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PROBLEM STATEMENT 

 

The Watershed Education for Communities and Local Officials (WECO) program addresses the 

need for greater stakeholder involvement in decision making for local watershed projects that 

affect the waters that stakeholders use for their own “health, safety, enjoyment and future” 

(WECO plan, 2004).  With the goal of stakeholder empowerment, education, support and 

involvement on the local level, WECO formulated a stakeholder involvement group to respond 

to this need in the Troublesome and Little Troublesome Creek watershed in Guilford and 

Rockingham Counties.  

 

WECO’s expected effect as a result of forming the Troublesome Creek Local Watershed 

Planning Team was to identify wetland and stream restoration sites for mitigation due to future 

road improvements by the North Carolina Department of Transportation for the North Carolina 

Ecosystem Enhancement Program (NCEEP) as well as present recommendations for watershed 

enhancement to the local governments. Recommendations in the form of a comprehensive 

watershed plan and proposed restoration sites were produced through this process.  

 

Although the restoration sites and policy recommendations were produced, the success and role 

of WECO’s process and planning committee in this project needs to be assessed.  Cape Fear 

Consulting Group (CFCG) serves to evaluate the stakeholder group process to determine whether 

WECO’s citizen participation method was successful and in line with NCEEP’s needs.  After 

evaluating the process and identifying areas for improvement, Cape Fear Consulting Group will 

produce recommendations that will be beneficial for improving future projects facilitated by 

WECO. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Troublesome Creek (TC) and Little Troublesome Creek (LTC) watershed planning project 

began in 2002 and was completed in 2004 with current status in the implementation phase.  Its 

intent was to formulate recommendations for a Local Watershed Plan to address water quality 

impairments in the watershed.  The plan would be a product of a collaborative effort between the 

NCEEP and local stakeholders. NCEEP uses the state’s existing watershed restoration initiative 

to offset unavoidable wetland impacts due to NC Department of Transportation transportation-

infrastructure improvements (NCEEP, 2005). 

  

Local Watershed Plans are a way of treating a watershed as a complete entity rather than a 

disconnected set of streams, wetlands and riparian areas.  They seek to leverage funding 

opportunities and management tools to target efforts where they will be most beneficial for the 

environment and the communities that are dependent on the watersheds. 

 

The Troublesome Creeks Watershed was chosen because both creeks are listed in the state’s 

303(d) listing of impaired waters (waters that do not meet the state’s water quality standards) 

(WECO, 2005).  This list is submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency and the waters 

identified must be ranked and prioritized for development of a Total Maximum Daily Load 

(TMDL) regulation.  TMDL’s establish the maximum amount of a pollutant that can be 

introduced to a waterbody and still allow the waterbody to meet the standards.  That amount of a 
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pollutant is then allocated among the various sources (EPA, 2004).  Troublesome Creek is listed 

due to sediment and Little Troublesome Creek is listed due to sediment and fecal coliform 

bacteria.    

 

In addition to being on the 303(d) list, the watersheds were chosen because of opportunities to 

partner with local stakeholders to develop a plan.  The Department of Transportation has an 

interest in the watersheds due to future impact mitigation needs for road construction projects.  

The rapid growth in the area also exerts pressure on the area and may have future impacts on the 

watersheds (WECO, 2005). 

 

WECO became involved in the planning process when the NCEEP contracted with the group to 

provide facilitation for the planning process.  WECO is a program of the NC Cooperative 

Extension Service dedicated to finding collaborative solutions to watershed issues.  The program 

is built on principles of problem solving that emphasize education, inclusiveness, voluntary 

participation, flexibility, egalitarianism, respect, accountability and achievability (WECO, 2005). 

 

WECO uses a process that leads to a dialogue between citizens and decision makers eventually 

leading to citizen recommendations, which are given as much weight as possible in the ultimate 

decision.  This is very close to the “partnership” rung on Sherry Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen 

Participation (Arnstein, 1969).  WECO’s process does not reach this level of empowerment 

(IAP2, 2005) since the planning team did not maintain final decision-making or financial power.  

The NCEEP had the final decision as the state authority and their goal of compensatory 

mitigation was the primary goal to be addressed.  All the other local goals were included as a 

part of the comprehensive plan to achieve the primary objective (WECO, 2005). 

 

In order to start the process WECO contacted individuals indicated by EEP, NCDWQ, and 

Rockingham County NRCS to be possible participants. Then WECO convened a meeting of 

interested stakeholders in the winter of 2002. The planning team included local government 

officials, state and local agency representatives, environmental organizations and local citizens.  

Local governments consist of the towns of Reidsville and Stokesdale and Rockingham and 

Guilford counties.  The agencies involved included NCEEP, North Carolina Division of Water 

Quality (DWQ), the Department of Transportation, Soil and Water Conservation Districts and 

the Natural Resource Conservation Service.  The citizen stakeholders included area landowners 

and farmers as well as developers or realtors.  The environmental groups included the Haw River 

Assembly and the Piedmont Land Conservancy (WECO, 2005).  WECO divided the 

stakeholders according to responsibility: primary stakeholders (those that would make the final 

recommendations), technical advisors, and support staff. 

