents indicating they did not have any funds specifically
allocated to 208 planning.



Health (ISBH) and Indiana Heartland Coordinating Commission (IHCC) reported
mean budget adequacy of 3.6 and 4.0 respectively.

There are however, some important differences in the adequacy of money
specifically allocated teo 208 planning. Non-designated area, (PDR4)
respondents reported the highest budget adequacy followed by designated area
(Heartland) organizations and state level respondents. There was a clear
tendency for organizations in the area where the most 208 work was done to
report that 208 funding was Teast adequate. In contrast, an interesting
comparison 1s bhetween the two organizations with coordination respons-
ibilities for 208 planning. The ISBH respondents reported a much Tower 208
budget adequacy (¥=2.0) than did the IHCC respondents (¥=4.0}. This Tack of
adeguate program funding, according to the ISBH respondents, is one of the
major reasons why they did not carry out a more vigorous planning program.
In fact, both agencies received approximately the same amount of money
($1,300,000)--one to implement planning and related programs for one region,
the other to implement planning in the 70 percent of the state that was
classified as non-designated.

Closely related to these economic factors are technical factors such as
the adequacy of staff and their expertise. The responses to the question on
the adequacy of staffing were virtually identical to those for adequacy of
overall budget, that is, the majority reported staffing to be "fairly
adequate® to “"adequate" (see Table 8). However, as with the adeguacy of 208
budget, the ISBH respondents reported much Tower staffing adequacy (X=2.0}
than did the IHCC respondents (¥=4,0). This was one of the major problems
for the ISBH and Ted to the subcontracting of soil erosion assessment studies
to the State Soil and Water Conservation Committee, coordination of public
participation to Regional Plamming and Development Agencies, etc. According
to one of the respondents, 208 planning was such a large program nationally,
that there simply weren't encugh qualified water planners to meet the demand.

Staff expertise was generally rated as "adeguate" or "very adequate” by
the entire set of organization (see Table 6). IHCC and ISBH respondents
rated expertise as "adequate.” This is perhaps to be expected since these
two organizations, because of their centraiity to the planning process, had
the greatest demands made on their staff.

There was little relationship between ratings of adeguacy of Tevel of
staffing and how adequately staff's expertise fit an organization's role in
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Table 6. Adeguacy of organizational staffing and of staffs' expertise during

208 by organizations’ Tlocus.

Adequacy of staff staff expertise
Non- Non-
designated UDesignated designated Designated
Adeguacy area area State area area State
Inadequate 0 0 0 { 0 0
Not very adequate O 0 2 0 1 0
Fairly adeguate 8 2 4 3 3 1
Adeguate 3 4 ¢ 4 0 4
VYery adequate 4 1 o 7 4 yd
Total 15 7 8 14 8 7

Table 7. Correlations between staffing and funding indicators.

Indicators 2 3 4 5 &

1. Adeguacy of staff .13 .32% .10 .19 . 32%
2. Staff expartise .25 .13 .08 .12

3. Adequacy of annual budget JEFHE 14 .03

4. Adequacy of funding for 208 .15 .06

5. Size of annual budget B9FHx

6. Number of paid employees

* pe.05
*kE pe<, 001
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the 208 planning process.  The corrvelation was only .13, as shown in Table 7.
Both adeguacy aof staffing and expertise had modest correlations with rating
of adequacy of annual budget, but their rvelationship to adeauacy of funding
for Z08 specificaily or size of annyal budaget in dollars was relatively
smatl, The number of paid employees is modestly related to adequacy of staff
but pot particuiariy related to staff experiise.

These deta cuggest two things about staffing. First, respondents
distinguished between adeguacy of number of staff and expertise. Table 6
shows that 47 percent rated staffing as adeouzte or betlter, and 72 percent
rated experiise as adeguste or belter. The strong correlations between
ratings of adequacy of annual budget and 208 budget and between size of
arnual budget and number of paid employees further suggests that this was a
deliberate differentiation and not Jjust a chance occcurrence.  Second, it
suggests that number of staff available was a more important probliem than
fevel of expertise among existing personnet, and that larger organizetions
nad more adequate staffing in general.

One of the key questions asked of all respondents in open-end format was
intended to find out what kind of woals the organizations involved in 208
planning sought to achieve. The result was that the respondents for many
organizations veported that their organization had no goals Tor 208 planning
fn=4), their goals were whatever EPA said they were {3), were seeking
information or were only monitoring the process (7) or were there simply to
diccuss water quality management (3). This is particularly interesting in
fight of the fact thal when asked a closed-end guestion about how important
water quality management was to their organization, 75 percent of the
respondents reported that 1t was either mportant or very important to theijr
eroanization,

The extensivensss of an organization's water resources program is an
important consideration in their dinvolvement with 208 planning. Those
organizations with Tess finvolvement in water planning and management were
expected to have less involvement in 208. MWe asked respondents o indicate
the Tevel of importance (greater, Tesser, Teast) for a Tist of 19 water
quality program categories (Question 15 of the interview schedule). The mean
number of point and non-point pollution categories in which they were
involved was 10.3 (standard deviation=4.1). The mean number of non-point
categories was 6.6 (standard deviation=3.1). The majority of organizations
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had some involvement in several categories, indicating ithat their programs
were not narrowly focused on only a few water auality issues. The mean
pumber of point and nonepoint categories which wevs very imporisnt to the

organizations was 4.8 {standard deviation=3.3); the wmean for non-point
categories was 2.8 (standard deviabion=2.0). However there were B
organizations Tor which no non-point calegory was very important, although
they had at least slight interest in 2 or more non-point categories.

There was little reiationship between the rating of importance of water
gquatity management to the organizalion and the total number of water quality
program categories they had some interest in {r=.09, n.s.j. However, rating
of dimportance of water guality management 1is relaled to the number of non-
point categories of great importance to the organization {r=.22, p<.10}, and
to the ratio of non-point to point categories where both are rated as of
great importance {r=.30, p<.10).

These data on the imporiance of water quality as an organizational goal
indicate two responses to 708 planning. First, non-point poliution was seen
as more mportant than point poliution, which at this time seems hardly
surprising. However, considering the importance of wurban, industrial
poliution to designated arsza classification, absence of urban and industrial
representatives  from perticipation in 208 planning 1s significant when
considering the potential of 208 for successfully meeting its goals. Second,
these orcanizations already had interests in or policies on several point and
non-point poilution problems.  This is potentially advaniageous in terms of
the organizations alrveady having staff knowledgeable in the area and having
estabiished contacts with other water resources management agencies. At the
same time these advantages may pose problems as organizations try to protect
their domains and clienteie’s interests in the face of a Targe new program.

Based on their goal statements, nearly half of the organizations that
participated in 208 planning took a reactive ralher than a proactive approach
to the 208 planning process. This can, of course, be taken as an indication
that these organizations were satisfied with existing water guality and
pltanning for water guality in their areas. If thig is in fact the case, it
is very unlikely that, without the Federa! govermment’s insistence, anything
Tike the 208 process would have ocourred in Indiana, given the State's
retuctance to become invoived in Z08 planning.
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Although the previous explanation was no doubt true for some
organizations, an alternative explenation is that few organizations were
aware of the potential of 208 planning or even what it involved., It is, of
course, not possible fto have a complete count of organizattons that wmight
have been invoived. Nor did we try to have a complete count of organizations
that had any Yevel of involvement, regardiess of how minimal that might have
been. Nevertheless, we are struck by the lack of involvement by (1) Tocal
elected officials or their representatives at the city and county level
(n=7}), {(2) industries directly or through industry associations (n=5,
inctuding 2 who work for firms invoived 1in Yand use planning and waste
treatment) and (3} within each region by persons outside of the central, most
populus county {n=10; these 3 frequencies are not mutually exclusive).