 

The stakeholders came to the table with an idea of what they hoped to achieve with the 

watershed plan and these ideas were set as a starting point for the process. They agreed on a 

charter and a set of ground rules.  The planning team began a process of mutual education about 

the watersheds and the issues important to their fellow team members.  A detailed watershed 

assessment was performed by the contract research firm of Tetra Tech, Inc.  The results of this 

assessment were presented to the planning team along with a set of recommendations from Tetra 

Tech that the team used as a starting point to formulate their own recommendations.  The 

stakeholders agreed on a set of recommendations that were incorporated into a comprehensive 



 

- 3 - 

plan that addresses current watershed restoration needs and future preservation to account for 

growth in the area (WECO, 2004). 

 

This follows the plan set out at the beginning of the process by WECO.  WECO’s stated goals in 

this process are to improve water quality through education of citizens and officials in the 

watershed.  To accomplish this broad goal WECO disseminates educational material on water 

quality, empowers local citizens by facilitating consensus driven decision making with citizens 

and officials, and by facilitating the stakeholder development of recommendations (WECO).  

The hope is that this will lead to better decisions for the watershed, a less contentious process 

and more stakeholder ownership of the results of the planning process and therefore better 

implementation (Perrin, 2005).   

 
 

METHODS 
 

Cape Fear Consulting Group (CFCG) researched the theoretical basis for collaborative and 

community based environmental planning processes.  The group compared the literature with the 

stated goals and processes in WECO’s documents.  The procedures WECO espouses were then 

compared to those used during the Troublesome and Little Troublesome Creeks project. 

 

To accomplish this, CFCG interviewed 11 participants on the planning team with representation 

from the primary stakeholders, technical advisors, and support staff. The participants were asked 

several standard questions regarding their satisfaction with the process and whether they felt the 

team had achieved its goals.  The members were asked open-ended questions to elicit more 

detailed responses. CFCG maintains the anonymity of the respondents in order to preserve the 

quality of the responses. CFCG notes that given the limits on time, resources, and responsiveness 

of participants when called not as many were spoken to as desired. The results of this informal 

survey and the data gathered from the provided group materials were compared to the intended 

results to produce a snapshot of member satisfaction with the process (Refer to Appendix B). 

 

In addition, CFCG tried to assess the outcome of the process. In other words: Were 

environmental results actually achieved?  Did the planning team see the results of their efforts in 

use? And are there ongoing projects as a result of this process?  CFCG attempted to ascertain 

whether there are ongoing watershed initiatives in place as a result of this process. Lastly, CFCG 

compared the needs of NCEEP and WECO’s current process to determine if they were aligned. 

 

ANALYSIS 
 

The Cape Fear Consulting Group has defined success for WECO’s local watershed planning 

according to WECO’s goals set out in the group’s charter and by our assessment of elements of 

fairness/equity, mechanics of the process, and outcomes.  CFCG also felt it necessary to compare 

EEP’s needs regarding stakeholder involvement to WECO’s established process. 

 

 

 



 

- 4 - 

Equity/Fairness 

 

WECO has a stated objective of involving community stakeholders, anyone who impacts or is 

impacted by water resource decisions in the watershed, in the watershed planning process 

(Charter, 2002).  CFCG concluded from the meeting roster sheets and final watershed plan that 

state and local agency representatives made up the majority of membership.  Twenty-two 

stakeholders participated at the beginning of the process, including only four 

residents/landholders.  Their numbers dwindled to twelve for determining the recommendations; 

this number included only two residents/landowners.  The meeting rosters show other 

residents/landowners that came to one or two meetings but did not continue through the end of 

the process (Appendix C).  Notably missing from the team are representatives from local 

businesses, the chambers of commerce or the town council, which would presumably have 

influence over the community and officials.  CFCG cites heavy representation from the science 

(agency, NGO) side and a lack of inclusion of stakeholders such as developers, farmers, local 

businesses and citizens.  Refer to Figure 1 and 2 for the initial and final group compositions.  The 

low turn out of these stakeholders is of concern as the Charter states the importance of relying on 

the citizen participants to influence others and implement the recommendations (Charter, 2002).  

However, CFCG understands the difficulty of reaching stakeholders over a non-contentious 

issue, as the Troublesome Creeks were.  
 

Figure 1: Initial Planning Committee Representation 

Attendance by WECO Categories at First Meeting

32%

45%

23%

Primary Stakeholders

Technical Advisors

Support Staff

Attendance by More Specific

 Categories at First Meeting

0%

10%

10%

5%

20%

55%

Agency

Business

Environmental Group

Land Owners

Local Government

Unknown

 
 

Figure 2: Final Planning Committee Representation 
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Although invited initially, the diversity of primary stakeholders attending meetings was low, 

potentially due to the issue of exclusion from meetings (Refer to Figures 1 & 2).  As set out in 
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the charter, the stakeholders were responsible for determining the time and location of their 

meetings. On the surface this decision-making method seems “fair” and democratic.  However, 

this was confounded by the fact that the majority of members were participating in the group as a 

function of their jobs.  Thus, meeting times were set to accommodate the majority of 

stakeholders while excluding participants whose employment restricted participation.  As one 

can see from the meeting attendance (Figure 3), initial attendance dropped significantly 

(allowing for some peaks) and leveled off toward the end of the process. The technical advisors 

did not complain about the meeting times, since their time and driving costs were reimbursed 

through the company which they were representing at the WECO meetings.  (Refer to Appendix 

B). 
 

Figure 3: Troublesome Creeks Planning Committee Monthly Meeting Attendance 
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Mechanics of Process 

 

The meeting facilities were found to be excellent by the participants interviewed.  WECO 

facilitators were extremely responsive, kept the meetings moving forward, and provided 

adequate communication between technical advisors and stakeholders. Interviews also confirmed 

that the ground rules set out in the charter were adhered to. However, respondents noted a lack of 

communication towards the conclusion of the process.  The material presented was thorough and 

facilitated decision-making.  We noted that while extensive material was presented on watershed 

function, water quality, Low Impact Development (LID), and other environmental issues, there 

was no discussion of how watershed health impacts local economics.  This may have been 

touched on in debates over restoration versus preservation costs or costs associated with LID, but 

it would not have addressed the long-term economic impacts of watershed health.  It is also 
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noted that WECO received only four completed Participant Satisfaction Scorecards from 

stakeholders at the end of the process.  

 

Outcome 

 

All participants interviewed indicated that they personally gained from the experience with the 

team either through education or new relationships.  NCEEP indicated that the restoration and 

preservation sites were to their satisfaction.  However, during our investigation of WECO’s 

process, we compiled interviews discussing the fact that communication ebbed toward the end of 

the planning process.  There appeared to be a lack of follow-up on WECO and NCEEP’s behalf 

after the final recommendation list was completed by the planning committee.  Both primary 

stakeholders and technical advisors, when interviewed, were unaware of the final results as to 

whether a long-term planning committee was implemented and whether the recommendations 

were considered and applied.  When asked about the recommendations to local governments all 

respondents indicated that they “hoped” the recommendations would have some impact but they 

were not sure.  As yet, CFCG found that no local governments have adopted or taken action on 

any of the recommendations.  However, one respondent noted that the recommendations and 

general focus on the watershed led to the creation of a voluntary agriculture district.  And 

another discussed how their local government was already well aware of watershed actions and 

had been seeking more action independently. None of the interviewed stakeholders are currently 

involved in the project, but many questioned its outcome and voiced concern over the lack of 

information after the finalization of recommendations.   

 

NCEEP Needs Alignment 

 

Aside from our evaluation of the stakeholder group according to WECO’s stated goals, CFCG 

also investigated how NCEEP’s needs aligned with WECO’s process.  As WECO’s employer 

and the ultimate power holder in the process, it is important to understand how they perceive the 

stakeholder group process and whether it addresses all their needs.  NCEEP needs to identify 

viable mitigation sites (ranked according to anticipated watershed impact), produce watershed 

recommendations for local governments, and identify funding sources for local governments so 

they may implement projects identified but not viable as NCEEP projects.  Their 

recommendations for local governments may include establishment of more stringent buffer 

rules, alteration of land use ordinances, or enforcement of existing laws. 

 

NCEEP feels that reaching local resource professionals is important because they have a basic 

technological/scientific understanding of the issue and also have influence with local government 

and large landholders.  They are also concerned with educating the layperson and receiving 

mitigation sites in a timely manner.  In past watershed planning processes NCEEP has at times 

felt that the process has slowed down too much for their needs. 
 

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

Within the following section, CFCG offers two distinct sets of recommendations.  First, 

recommendations based upon reconciling the difference between WECO’s stated goals and our 

evaluation of the fairness/equity, mechanics of process, and outcomes are offered.  They are 
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followed by recommendations to address the gap between NCEEP’s needs and what CFCG finds 

to be WECO’s normal operations.  These sets of recommendations are not generally exclusive; 

elements of both sets may be utilized. 

Reaching WECOôs Goals 

 

Equity/Fairness 

 

CFCG notes that the meeting times inadvertently shut out residents/landholders and local 

businesses who could not attend meetings during the day due to work constraints.  For instance, 

the only realtor identified on WECO’s list of prospective participants said that the only reason he 

did not attend was because of the inconvenient meeting time (See Appendix B).  CFCG found 

that the issue of uneven representation was closely tied to the meeting times and location 

favoring local government and agency members.  CFCG recommends that at initial meeting(s) 

WECO should ask stakeholders for multiple (at least two) locations where meetings could be 

held.  Rotation between different locations should alleviate the burden on some group members 

who find it difficult to attend meetings due to the distance.  Also, when it is obvious that the 

majority of members are attending as a part of their job and residents/landholders are in short 

supply, WECO should be sensitive to their needs and hold meetings after normal working hours. 