In the PDR4 area, the public participation phase of the planning process
didn't formally start until Tate in 1977, and the plan was completed in 1978.
this allowed 1ittle time for citizen education and informed involvement. In
the PDR4 area, public participation primarily involved public reaction to a
plan created at the state level by the Indiana State Board of Health's
Division of Water Pollution Control and its subcontractors. This clearly
inhibits the development of local support for Tong term water quality
management programs funded aven in part by local dollars.

However, not all organizations played a passive role in the process. A
notable exception is the League of Women Voters. They were heavily involved
in 208 planning at both regional and state Tevels. They applied for and
received a small grant from EPA (approximately $5,000) to present public
information and education workshops on 208 planning. It is important to note
that their goal was not to influence the content of the 208 plans in these
workshops. Rather, their goal was to increase the Tevel and the guality of
pubblic input into the planning process.

Other groups like the Iraak Walton League, Soil and Water Conservation
Districts, and other agricultural groups sousht in various ways fo provide
information to the public, but more particularly, to theiy conctituents.
They did this through publications, organizing special programs and
conferences as well as through regular meetings of their organizations. How
successtul were their efforts? As one member of a voluntary organization
said: "This helped to identify more people with concern for dissues and
williing to be active. [t exposed and caused discussion of issues. 1 was
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impressed with how individuals representing divergent groups compromised but
kept the goal of water quality in sight. Paid spokesmen didn't have the
latitude to compromise.” While various aspects of this response were
mentioned by several respondents, there was another consequence mentioned by
several peaple. This was that many people became burned out or discouraged
because they felt their efforts were too 1ittle or to no avaii. Voluntary
organization members also served as citizen members of varicus committees for
the regional planning agencies, and for state and federal agencies. This was
very important to agricultural representatives who felt they were successful
in keeping management of agricultural pollution {non-point) voluntary rather
than it becoming mandatory.

Institutional Relations

Institutional vrelations constitute an Jimportant part of both 208
planning and of this study. A series of questions was designed to measure
the nature and the frequency of the respondent organization’s contacts with
other organizations that pariticipated in the 208 process. First, respondents
were asked to name those organizations with which they had contacts regarding
202 planning. Then, considering only those contacts directly related to 208
planning, they were asked to rate the importance of their contacts with each
of the organizations named.

Next were three questions concerning the frequency of various kinds of
interorganizational contacts. These included: (1) 208 related contacts of
any kind; {2} provision of information or expertise; and (3} provision of
resources including equipment, personne! or financial resources. Together
with a question about the number, if any, of joint programs shared with each
of the other organizations, these three guestions form a set of guestions
designed to measure the intensity of the interorganizational relationships,
with each measuring a more intense form of interasction than the previous
guestion.

two additionai questions about the respondent organization's relations
with the named oroanizations were asked. The first concerned the extent to
which incompatible responsibilities or priorities affected the relationship
between their organization and each of the named organizations. This item
was intended to measure the consequences of interorganizational conflict.
The final item in this section asked the respondents to rate the infiuence
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that each of the organizations named (including their own) had on the 208
planning process.

The number of olther organizations named by respondents ranged from one
to fourteen with a mean of seven. Table 8 depicts interorganizational
contacts in two ways. The numbers on the left side of each column are the
pumber of interactions classified by type of interaction and freguency of
interaction. These are the number of times each category of frequency of
interaction was selected by the entire set of respondents for all of the
organizations. Respondents veported a total of 2864 dinterorganizational
Vinkages. The frequency of any contact was in most cases monthly or slightly
less (see Table 8). Many 208 committees met monthly, so it is probable that
most interorganizational contacts took place at these scheduled meetings.

This s also shown by the fact that 26 of the 32 respondent
arganizations reported mean contacts of occasionally or monthly. This is
shown by the values in parentheses {right side of columns) in Table 8 which
are an indication of an organization's mean freguency of interaction with the
organizations it named. These numbers represent the number of organizations
whose average (mean) freguency of interaction with their named organizations
fell into each of the categories listed.

Typically, these contacts finvolved information sharing, with resource
transfer (money, personnel, etc.) occurring much less frequently. in
general, state level organizations vreported the highest frequency of
interorganizational contacts, followed by Heartland area organizations, and
last POR4 area organizations (X2m¥3°5s df=10, p<.04). As can be seen from
the table of corretation coefficients {(Table 9), there was a strong
correlation (r=.79, p<.001) between frequency of contacts and information
sharing, but a weak correlation between freguency of contacts and resource
sharing (r=.15, n.s.}). In nearly 85 percent of the contacts, there was no
resource sharing and in stightly more than 10 percent of the contacts, it
occurred less than menthly. This finding is not particularly surprising, for
resource sharing indicates a fairly close relationship between organizations,
and is generally not very common. Thus, although institutional relations
were velatively frequent, they were not particularly intense, as few "hard®
resources were exchanged.

The extent to which participation in Section 208 planning was perceived
as having a positive effect on public support for the organization was
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Table 8. Frequency of interorganizational interaction by type of interaction.

Type of Interaction

Frequency of Any Information Resource
interaction contacts sharing sharing
Count Mean Count Mean Count Mean

Hever, did not

oocur 0 (o iz {(0) 2is  (18)
Rarely, once a

year or less 19 (1) 20 (3} 15 (10}
Seldom, 2-5 times

a year 50 {5} 45 {5) 10 (3)
Geecastonally, 6-11

times a year 51 {18} 49 (14) 6 {1}
Monthly, 1-3 times

a month 110 (10) 103 {9) 10 (0)
Weekly, 1-4 times

a week 24 {0 22 {H 2 {0)
Daily, once or

almost once a day 6 (0 g (0) 2 {0
Total 260 (32} 260 (32) 260 (32)

Count is the simple sum across all respondents of the number of organizations
interacted with for each of the frequency of interaction categories, e.g.,

counting across all  vrespondents, there were 19 organizations rarely
interacted with.

Mean 1s the number of respondent organizations whose mean frequency of
contact fell inte each freguency of interaction category.
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Table 9. Correlations between interorganizational variables.

2 3 4 5 6 7
I. Importance of contacts 16 .17 .19 .26 01 . 29%
2. Frequency of contacts JFGERE 15 .16 .25 . 30%
3. Information sharing -.01 10 ApEk 26
4. Resource sharing VAL -.09
5. Joint programs .25 -.10
6. Effect of incompatibilities .07

7. Perceived influence

% p<.,05
< 01
w5k g, 001

Table 10. Freguency of joint programming.