 

NCEEP indicated that one of the most important functions of these groups is to reach out to 

landholders in an effort to find those open to preservation/restoration activities on their property.  

CFCG believes a follow-up mechanism should be used for those individuals who attended the 

first few meetings but did not continue.  Discovering why their attendance ceased (time, location, 

already represented, etc.) can reveal, in real time, ways of keeping them at the table. 

 

After analyzing meeting attendance rosters and some of our interview notes, CFCG discovered a 

substantial under-representation of the business and private sector community (See Figures 1 & 

2).  The charter states that the Primary Stakeholder group should represent various interests in 

the watershed and economic development is listed as a specific interest.  CFCG recommends that 

WECO take more of an active role in engaging the business community in this planning process.   

Having a representative from the chamber of commerce of each town concerned would be 

sufficient to represent the business community.  Given the variation in the communities WECO 

could specifically invite chamber members and assign a support or technical advisor as a 

“buddy” to keep the chamber member involved, or if attending the meetings proves impossible, 

WECO could organize presentations to give at chamber of commerce meetings to establish and 

maintain communication between the planning group and economic interests.  This would not 

only ensure that the process was fair and equitable in its representation of the entire community, 

but would also be an unique opportunity to engage business leaders in some environmental 

decision-making.  Even though the main goal of the EEP is to identify restoration sites based on 

the recommendations of scientific and technical experts, it will only continue to become more 

important that they think about issues of economic growth in these areas. Considerations of 

economic growth should not be regarded as a threat, but as an opportunity to partner with 

businesses in innovative ways that address environmental and economic sustainability. 

 



 

- 8 - 

Mechanics of Process 

 

WECO, from what CFCG gathered from respondents, did a good job of facilitating, providing 

information, and keeping the group in communication.  However, there is always room for 

improvement and CFCG has a few suggestions for streamlining the mechanics of the stakeholder 

group process.  First, CFCG suggests a more detailed roster sheet for meetings. This new roster 

sheet will provide information on communication preferences as well as who is in attendance 

(See roster template in Appendix D). The information garnered from the template should 

enhance communication and serve as another point to monitor representation. 

 

We also encourage the practice of continuous evaluation by providing to group members an 

evaluation sheet at every meeting or mile marker meetings, i.e., quarterly, etc. (See Appendix E) 

where members can anonymously comment on their satisfaction with the process, issues they 

feel have not been reconciled, etc.  As mentioned in the analysis, only four Scorecards were 

collected from members covering the issues of working relationships, outcome, and quality at the 

end of the process.  CFCG feels that continuous evaluation may alert WECO to problems within 

the process and allow them to make real time changes, which hopefully will result in greater 

member retention versus getting minimal feedback too late in the process to change, which 

ultimately leads to inequity in representation. 

 

CFCG finds that developing an internal checklist, one that may be adaptable to individual 

community characteristics, would provide a framework for approaching each planning process. It 

should include logical steps, areas for start and completion dates, and describe mechanisms for 

addressing problems such as a lack of certain representatives or a mechanism for discovering the 

reason that some stakeholders cease to attend meetings (See Appendix F). 

 

To address the lagging communication at the conclusion of the process, CFCG recommends a 

summary communication to group members after each presentation to a local government.  

CFCG recognizes financial and time restraints on the part of WECO as a consultant group, thus, 

one final communication with presentation results, etc. could be made.  

 

CFCG found that information on the economic impact of watershed issues, such as water quality, 

were not present.  The City Planner from Reidsville especially noted this several times during his 

interview and made the key point that one of the restoration projects was to take place in one of 

the fastest economically growing areas in Reidsville.  Many studies have been conducted on the 

economic valuation of watersheds, and presenting materials from such studies at the meetings 

could help both the business community and private landowners understand the need for 

restoration and protection in more quantitative terms that relate to their economic growth and 

development interests (EPA, 2003).  Stakeholders with more environmental concerns or 

scientific background would have the opportunity to hear the concerns the business community 

may have about economic development and in turn, the scientific and ecological experts could 

educate the business community on the intrinsic value of a healthy watershed, not just for 

environmental health, but also for sustaining local economies.    

 

Outcome 
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While everyone interviewed felt they gained personally from their experience in the process and 

thought the sites identified for mitigation were good, they all had reservations concerning the 

impact of their recommendations.  This flags a need for more emphasis on reaching elected 

officials and gaining community buy-in.  This may be best accomplished by voluntary 

“lobbying” by group members after the group disperses or perhaps local government officials 

should be made aware of other local government success stories straight from those officials.  
 

NCEEP & WECO Reconciliation 

 

NCEEP’s Need Alignment 

 

The above recommendations are from the assumption that WECO’s stated goals were in line 

with NCEEP’s needs.  However, we found that while the desired outcomes were produced, 

arriving at them may best be accomplished through other means.  Specifically, NCEEP has a 

primary concern of locating viable mitigation projects/sites.  This requires abundant technical 

information as well as contact with large landholders.  In WECO’s current process, landowners 

were invited to the table yet had to do so during working hours to accommodate the resource and 

other professionals generally.  

 

CFCG recommends that WECO adopt a more stratified approach to the Watershed Planning.  

There are several observations CFCG uses when making these recommendations.  First, the 

watershed planning process in most communities
1
 is not contentious, thus does not generally 

cause much community interest outside of individuals already knowledgeable/ passionate about 

the watershed’s issues. The process also does not ensure that the group’s time and effort 

(recommendations) will actually effect any change. Lastly, CFCG finds that there may be other 

methods of reaching recommendations in a timely manner, interacting with landowners, and 

gaining community buy-in. 

 

WECO could use the same agency generated contact list to bring together an Advisory 

Committee made up of resource professionals, local government planners, and local government 

stormwater program representatives to go through the process of learning about the watershed 

from several perspectives and then generating recommendations.  In interviews EEP indicated 

that they found it very important to utilize the scientific and planning knowledge of the above 

named stakeholders in order to come to good recommendations and to reach elected officials.  

These individuals could then propose their own method of reaching landowners shortly after the 

process has begun.  So, as the advisory committee members learn about the watershed and 

NCEEP, they can be disseminating what they learn to landowners outside of the meetings.  For 

instance, North Carolina Agricultural Extension Agents can discuss conservation easements with 

the farmers they visit.  This will allow the landowners generally excluded from WECO’s existing 

process due to meeting times, etc. to learn and provide input during the process and share 

concerns.  Hopefully, this ongoing contact will provide more opportunities for NCEEP to locate 

mitigation sites on private property. 

 

                                                 
1
 Some communities facing rapid growth or NPDES regulations may find the watershed issues more contentious 

thus would result in more community attention. 
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NCEEP has indicated their desire for community buy-in but does not necessarily appreciate the 

time needed to involve them directly at the table.  WECO could gain the desired buy-in through 

several other methods. For instance phone/mail surveys inquiring into the communities’ 

perception of watershed health and needs (WECO did this initially) can be used throughout the 

process.  Public meetings can be held by Advisory Committee members to gain community input 

on specified areas, i.e. the drainage in a ten-mile radius.  These meetings can also be used to 

inform the public in the planning process.  This may also be accomplished through publicizing 

several regular meetings that will be open to the public.  Those open meetings may be good to 

offer when a presentation of community interest (LID, Conservation Easements, etc.) is given. 

 

After the Advisory Committee comes to its recommendations, rather than presenting only at city 

council, etc. meetings, recommendations could be presented over a catered lunch.  The 

Troublesome Creeks Watershed Planning Process received some media attention, which also 

contributes to public outreach/ learning. 
 

Making the Change 

 

CFCG would like to offer to WECO one final recommendation to help facilitate program 

improvement.  Each NCEEP representative interviewed showed interest in the recommendations 

to be produced and were open to trying a new approach.  This opens a unique opportunity for 

WECO, NCSU students, and the practice of stakeholder involvement.  NCSU offers several 

graduate programs with students entering the resource management or environmental policy 

fields.  These students could be a great resource to WECO with its small staff.  WECO could 

take on a team of students every year to help 1.) solidify new practices acceptable to both WECO 

and NCEEP, 2.) produce a system for tracking those changes, and 3.) implement the changes on 

a portion of NCEEP projects for comparison. Refer to Appendix G for examples of possible 

NCSU graduate student responsibilities.  This arrangement offers new resources to WECO and 

experience to students.  And the comparison of projects utilizing the current and new process 

will indicate whether improved or the same outcomes are reached.  NCSU graduate students may 

also be able to leverage funding through public grants or personal scholarships. 

 

In conclusion, CFCG found that WECO’s current process results in desired products but may do 

so at the cost of “fairness” and does not fully address the needs of NCEEP.  To align WECO and 

NCEEP’s needs CFCG recommends attention to representation (Who is truly needed to make 

recommendations and identify sites?), attention to how best to reach landowners and gain 

community buy-in, and a stronger focus on informing elected officials on the importance of the 

recommendations.  CFCG recognizes that the exact combination or approach may change 

depending on the characteristics of the watershed and community in question.  And finally, 

taking the unique opportunity to utilize NCSU graduate students can provide extra resources 

needed to make changes and also will reveal what process results in better outcomes for NCEEP 

and for North Carolina’s watersheds. 
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APPENDIX A- Stakeholder Descriptions 

 

Troublesome Creek & Little Troublesome Creek Local Watershed Planning Group 

Participants as identified by WECO in January 2002 (beginning of process) 
Primary Stakeholders: The participants that have a seat at the table and directly participate in the process 

to develop recommendations for a viable Local watershed Plan.   Represent various interests as seen below 

 Landowners/Farmers- Local participants can promote the process by assisting with landowner 

contacts within their neighborhoods and communities to help allow for voluntary assessment and 

monitoring activities within the watershed (Beggs, 2004). 