Humber of Jjoint

programs shared Count Mean
0 185 (13)

1 44 {15)

Z 10 (2)

3 11 {2)

4 3 (0)

5 Z (0)

G 2 (0)

7 0 (0)

8 1 {0)

9 0 (0)

i 0 (0)
11 0 (0)
12 Z (0)
Total 260 (32)
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correlated with bothk frecuency of contacts (r=.46, p<. 004} asnd with
information sharing (r=.36, p<.02)., This would indicate that being active
and involved in the 208 planning network led to increased visibility for the
organization., This relationship remained strong even when controlling for
whether the organization's constituents were generally in favor of the 208
process or aot (r=.43, p<.01}.

The number of joint programs shared does, however, reflect the variation
in involvement 1in 208 planning. Less than 30 percent of the named
organizations were involved in any Jjoint programming with the respondent
organizations ({see Table 10}. However, well over half of the respondent
organizations had at least one Joint program with one or more of the named
organizations. These included a variety of programs vranging from
co-sponsorship of Tocal 208 meetings and workshops to participation in a
Targe Model Implementation Project in the Heartland area. The Indiana
Heartland wmodel Implementation Project was one of the largest and most
complex instances of 208 related Joint programming. Organizations invelved
inctuded the IHCC, several USDA agencies including the 5011 Conservation
Service (SCS) and the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
{ASCS), and researchers from four universities. Both funding and
organizational relations were complex, with IHCC administering EPA funding,
and USDA organizations largely retaining administrative responsibility for
USDA funds. In general, the purpose of the project was to encourage the use
of the Best Management Practices (BMP's} to control non-point pollution in
two watersheds in central Indiana. This was achieved through the use of
financial incentives, increased promotion of BMP's and increased technical
assistance.

Joint programming typicelly involves commitment of resources by the
organizations involved. This is supported by a fairly strong correlation
between resource sharing and joint programming {(r=.42, p<.01}. There is,
however, little indication that joint programming occurred with organizations
rates as most important to them. The corrvelation between these two variables
was relatively weak, and not significant (r=.26, n.s.). In general,
two-thirds of the multi-level organizations had at Jeast one joint program,
while less than one-half of the single level organizations had any Jjoint
programs.
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However, ouite apart from information and resource sharing, most
respondents fell that their contacts with other organizations were important
for thelir own organization with nearly 60 percent rating them as important or
very important (see Table 11). The rating of nemed organization jmportance
#as poorly correlated with all other intercrganizational variables except for
percefved influence on 208 planning of named organizations (r=.29, p<.05}.
Aithough this correlation is not extremely sirong, it appears that an
organization's importsnce rating s in part potitical. That is, contacts
with organizations move able to influence the 708 decision making process
were viewed as more important by respondent organizations than contacts with
less "powerful® organizations. The three organizations in key positions in
the 208 planning process were ISBH, THCC and PDR4.  IHCC respondents said
that their confacts were very important, while the ISBH and the PRDA planning
agency, the other two organizations with 208 responsibilities, reported them
te be of Tesser dmporltance. There was Tittle difference though in how other
organizations rated their contacts with the three 708 planning agencies--all
rated as moderately important to important.

The influence that named organizations had on the planning process is of
particular interest. From Table 11, one can see that the ratings are fairly
evenly distributed across the categories except for the "no influence”
category, although the moderate and high influence categories account for
siightly over 60 percent of the responses. Most respondent organizations
(20) average influence rating for the organizations they named fell into the
moderate influence category. Respondent organizations tended to have more
frequent contact with organizations they perceived as influential ({r=,30,
p<.05). However, except for importance of contact, influence s not
stgnificantly related to any of the other interorganizational variables.

To elaborate the relationship between influence and frequency of
contact, the organizations were divided into two groups--those named eight or
more times, and those named Tess than eight times. Frequently named
organizations were vrabed as much more influential (self-ratings excluded)
than those named less frequently. About 57 percent of the respondents rated
the frequently named organizations as highly influential or very highly
influential, while nearly 75 npercent of the Tless frequently  named
organizations were rated as moderately influential or lower (see Table 12).
The perceived influence of the three 208 planning agencies refiects the scope
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Table 11. Distributicn of importance of contacts, influence of named
oroanizations, and effect of ipcompatibilities,

Importance of contacts Count Mean
Mot important ) (G}
Stichtly important 26 {1}
Moderately important 75 (17)
Impartant 75 {14)
Very important 20 (&)
Total 262 (32}

Influence of named organizations Count Mean
No influence 6 (0}
Little influencs 51 (2}
Moderate influence 84 {20)
High infiuence 7 {5}
Very high influence 45 {1
Total 263 (32}

Effect of incompatibilities Count Mean
Mo incompatibiiities 96 (7}
Ne effect a7 (12}
Little effect 57 (11}
Moderate effect a4 {7}
Great effsct 18 (G}
Total 267 {32}
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Table 12. Organization influence rating by freguency of being named.

Less frequentiy
namad organizations

More frequently
named organizations

Mo influence 5 1
Little influence 29 22
Moderate influence 32 52
High influence 16 61
Very high influence g 37
Total G 173

X2 = 30,2, df = 4, p<.00L.

Table 13. Organizational commifment to public participation and to regional
planning by organizations' locus.

Public participation

Regional planning

designated Designated

Non-

designated Designated

Commitment area State area area State
Very opposed 0 0 0 ¢ 0
Moderately or

stTightly opposed 1 0 i 2 0
Neither 1 i 1 1 1
Stightly or mod-

erately committed i 1 7 4 3
Very committed 7 ) 6 3 4
Total 10 & 15 10 8
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of the role they each plaved in the process. THOC and TSBH were both seen by
others gs having cuite high influence, with the PORA planning agency having
moderate influence on 208 planning. Agricultural organizations such as the
o1t Conservation Service, Farm Bureau, etc., were generally rated as hboth
important contacts, and also as at least moderately influential. The Soi]
Conservation Service and State Soil and Water Conservation Districts in
particular were rated as quite important and were also highly influsstial.
Although several of the agricultural organizations put a great deal of effort
into 208 planning, one respondent felt that 208 plamning "... bresthed new
1ife into the Soil Conservation Service" by calling attention to the role of
soil erosion in non-point pollution and its negative effect on water quality.
Section 208 planning was seen as a means of revitalizing their program and
SCS put considerable effort into staking a claim for their organization in
the domain of non-point pollution control.

Overall, there does not appear fo have been a high level of conflict
among the organizations involved in 208 plamning. For the entire set of
named oroanizations, respondents reported either no or Vittle effect from
incompatibilities on their velationship with over 75 percent of the
organizations they named ({see Table 11}. Nearly 60 percent of the
respondents’ mean incompalibility scores indicate that on the average, they
either perceived no incompatibilities with their contact organizations, or
that the perceived incompatibilities had no effect on their relations.

Noteworthy is the fairly strong correlation between effect of
incompatibilities and freguency of information sharing {r=.46, p<01;
Table 9). The corvelation between incompatibilities and resource sharing is
quite Tow and not significant (v=.09, n.s.). This would indicate that while
informetion sharing may occur between organizations with perceived
incompatibilities, they are much Tess likely to engage in resource sharing, a
more intense form of interaction, with those organizations. A conclusion
consistent with the results of Warren, et al. (1974} study of urban community
decision organizations is that information sharing may serve to increase
awareness of dncompatibilities. Thus, increased interorganizational contacts
may not necessarily lead fto harmonious relations, and may in fact have the
opposite effect. An aiternative possibility is that interorganizational
contacts go on even in the presence of incompatibilities. This would seem
particularly true in relations involving regulatory agencies. However, cross
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sectional data are not sufficient to distinguish between these two approaches
as process phenomena.