 Realtors- have an interest in projects because of property values and real estate in watershed 

areas.   They may also be able to contribute to zoning issues and questions of economic 

development. 

 Local Government Representatives: 

Á Rockingham County- One of two counties located in TC and LTC watershed.  

An MOU was signed in late 2001 between EEP and Rockingham County in which 

the country agreed to designate an official representative to participate in this 

Local Watershed Planning initiative (Beggs, 2004). 

Á Guilford County- Lying in the heart of North Carolina's Piedmont Triad Region, 

Guilford is the state's third largest county and contains the major cities of 

Greensboro and High Point. The Watershed Protection/Stormwater Management 

Team is responsible for the implementation and enforcement of the Watershed 

Protection Program for Guilford County's nine (9) drinking water supply 

watersheds. This Section coordinates with others in the Planning & Development 

Department on reviewing plans for site and subdivision development to ensure 

compliance with local and State watershed, stream buffer, and stormwater 

management regulations. In addition to Watershed Protection duties the Section 

is charged with the implementation and enforcement of the NPDES Phase 2 rules 

for the County (which includes non-watershed areas), Floodplain Management 

and permitting, State mandated annual inspections of watershed protection 

devices, and staffing a citizen environmental group (Advisory Board for 

Environmental Quality). Staff also acts as project manager for the County's 

watershed protection projects and contracts. 

Á City of Reidsville- Located in Rockingham County and the northeastern tip of the 

Troublesome Creek Watershed.  It has a population of approximately 14,500.   

The City Councilôs main interest as a stakeholder in this process is the protection 

of its water supply, Reidsville Lake.  In the fall of 2001, the City and the EEP 

signed an MOU that outlined a commitment to provide a point of contact with the 

city to hear recommendations that come out of the planning process (Beggs, 

2004). 

Á Town of Stokesdale- located in the northwest corner of Guilford County, is a 

rural community with a mixture of agricultural and farming areas, businesses, 

industries, and residential areas (Beggs, 2004). 

Á Piedmont Triad Council of Governments- This is a voluntary association of 

municipal and county governments, enabled by state law to promote regional 

issues and cooperation among members. The PTCOG serves 41 member 

governments in the following seven counties: Alamance, Caswell, Davidson, 

Guilford, Montgomery, Randolph and Rockingham (www.ptcog.org, 2005). 

http://www.ptcog.org/
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 Environmental NGO Representatives:                                 

Á Dan River Watershed Association-  to protect the natural and cultural 

resources of the Dan River Basin through stewardship, recreation, education 

(www.danriver.org, 2005) 

Á Piedmont Land Conservancy- A non-profit organization dedicated to preserving 

natural and scenic lands, farms, and open spaces in Piedmont North Carolina to 

enrich the quality of life for our communities and for future generations 

(www.piedmontland.org , 2005). 

Á Haw River Assembly- A non-profit citizens' group founded in 1982 to restore 

and protect the Haw River and Jordan Lake. The Haw River is a valuable natural 

resource; the headwaters of the Cape Fear River Basin. The Haw River provides 

drinking water to many communities, important habitat for wildlife, including 

endangered species, and recreational and scenic areas (www.hawriver.org, 2005) 

 

Technical Advisors (Agency Staff): 

 NC Ecosystem Enhancement Program- the mission of the Ecosystem Enhancement Program is 

to "restore, enhance, preserve and protect the functions associated with wetlands, streams and 

riparian areas, including but not limited to those necessary for the restoration, maintenance and 

protection of water quality and riparian habitats throughout North Carolina."  (www.nceep.net ,, 

2005) 

 NC Cooperative Extension Service, Rockingham & Guilford Counties-  North Carolina's 

quality of life and its economy depend on a strong natural resource base. To help the public 

understand complex issues related to environmental quality and to meet changing environmental 

regulations, North Carolina Cooperative Extension offers a range of educational programs 

covering water quality, waste management, wildlife management, collaborative problem-solving 

and more (www.ces.ncsu.edu , 2005). 

 NC Wetlands Restoration Program-  Developed by the NC General Assembly in 1996 to restore 

wetlands, streams, and streamside riparian areas throughout the state (www.h2o.enr.state.nc.us, 

2005) 

 Dept. of Nature Resources, Dept of Water Quality- (DWQ) The Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources is the agency responsible for statewide regulatory programs in surface 

water and aquifer protection.  DWQ's mission is to preserve, protect and enhance North 

Carolina's surface water and groundwater resources through quality monitoring programs, 

efficient permitting, responsible management, fair and effective enforcement and excellence in 

public service (www.h2o.enr.state.nc.us, 2005). 

 NC Wildlife Resources Commission-  Responsible for species monitoring, distributing hunting 

and fishing licenses and educating the public on regulations related to endangered species and 

hunting and fishing rule (Website, 2005 - http://216.27.49.98/). 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- A federal agency that provides engineering   services pertaining 

to the Environment in the area of planning, designing, building and operating water resources 

and other civil works projects (www.usace.army.mil , 2005).    

 NC Department of Transportation- Planning future road improvements to the counties of the 

watershed bringing information on existing mitigation project to the table (www.ncdot.org, 2005) 

 Soil and Water Conservation Districts of Rockingham County- Had a part in selecting these 

two watersheds for the focus of the EEP planning process because of ongoing conservation 

education and BMP implementation efforts in the agricultural community and educating local 

landowners on EEP as a source of funding for restoration projects (Beggs, 2004). 

 

http://www.danriver.org/
http://www.piedmontland.org/
http://www.hawriver.org/
http://www.nceep.net/
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/
http://www.usace.army.mil/
http://www.ncdot.org/
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Support Staff: 

 Tetra Tech Inc-  Founded in 1966 to provide engineering services related to waterways, harbors 

and coastal areas. Over the past 39 years, the Company has substantially increased the size and 

scope of its business and expanded its service offerings through a series of strategic acquisitions 

and internal growth. Tetra Tech now provides environmental services, water/wastewater 

management, infrastructure services, communications support, security design, and outsourced 

technical services (www.tetratech.com, 2005) 

 WECO- Dedicated to facilitating watershed planning at the local level in North Carolina. A 

program of the North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service, WECO brings watershed 

stakeholders together to find collaborative solutions to water quality problems in their watershed 

(Beggs, 2005).  

 Natural Resources Leadership Institute- There mission is to educate and support a diverse 

group of North Carolinians  who are committed to seeking consensus on issues affecting the 

sustainable development of North Carolina's natural resources and the quality of our environment 

(www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/agecon/nrli/, 2005) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.tetratech.com/
http://www.ces.ncsu.edu/depts/agecon/nrli/
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APPENDIX B- Stakeholder Interviews  

Primary Stakeholders/ 4 Interviewed  

General Questions Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: Have 

you ever 

participated in a 

stakeholder group 

before? 

 

2 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

   

Question 2: What 

interest do you 

represent? 

    

1.) City planning for Reidsville; 2.) Town of Stokesdale, TC 

orginates in Stokesdale, 3.) environmental. 4.) COG, she had 

some projects that dovetailed with topics 

 

Question 3: Were 

you a primary 

Stakeholder or 

Alternate? 

 

4 

 

   

Primary Shs 

 

 

 

 

Fairness/Equity Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: At what 

point did you 

become involved? 

 

 

4 

   

From 2nd meeting 

And from start 

 

 

 

Question 2: Did you 

feel that the interests 

were fairly 

reprented? 

 

4 

 

   

Not sure if they were in the final report 

 

 

 

 

Question 3: Were 

there participants 

who should not have 

been involved? 

  

3 

 

 

1 

 

 

Too many from environmental, science side but overall OK 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 4: Anyone 

left out? 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

1.) City well represented but we only represent part of watershed 

that gets water supply, probably needed more representation 

from Rockingham County, 2.) if they didn’t come: RCND was at 

some but never came back. 3.) Not that they were left out, just 

that they chose not to come…developers, business community 
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Question 5: Did you 

have adequate 

opportunit y to 

present your 

thoughts? 

 

3 

 

 

  

1 

 

 

 

Until the end when providing input to final report. He didn’t hear 

anything for the last 9-10 months. He feels like economics 

interests of the city might have been under-represented in the 

final product. He was asked to review it and comment on it, but 

it was too late for new input into it 

 

 

Question 6: Was 

there a trust 

relationship between 

__?__ of the 

stakeholders?  

 

All 

(1) 

 

 

 

Mos

t (3) 

 

 

Few  

 

 

 

"Most"- Everyone came from different directions, but there was 

good communication. However, at certain points, it seemed like 

environmentalist voices drowned out the economic side. One of 

the sites that was recommended for restoration is also the fastest 

growing economically, so that needed to be considered more. 

 

Mechanics of the 

Process Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: How did 

you hear about the 

stakeholder 

group/become 

involved?  

    

1.) Hal Bryson came to present the idea to city council. He was 

appointed and role well understood from the beginning, but did 

not realize how long the process would be; 2.) Appointed by 

town, 3.) HR invited as stakeholder. 4.) Because her projects 

were in the same area of concern in tc watershed 

 

Question 2: Was it 

_easy/okay/ 

difficult_  to make it 

to the meetings? 

Easy 

(3) 

  

difficult 

(1) 

1.) feels like the process could have been pushed along quicker- 

the meetings were really boring. 2.) Not paid to be there, taking 

vacation time to be there, volunteer, personal gas (75miles), 

 

Question 3: What 

would have made 

being involved 

easier? 

  

    

1.) Shorter Process, less boring. 2.) Closer, after work hours. 

Leading agency people get paid. They should work after hours. 

3.) It would have been helpful to get a list of names and what 

they represent at each meeting…also, contact information for 

follow up with other participants in the future. 