One  of the organizational variables associated with perceived
incompatibilities was adequacy of amount of staff (r=-.42, p<,01}, while
there was no correlation between incompatibilities and adeguacy of budget
{r=.01, n.s.}. This suggests that money in itself is much less important
than having sufficient staff to carry out the organization's program. As one
might expect, staff adequacy and budget adequacy are related (r=.32, p<.04),
and controlling for budget adequacy did not alter the correlation between
incompatibilities and adeguacy of staff.

Hespondents reporting hicher incompatibilities were also more likely
than others to agree with the siatement that govermmental pressure is
necessary for organizations to develop coherent and effective means for water
quality mansgement (r=.35, p<.02). It is Tikely that their somewhat negative
experiences with other organizations has made them skeptical that purely
voluntary efforts are 1ikely to produce much in the way of meaningful
results.

Incompatibilities between organizations are fregquentiy a problem in
multi-grganizetional efforts, and clearly 208 planning was no exception.
Probiems were freguently reported by respondents as being related to the
I5BH.  I5BH's structural position is important, since it was the state agency
responsible for 708 planning, and for water quality generally. Thus it Ties
between local organizations and federal organizations on many environmental
matters. Heartland area organizations in particular reported probliems in
their relations with ISBH. Although THCC staff and other participants in the
process in that region were not divectly responsible to ISBH, the Heartland
208 plan still had to be approved by the state personnel. While the overall
goal/priority incompatibitity with other organizations was generally low with
Tittle effect on velations, of those naming IS5BH as an oraanizational
contact, nearly 60 percent said that incompatibilities had either moderate or
great effects on their velationship. This is consistent with anecdotal data
in which the ISBHM was described as inflexible and apparently unwilling to
seriousty consider itdeas from oubside of the agency. However, the ISBH had a
number of able and dedicated staff, and it should be made clear that this
description applies to the organization as a whole, and not necessarily to
individual staff. This organizational lack of responsiveness is most Tikely

(€]
LR




a vesuit of a combination of factors including their history as a regulatory
agency, theiv sial? shortages, and that as a whole, the agency had little
enthusiasm for 208 planning. Clearly, there was not always agreement between
ISEH and perticipants as to procedures and outcomes for 208 planning.

Public Participation

As was mentioned earlier, Congress mandated regional planning and public
participation in 298 planning. Congress appeared to have two reasons for
this. The first was that these two elements were necessary for the suyccess
of water quality management planning. Water guality management and
especially non-point pollution are problems that tend to involve more than
one covermmental Jjurisdiction. Thus, any serious attempt to assess and
reduce pon-point pollution coultd not be bound by traditional city or county
boundaries. Since the water quality plans cculd conceivably have had & great
impact on the public {e.y., if the plen included land use regulations), it
was important that these affected by the plan have some input into it. The
second reason was that Congress apparently expected that local agencies would
fail to carry out 208 pianning unless it was mandated.

Thus, 208 planning featured an interesting combination of reguired
participation and volunteerism. Gn the one hand, areawide or regional
pianning and public participation were required. Un the other, no particular
groups or organizations were reguired to be involved and 1t was Teft to the
states (and regional planning bodies) to implement these specified features.

This ded to some differences in implementation of 208 planning,
depending on who the responsible agency was. In general, the respondents
stated that their organizations were cuite committed to public participation
as  shown in Table 13, There were 21 of 33 who responded that their
oraanizations were very committed to public participation, and only |
reported opposition to public participation. However, respondents for the
agency in charge of planning for non-desionated areas reported that their
agency was neither committed nor opposed {aggregated responses) to public
participation in 208 planning. This may explain to some extent the
relatively low Tevel of public participation in PIR4.  Although there were
pubiic meetings and Citizens Advisory Committees, these were primarily
vehicles for State Beard of Health personnel to inform people about the
status of 208 pianning in their region vather than as channels for public
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input. In fact, several of the voluntary organizaticon respondents reported
that at Teast part of their efforts were directed toward getting the State
Board of Health to implement as much public participstion as they did. Even
sp, bthree respondents from the PDR4 area spontanecusiy sald thet they felt
the plan for their region was "handed down™ from the State Board of Health,
agnd felt that there shouid have been more public input.

In the Heartland area participation was much greater. Although the bulk
of the planning work was done by IHCC staff and a citizen steering commitiee,
they also had five large commitiees that dealt with problem areas such as
agricultural non-point pollution, contamination from septic tanks, etc.
Hespondents for the Heartland agency reported very high commitiment to public
participation. Similarly, respondents in state Tewvel organizations indicated
strong support for public participation.

He found no significant difference in commitment to public participation
whether vespondent's organization was local (whether elected official or
employee), rvegional, state, federal, veluntary ovrganization or for-profit
organization. However, those organizabions that had wore contacts with other
organizations, regardless of level, were move commitied to public
participation {r=.42, p<.01). With regard to resources, several variables
were only very sTightly related to pubTic participation (i.e., were not
stgnificant and r<.158), including adequacy of staffing and staff expertise,
number of paid emplovees, and adeguacy of funding for 208,  Adeguacy of
annual budget had a modest, negative correlation [r=-22; p<. 10} indicating
the Tless adequate the budget, the stronger the support for public
participation. Percent of budget from state sources, but molt from federal or
Tocal sources, similarly was modestly related (r=-.21). Conversely, there
was a positive relationship between percent of budget from dues and support
for pubTic participation (r=.29; p<.06}. Organizations funded at least in
part by dues include the vregional planning organizations and voluntary
organizations. However, none of these correlations are very large and given
the number of resource variasbles not related even this strongly, it appears
here that resources availability was not a major factor in support for public
participation.

Overall, commitment for public participation was quite strong. Although
there was public participation in both of the regions studied, it is clear
that it was lower in the non-designated area, where planning occurred within
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the stale agency, and higher in the designated area where there were greater
epportunities for pubtic participation, and in state level organizations.
Local officials were not more supportive than state or federal officials, nor
were the kinds and levels of resources availabie generally related to
commitiment Tor public participation.

Regional Planning

The second aspect of the mandate--regional planning--was quite
controversial in some areas of the state where it was seen as an attempt to
create ancther level of government between the county and state levels.
Although not a major issue in either of the two areas studied, it was less
popular than the public participation element {see Table 13). Only 13 of 33
respondents reported high commitiment to regional planning, while 14 of 33
indicated stight to moderate commitment. While this is not a major decline
from support for public participation, it is noteworthy given that regional
planning is at the core of 208 planning.

As with public participation, the State Board of Health respondents
reported Tess commitiment to regional plamning than most other respondents,
and indicated that there was some opposition to it within the agency. Ihe
Heartland vespondents, however, indicated strong committment to regional
planning. This could be expected since the IHCC was a regional planning
agency. This is highly consistent with the evidence that planning for the
ron-designated area (PDRA} occurred primarily at the state level, while
ptanning for the Heartland area occurred at the regional level with
associated higher pubiic involvement.

There is a rather strong relationship between commitment to regional
ptanning and to public participation (r=.61: p<.01). This is further
supperted by pesitive relationships between support for regional planning and
the number of other interest groups the organization is in contact with in
general {r=.23: p<.10) and the number of organizations they contacted about
208 (r=.38; p<.01). Although the numbers are small, some concern about
regional pianning does exist. However, it does not appear to be related to
organizational locus or to sources or amount of resources, except for being

modestiy negatively related to rating of adequacy of annual budget (r=-.22;
p-ﬁafﬁ}a
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There were, of course, a number of benefits from 208 planning in the two
regions studied. In response to an open-ended cuestion concerning benefits
of 208 pianning, <lose to haif of the respondents (17) felt that it had
increased their eorganization's and other organizations® awareness of water
quality management probiems. Additionally, twelve felt that 208 planning had
neightened the general public's awereness of water guality issues. Sixteen
respondents felt that 208 planeing had led not only to increased inter-
erganizational contacts, but had improved the quality of interorganizational
retations &y well. Seven respondents noted an dincrease in information
snaring among ovvanizations involved in 208 planaing.

The regional planning aspects of 208, despite whatever benefits it may
kave for ares or watershed-wide pollution control, addresses a different
velue of American society than public participation. Regional planning
places constraints on Drivatag property, & strongly held wvalue. Public
participalion 15 consistent with democratic participstion, with equality in
govermment. Although the differences in support between these two components
fourid here are smatl, 1t s important to recognize who the respondents are.
They are people working in 202 regional planning. They may not reflect a
broader view of these two aspects of the 208 program, especially the view of
the regional planning component.
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CHAFTER 4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSTONS

This 15 a study of institutional relations, or intercrganizational
rejations that ere mandated by Taw. The abjective i3 to examine these
relations  and  thelr  effects on  water guality management planning,
particularly for Section 208 planning under the 1977 Clean Water Act. Datsa
for the study are from personal interviews with 39 respondents who held
responsibie  positions din 33 organizations that had varying Tlevels of
involvement with 208 planning in Indiane. There was considerable diversity
among these organizations. They were located in one designated 708 arez and
one non-designated area. They include lecal, regional, state and federal
govermment offices and agencies, and a variety of voluntary and for-profit
organizations.

Several organizationa’ characteristics were examined. Multi-Tevel
organizations were more strongly commitied to public participation than were
singie level organizations. Multi-Tevel organizations were also more 1ikely
to have received additionzl money specifically for 208 planning, indicating
the importance of verticel linrkages. Age i35 often an important attribute
since it may be a Tactor in organizational competence, Vinkages and size, but
it did not have a consistent velationship with various indicators of such
variables here. Some regional, state, federal, voluntary and for-profit
organizations received additional 208 funds: none of the cities or counties
in the two B-county areas received 208 funds.

Overall the organizations rated their annual budget and their budget
specifically for 208 as generally adeqguate. Staff expertise for the 208 task
also was rated as gquite adequate. However, number of staff working on 208
was more likely to be rated as only fairly adequate; it was positiﬁe%y
related to rating of staff expertise and to number of paid employees. Humber
of staff was a greater problem than expertise. The state agency responsible
for 208 planning rated the adeguacy of their annual budget and staffing
relatively low, the designated area agency rated their budget and staffing
relatively high.

The goals of these organizations were quite diffuse, although they
indicated important linkages vertically and horizontally through goals being
set outside of the specific organizational unit or as being a member of an
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information nelwork, These organizations generally had extensive water
quality management programs including both point and non-point poilution.
Howevey , non-point  poliotion received the most emphasis in both the
designated and non-designated areas.

The irdicators of interorganizational relations tended o be corvelated
in pairs rather than uniformly across albl items.  Many interorganizational
contacts involved informetion sharire vather fhan resource sharing or Joint
programming. However, incresased information sharing wss velated to higher
Tevels of incompatibitities belween organizations. Thus, increased levels of
interaction may not always he positive for the organizations involved.
Resource charing and joint programming were positively related, though levels
of both were considerably lowsr than were simple contacts and informabion
sharing. Bulti-level organizations were more likely than single lavel
organizations %o be involved in joint progravs. Respondents were Tikely to
rate contacts with organizations they perceived as  influential as more
tmportant than with Tess influential organizations. Firally, ‘increased
public support for the organiration was falviy strongly related to higher
levets of dinterorganizational contacts and informetion sharing, indicating
that 2 khigh level of participation in 208 planning was beneficial for the
agrganization.

There was generally strong support for public participation shown both
through attitudes and actuyal involvement. Commitment to public participation
was especially strong in the multi-level orgemizations, and it was woderste
among  the non-desiarated area organizations., which also had the least
involvyement with the 208 plan. There was extensive invoivement by several
agricultural and environmental voluntary organizations gt the Tocal, regional
and state Jevel. Attitude or commitment te public participation was
positively corvelated with number of contacts mwade with other organizations
regarding 208 planning, but it was not generaliy related to resources
availabie.

Regional planning had moderately strong support but net as much as
pubiic participation among these organizations. There was a rather strong
corvelation between commitment vratings to these two components of 208
planning. Commitment Lo regional  planning  was  aise  vrelated to
interovoanizational contacts, but not to amounts of resources available. The
difference in wviews about public participation and regional planning may be
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in part a function of the former beinc consistent with the social value of
political  eguality, while vregional planning 15 sometimes  seen  as
contradictory to private property, another maior value.

Focomparison of the 208 planning process in the two study regions
reveals g number of differences.  The first point concerns the twe regional
planning agencies.  The Heartland group had full responsibility for 208

planning and engaged in extensive data collection and documentation for their
plan., They received additional money for a ¥Model Implementation Project and
for a study of on-lot disposal problems in one of their member counties.
They aiso sought {unsuccessfully) to have the ISBH Stream Pollution Control
Board eapprove & "limited-use stream designalion” reguiation. While 1t is
difficuit to determine with any certainty the Tevael of their involvement,
several  hundred  people  representing all  eight  counties had committee
appointments, and at Teast had formal opportunity for dinput into the plan.
This is in addition to the public meetings sponsered by THCC.

in PDR4, on the othsr hand, the regional agency had only partial
responsibitity for 208 planning, including Vand-use mapping, inventories, and
projections.  Soil erosion assessment, for example, was subcontracted to the
State Soil and Water Conservation Committee, and overall public participation
responsibility was retained by the I5BH.  Thus, the advantages of using an
existing regional agency were Tlargely Tost, and 208 planning and public
participation became a "top-down® process in POR4A.  Although the PDR4 Policy
Bdvisory Committee did meet monthly for a six-month period in late 1978 and
early 1979, the minutes of the last regular meeting {May 2, 1979) show that
"1t was felt hy many commnities members that the material presented was too
technical and did neot contain very much policy material.” This in large part
reflects the difference between data snd information generated regionally as
in the Heartiand region wersus data and information generated by the state
agency  and  then presented to the region. Clearly, the ISBH took an
Yeducational®  approach in  PDR4, while the IHCC implemented a more
pérticiﬁﬁiary approach.

The second point of this comparative analysis concerns the ISBH. The
ISBH's  Stream Pollution Centrol Board had oversll responsibility for
approving and submitting 208 plans for all designated and non-designated
areas in Indiana. It did not necessarily wish to become involved in 208
planning, but had Tittle choice in the matter for ifwo ressons. First, the
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Governor assigned 208 planning to the ISEH (thoush presumably the Board had
some inpul into this decision). Second, and ovganizationally mere important,
was that this agency had responsibiiity for weter guality in Indiana, and the
Indiana Department of Natural Resouvrces, in generat, had vesponsibility for
water guantity. The ISBH either had to accept responsibility for 208 water
guality management plamning or else aliow another organization to encrosch on
its domain. This Tack of enthusiasm for 208 planning in conjunction with a
shortage of funds for additional personnel and perhaps a lack of management
expertise resulted in the ISBH's sventual compliance with EPA regulations and
directives, but at the most minimal level possible. This s not to say there
were not dedicated personnel in the Division of Water Pollution Controi.
Rather, there were nolt encugh of them, and evidence suggests that those staff
were probably not utilized as effectively as they might have been. This is
perhaps not toc surprising 1f, as one of the respondents suggesied, promotion
policies tended to advance personnel with engineering and scientific training
rather than filling management positions with trained administrators.

The final point to be made in this comparison concerns the
interorganizational relations among the organizations participating in 208
planning. In general, agricultural crganizations such as the Farm Bureau,
Soil and Water Conservation District Boards, etc., were weil represented and
involved in 208 planning both at the regional and state Tlevels. The
renaining organizations primarily included citizen/environmental gvoups, a
few city and county officials and emplovees, with wvery few business
organizations involved. The organizations with a surprising ‘Gack of
invelvement were county level govermments. Mone of the elected county
commissioners from the sixteen counties in the study regions played & central
rale in the 208 process, and only two were reported to have played even a
peripheral role. There are several explanations for this. One, of course,
i¢ that 208 planning was not perceived as relevant to county covernment. An
alterpative is that it was unclear what the outcome was to be and therefore
what the political conseguences of 208 would be.  Thus, the politically
expedient course of action was to ignore the process entirely., Thic is a
significant institutional factor, because the regional agencies had mno real
enforcement powers, and any implementation of a water quality management plan
would almost certainly involve county government as well as the state
govermment.
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The nature of the contacts between organizations was generally perceived
a% being cordial with a relatively Yow level of conflict. Disagreements that
did occur were most likely to occur beitween the ISBH and other osrganizations
or  hetween organizations from different sectors of the economy such as
enviremmental and business organizations. But also, there was not &
particuiarly high level of intense contact between the organizations. As
mentioned before, many of the organizations did not have strong goal
positions for the 208 process. Second, much of the process involved
technical rather than policy decisions which no doubt averted some potential
conflict,

Steffing was somewhat of a4 problem for 208 planning agencies.
Urganizations had to hire staff, which meant acquiving funds and pesitions to
do s¢. When the impetus for the program has not come at the Tocal Tevel that
may be difficult to do, for institutional factors become relevant here. Even
though funding may come from the federal level at the present, the duration
of federal money is uncertain. Local government may be reluctant to expand,
fearing it will be faced with a cheice of picking up program costs in the
future, or cutting the program back and firing people, neither of which are
seen as desirabie. Alsce there may be Tocal opposition to the program.

It needs to be recognized that the expansion of environmental protection
in the eariy 19/0's was enormous. For example when the Tevel of detailed
information needed for 708 planning alone was extended to non-designated
areas as well as designated areas, a great amount of work was created beyond
what planning agencies were previously doing.

Conclusions

What conclusions can we draw for future programs? Three factors stand
out as imporiant to wmodify in future water policies invelving federal-
state~local relations: Tlength of time requived for planning and implemen-
tation, sources of funds, and Tocal support.

The Tength of time provided for 208 planning posed problems both for the
content of plans and persennel for doing the plans. Largely, it was assumed
the data end personnel were available. A longer period of time would have
alieviated some problems by allowing agencies to carry the work out over a
Torger period which could be done with fewer staff, and alsc provided time
for training move staff. While federal Tunding seemingly solves the direct
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costs problem for an organization deing 208 planning, its limited duration
with no certainty for future funds does Vittie for Tonger term stability in
an organization thal needs to hire personnel to carry out such plaaning. In
addition, uncertainty sbout funds for implementation may make the activity
seem trivial or Tulile,

tven so, stable funding alone may not be sufficient to secure organ-
izational support for a program. As one of the ISBH respondents suggested,
tor any future water guality managment program, some aitempt must be made to
“sell® the program to the agencies responsible for its implementation. Had
the State of Indiana end the ISEH been more commitied to 208 planning, the
results would likely have been cuite different, with much clearer outcomes
than those generated by the 208 process in Indiana.

Section 208 planning contained a substantial citizen participation
component, at least potentially. Me found this component ‘implemerted much
more in the designated than non-designated area. The third change to be
considered in future programs s to place greater emphasis on the public
participation component with two objectives in mind. It would develop the
plan out of loral citizens' concerns, not simply as a technical activity, and
in the process build the basis for stronger Tocal suppert for moving toward
funding and implementing the plan. For example, the planning process might
be structured as a large guasi-nominal group process, at the regional level
for exampie, in which the stakes are potentially real, Presumably the
objective of 708 was not to develop a set of plans, but to develop a means to
deal with water guality problems. While there it a need to develop technical
knowledge of water gquality, there is also a need to develop a constituency to
support  such monitoring activity and fo support action for alleviating
probiems.

Tn conclusion, although 208 planning was never a smooth process in the
two study vegions, and many participants were frustrated by their experiences
and the lack of clear results from The planning process, it may in fact have
taid the foundation for future water guality management programs within the
regions. 1t was clearly a learning process for all participants, and as
such, responsibility for any shortcomings in 208 nlanning cannot be laid
solely on any one ovganization,
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Urban Water Project Schedule (83238}
Department of Sociclogy Organization
Purdue University Respondent
Summer, 1983 Title

Address

Date

Starting Time

Single-Level Organization

Multi-Level Organization

Our primary interests in this research project are first, understanding the
208 process in Indiana, and second, how the organizations invelved in 208
planning affected the process. Thus, the majority of the guestions focus on
the role your organization played in 208 planning, and on your 208 related
activities as a member of your organization. Also, we would Tike to get your
opinions on some issues related to water guality management.

I can assure you that the information you provide will be kept in strict

confidence, and your name will not be used in our research reports.

NOTE: TO REDUCE THE OVERALL PAGE LENETH (F THIS TECHNICAL REPORT, THE AMOUNT
OF SPACE PROVIDED FOR ANSWERS FOR MOST OF THE OPEN-EMDED QUESTIONS IN
THIS INTERVIEW SCHEDULE HAS BEEW REDUCED.
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I would 1ike to begin by asking you to describe your personal participation in
the Section 208 planning process.

1. What was your position in your organization during the Section 208
pianning processt?

2. Briefly, what did you do for the Section 208 planning process?

3. Who was in charge of 208 planning for your organization? {Modify for
multi-Tevel orgs.)

&, What activities or responsibilities did your organization undertake that
were related to 208 planning, other than your own activities? (Modity for
multi-level orgs.)

5. What were the dates of your organization's involvement in the 208
process? {Modify for multi-Tevel orgs.)

6. Were the dates of your involvement in 208 planning the same as the dates
of your organization's involvement?
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Mext,

I have z some basic ouestions about wour organization and 1ts goals in

general, not fust in regard to 208,

7
.

10.

11.

What would you say were your unit's major purposes or goals?

What were the specific objectives or goals rvegardinc 208 plarning in
particular?

. Can you tell me how the decision on 708 objectives was made and why you

and vour organization decided to become invoived in 2087

(PROBE) Who made the decision that your organization should participate
in the 208 process?

To what extent were these geals defined within your unit rather than
defined externally or at higher administrative levels?
(IF POSSIBLE, OMLY ONE PRIMARY RESPONSE.)

Primarily at Higher Levels _ Some Higher Levels
Primarily Internally _ Some Internally
Primarily Externally _ Some Externally

In terms of your wnit's overall goals, how important was water quality
management in cenerzl to your unit?  (USE CARD A)

(5} VERY IMPORTANT

{4) IMPORTANT

{3) MUDERATELY IMPORTANT
{2) SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT
(1} NOT IMPORTANT
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12.

i3.

14,

UDoes your organization have a general approach to how problems of water
gquality management should be handled, and if so, would you describe it
for me?

(PROBEZ)  Are there gereral approaches, strategies, or technigues that you
usually use, regardless of the specific features of any one problem?

Two important elements of the Section 208 planning process were its
emphasis on broadly bhased participation and on coordinated regional
planning. How committed was your organization to broadly based
participation? (USE CARD B)

{7 VERY COMMITTED

{6) MODERATELY COMMITTED

{5) SLIGHTLY COMMITTED

(4) NEITHER COMMITTED NOR OPPOSED

{3} SLIGHTLY OPPOSED

{2) MODERATELY OPPOSED

(1)} VERY OPPOSED

How committed was your organization to coordinated regional planning?
(ALSO CARD B}

(7) VERY COMMITTED

(6) MODERATELY COMMITTED

(5) SLIGHTLY COMMITTED

(4) NEITHER COMMITTED NOR OPPOSED

{3} SLIGHTLY OPPOSED

(2} MODERATELY OPPOSED

(1) VERY OPPOSED
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Ori CARD C are Visted the problem categories identified by the State of Indiana
and dincluded e elements in both designated and novi~designated area plans.
Some organizations were concerned with many of these problem areas, while
others were concerned with only a Tew of them.

15. First, 1 would like you %o indicate which of the probiem areas were
related to the interests or policies of your ovganization. Then, only
for those problem areas that you indicated were relevant, assign a 1, 2,
or 3 to each with “1% indicating great fmportance, "2 indicating lesser
importance, and 3" indicating the Teast important areas.

Sewage and Industrial Discharge Agricultyral

Municipal Point Discharges Animal Feedlots

Semi-Public Discharges Agricultural Non-Point
Cn-Lot Disposal {Septic Systems)

Industrial Discharges Other Non-Point

Forestry Non-Point
stormyater Mining Non-Point

Urban Storm Runoff Construction Non-Point
. Combined Sewer Overflow

Solid Waste Recreational Area Problems

Landfi1l Leachate Bevelopment Pressures on
Water Quality

Waste Sludge Disposal or Reuse Preservation of Envirommental
Sensitive Areas

Streams
Dredged Soil Disposa)
Stream and Watercourse Modification

Inter-Basin Water Trangfer
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[ now have a few questions about your organization and the resources it had
available during the 208 planning process.

16. What year did your unit begin operations?

17. Could you describe how your organization was structured, or if one is
avaiiable, provide an organization chart?

1

The next section contains items concerning your unit's relationship with higher
administrative Tevels. Turning to CARD D, please indicate how strongly you
agree or disagree with the following statements concerning your unit's
relationship with higher administrative levels.

18. Higher administrative levels emphasized our
participation and activities in the 208 process
in evaluating our unit. : SA A U D SD

19. Our organization's higher administrative levels
strongily supported our unit's decisions and
policies. SA A U D SD

20. Our unit's decisions were Timited by specific
requirements set by higher administrative levels. SA A U D Sb

21. Most planning for our unit took place in higher
administrative units. SAA AU D SD

22. Our supervisors rarely issued explicit directions
for our activities. SA A U D SD

23. Our unit was free to develop new projects with
other organizations. S& A U D SD

24, Cur unit was relatively free to make decisions
concerning its day-to-day operations. SA A U D sSp.
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New prograns or policies may require new staff or areas of expertise different
than you previously had, We'd like some information on your organization's
staffing.

25,

26.

27,

28.

First, how many paid positions did your unit have, on the average, during
the Section 208 planning process?

During the 208 process, did your unit have any temporary ovr outside staff
asstgned, including through interagency personnel agreements, whose
duties were related to 708 planning and 1 so, how many?

(PROBE} From what organization?

How adequate was  your level of staffing during your unit's 208
participation? (USE CARD £}

{5) VERY ADEQUATE

{4) ADEQUATE

{3) FAIRLY ADEGUATE

{2) NOT VERY ADEQUATE

(1) IMADEQUATE

What were the primary areas of your staff's expertise?
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29, How adequately were your staff's areas of expertise suited to your unit's
role in the 208 planning process? (ALSO CARD F)

(5) VERY ADEQUATE

(4) ADEQUATE

(3) FRIRLY ADEQUATE

{2} NOT VERY ADEQUATE

(1) INADEQUATE

Next, I would 1ike to know something about your unit's financial resources
during its 208 involvement.

30. On the average, about how much was your unit's total yearly budget during
its participation in the 208 process?

31. Did you receive any special funding in addition to your normal budget for
your role in the 208 process and if so, about how much?

(PROBE) Is this included in the figure vou gave me for your total budget?
YES NO

32. What percentage of your annual budget came from each of the sources
1isted en CARD F?

Federal Goverrmment %
State Government %
Local Government %
User Fees B
Dues and Contributions %
Other (SPECIFY) %

33. Approximately what percentage of your unit's expenditures were related
to:

Water guality management in general %

Section 208 planning specifically %
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34, How adeguate was your annual budget during the 208 planning period?
(USE CARD £}
{5} VERY ADEQUATE

(4) ADEQUATE

(3) FAIRLY ADEQUATE
(2) NOT YERY ADEQUATE
(1) INADEQUATE

35, How adeguate
(ALSO CARD B)
{5} VERY ADEQUATE
{4y ADEQUATE
{3} FAIRLY ADEQUATE
(2} NOT VERY ADEQUATE

(1) INADEGUATE

was yvour funding for wour Section 208 participation?

Now, I'd Tike your views about some issues related to water quality management.
Again, T will read a statement and using the categories on CARD I}, please tell
me how strongty you agree or disagree with the statement.

36. The wide variety of agencies and govermmental
structures unnecessarily complicates enviveonmental
planring and management in our region (Indiana). SA

=
g
fen

s

37. Governmental regulfation is not an effective means
of dealing with water guality problems. SA A ¥4 D SB

38. Our unit should concentrate on its own goals rather
thar become involived in broader programs where our
personnel doc not have special preparation. S& A B b Sb

39. Governmental pressure is necessary for the
organizations in our region {Indiana} to develop
coherent and effective means for water quality
management . Sk A U D SD

4G. Public participation should be a requirement for
any regional weter guality management planning
Process. S A U D SB

41. Regional planning for water quality management
seemed Lo create more probiems than it solved, S& A ¥ D SD

42, It the present trend in water quality management
continues, our reaion {indiena) s going to
experience greater problems with water quality
in the future. SR A U Db SD
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In the course of carrying out their activities, some organizations tend to
focus their efforts on particular groups and organizations. In some cases
these groups may be seeking specific assistance of some kind or may be subject
to regulation, while in others, they may just be seeking information.

43. Who, in general, would you say were your unit's constituents--the public
in general or, a particular segment of the public?

(PROBE IF SEGMENTS) What cegments are these?

(PROBE IF NOT SEGMENTS) Were there any groups or individuals that had
more contact with vouwr organization than others?

44, In some organizations, policies are determined internally, while others
seek input from their constituents for these decisions. How much direct
input did the constituents you mentioned in the previous answer have into
your organization's policies and activities? (USE CARD &)

{5) HIGH TNPUT

{(4) MODERATE INPUT

{3} SOME INPUT

{2} LITTLE INPUT

(1) NO INPUT

45. Do you feel that there was general agreement among your constituents
about priorities and needs in regard to 208 planning?

(PROBE) What, in general, were their priorities and needs?

46, Were your constituents genera¥1y in favor of the 208 process?
{USE CARD H)

{5) VERY FAVORABLE

(4) FAVORABLE

(3} NO CONSENSUS

(2) OPPOSED

{1} VERY QPPOSED
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47. Were any {other) interest groups in contact with your organization and if
50, Who were they?

¥ES KO (IF YES, PROBE) What issues were they concerned about?

The organizations that took part in the Section 208 planning process may be
thought of as a network of organizations. We are interested in the nature of
your contacts and experiences with other participants in the planning process.
Piease nots that these guestions refer only to 208 related contacts, and do not
count contacts with organizations concerning non-208 matters,

48. Please tist those organizations and groups, including 208 committees,
that your organization had contacts with relating to the 208 process.

(PROBE IF MORE THAN TEN} Could you identify the ten organizations that
were most important to your organization?

49. How important for your organization were your contacts with each of the
other organizations? (USE CARD A)

(5} VERY IMPORTANT

(&} IMPORTANT

{3) MODERATELY IMPORTANT
{2} SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT
(1) NOT IMPORTANT

50. On the average during a year, how freaquently was there contact of any
kind between your unit and each of the other organizations concerning 208
activities?

(PROMPT OMLY IF NECESSARY USING CARD I)

(A} MEVER, DID NOT GCCUR

(B} RARELY, ONCE A YEAR OR LESS

(C) SELOOM, TWO TO FIVE TIMES A YEAR

{0} OCCASIONALLY, SIX TO ELEVEN TIMES A YEAR
(E) MONTHLY, ONE TO THREE TIMES A MONTH

(F} WEEKLY, OME TO FOUR TIMES A MEEK

(G} DAILY, ONCE OR ALMOST ONCE A DAY
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51.

52.

54.

How frequently did your unit provide information or expertise to each of
the other organizations?

FROMPT ONLY IF NMECESSARY USING CARD DD

NEVEFR, DID NOT OCCUR

RARELY, ONCE A YEAR OR LESS

SELUOM, TWO TO FIVE TIMES A YEAR
GCCASIONALLY, SIX TO ELEVEN TIMES A YEAR
MONTHLY, OME TO THREE TIMES A MONTH
WELKLY, ONE TO FOUR TIMES A WEFK

DAILY, ONCE OR ALMOST ONCE A DAY

T Ay, o, oy, e o ey
[V N 5 N i B e B v s =
et o R S e e )

How frequently did your unit provide resources such as equipment,
personnel, or Tinancial resources to each of the other organizations?

(PROMPT ONLY IF NECESSARY USING CARD I)

) NEVER, DID NOT OCCUR

RARELY, ONCE A YEAR OR LESS

SELDOM, TWO TO FIVE TIMES A YEAR
OCCASTONALLY, SIX TO ELEVEN TIMES A YEAR
MONTHLY, ONE TO THREE TIMES A MONTH
WEEKLY, ONE TO FOUR TIMES A WEFK

DAILY, ONCE OR ALMOST ONCE A DAY

Ty, Ty ey, Sy T R i,
fea e s s B ow RanB el
e et e

. Were there any joint programs shared with each of the other organizations

and if so. how many with each?

Did incompatible responsibilities or priorities affect the relationship
between your unit and each of the other organizations and if so, how
much? (USE CARD J}

4} GREAT EFFECT
) MODERATE EFFECT
) LITTLE EFFECT
) NO EFFECT

)

(
(
(
{
(6) NO INCOMPATIBILITIES

3
Z
1
0
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55.

Urganizations often try to influence the outcome of programs like 208 to
reflect issues they think are important. YWould you rate the amount of
influence that each of the orgsnizations, including your own, had on the
208 plamning process?  (USE CARD K)

(5} VERY HIGH INFLUENCE
(&) HIGH INFLUENCE

(3) MODERATE INFLUENCE
(2) LITTLE INFLUENCE
(1) NO INFLUENCE

(PROBE} What outcomes in particular were you able or not able to achieve?

I would like to get some information about vour aorganization’s experience with
and your assessment of the 208 pianning process.

56.

57.

How muck did your participation in the Section 208 planning process
affect public support for your agency? {USE CARD L)

VERY POSITIVELY

POSITIVELY

SLIGHTLY POSITIVELY

NO EFFECT

SLIGHTLY NEGATIVELY

NEGATIVELY

VERY NEGATIVELY

[ S5 R - T o
e

H
L T N R T i T T ™

Bk
S e et

What benefits and problems did your organization experience as a result
of the Section 708 planning process?

{PROBE 1) First, what were the benefits for your organization? (E.g.,
awareness of others’ objectives, improved service delivery, increased
awareness of WOM problems, ete.)

[PROBE 2} What probiems resulted from 2087 (E.g., finsufficient
personnel, budget, expertise, or time:; communication of objectives, goals
of the 208 process, ste.)

(FROBE 3) Although the primary goal of 208 was the creation of an
areawide water quality wmanagement plan, do you recall any other
consequences of the 208 process?
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58. Which srganizations 1n your region would you say have provided leadership
in the area of water guality management, especially in the area of
Section 208 planning?

(PROBE IF MORE THAN OME} Would you rank the top three?

59. Were there any organizations that should have taken a leadership role,
but didn®t7

{PROBE IF YES} Do you have any idea why they didn't?

60. If a new areawide water quality management program were to be started,
which organizations do you think shouid be invoived?

{PROBE IF SAME AS 208) Can you think of any other organizations that
should be involved or any 208 organizations that made few wuseful
contributions te 208 planning?

It is important for this research that we interview a variety of people who
were invoived with Section 208 planning.

1. Can you suggest any other persens who had experience with or are
knowledgeable about the 208 planning process that we should interview,
including people who are or were in your organization?

(PROBE} May I use vour name as a reference when I contact these people?
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Finally, this Yast set of questions concerns your professional and occupational
background.
B2. What s wvour age?

i

63. How many years of education have you completed?

{(PROBE IF 16 YEARS OR WMORE)} In which field did you receive your degree?

64. Do you maintain memberships in any professional associations and if so,
which ones?

YES NO

65. How many years have you been with this organization?

66. How many years have you been in your current position?

ORGANIZATION CHART

{7 ¥Es
[ 7 o
TIME AT END
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