Question 4: Did you 

have a well-defined 

role (did you know 

exactly why you all 

were there?) 

3 

 

 

  

1 

 

 

 

Recommendations were not balanced, needed to think about 

economic control growth more 

 

Question 5: What 

was your role? 

 

 

 

    

1.) Presenting view of city, often speaking about economic 

growth; 2.) reported back at town council meetings, listed 

upcoming meetings on agenda, provided meeting minutes. 3.) To 

give enviro input, buffer and land protection, bring pt of view to 

table. 4.) Council of gov’ts, she had some projects that 

dovetailed with watershed planning 
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Question 6: Were 

the meeting facilities 

Excellent/good/poor 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

1 

 

 

But problem with the sun glaring in and made it hard to see 

presentations sometimes 

 

 

Question 7: Did 

everyone eventually 

come to consensus 

on the problem to be 

addressed? 

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

  

1.) Recommendations were not balanced, needed to think about 

economic control growth more. 2.) But the way and the time to 

implement differed among stakeholders.   Oftentimes local gov’t 

representatives held back because of financial constraints. 

 

 

Question 8: Where 

the ground rules 

respected by 

everyone? 

 

4 

 

 

    

Question 9: Did you 

feel you had 

adequate time to 

present all of the 

technical info in 

your area for the 

stakeholders to come 

to good 

recommendations? 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

  

1.) Needed more balance with speakers, most seemed to have 

their own agenda. Often he had to defend the city and zoning 

laws. Too much Tech, too little in other areas like economy and 

development. 2.) Needed more discussion time. 3.) But info 

presented sometimes did not make it to the website and was not 

handed out at the meetings.  It would have been nice to have 

something to take away from meetings to refer back to  

 

 

Question 10: Was 

there info that you 

would have liked 

that was not 

presented?  

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

  

2 

 

 

 

 

1.) Needed more balance with speakers, most seemed to have 

their own agenda. Often he had to defend the city and zoning 

laws. Too much Tech, too little in other areas like economy and 

development; 2.) Maybe need to be more in depth on watershed 

rules, give a comparison between 2 counties, present rules as 

more well-defined. 3.) Would have been helpful to have an idea 

of what was going to be presented at the meetings before hand, 

so to be more prepared. 

Question 11: Was 

there adequate 

communication 

between WECO and 

the stakeholders? 

 

2 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

1.) Maybe, but seemed to drop the ball at the end, because not 

invited to meetings, maybe name off list??; 2.)Yes provided with 

meeting minutes, reported at council meetings. 3.) A little 

confusion at first on presentation topics and times 
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Question 12: Was 

there adequate 

communication 

between you and the 

people you 

represent? 

 

4 

 

 

   

Yes provided with meeting minutes, reported at council 

meetings. 10 minute discussions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 13:Did the 

facilitators keep 

meetings on task and 

timely? 

 

3 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

   

Question 14:Did the 

facilitators 

adequately respond 

to questions/provide 

requested info? 

 

3 

 

 

  

1 

 

 

  

Outcome Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: Are you 

happy with the 

recommendations 

that were created 

and the restoration 

sites identified? 

 

3 

  

1 

 

1.) WECO presented to town, no site in Stokesdale and did not 

visit sites, but town happy because stokesdale at headwaters. 2.) 

Nice document 

 

 

 

Question 2: Do you 

think that your 

recommendations 

will have an impact 

on the issue? 

 

1 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

a little skeptical 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 3: Did you 

learn new things as 

an outcome of your 

involvement in this 

process? 

 

3 

 

 

   

1.) Especially from presentations- alternative ways of building 

parking lots, drainage systems to prevent runoff into watershed. 

Good photos and powerpoints. 2.)  A lot more about scientific 

aspects 

 

 

Question 4: Did the 

long term committee 

occur? 

   

3 

 

1.) not that she knows of. 2.) Not sure, she thinks there was a 

public meeting a month or two ago, but she could not make it. 
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Question 5: What 

restoration activities 

are ongoing? 

 

2 

 

 

1 

 

  

two in reidsville by cwmtf 

 

 

 

Question 6: Have 

any of the 

governmental 

recommendations 

been adopted? 

  

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

not that she knows of 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 7: Are you 

still involved? 

  

3 

  

1.) was invited to a follow-up meeting/presentation with govt. 

officials but could not attend. 2.) Only with her project that 

overlaps 

Additional 

Comments 

    

Overall felt like WECO did a good job and was a good 

experience 
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Technical Advisors/ 4 Interviewed  

General Questions Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: Have 

you ever 

participated in a 

stakeholder group 

before? 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

  

1.) Not a big supporter, of stakeholder groups to actually solve 

problems, useless, education maybe,  there are more effective 

ways to educate. In his opinion they tend to dilute the issue. 2.) 

SWCD. I started as a stakeholder but as we moved along it 

seemed we should be more advisors so more as a technical 

advisor. (*She saw this as part of the learning process- early on 

in what WECO was doing.) 

 

Question 2: What 

interest do you 

represent? 

 - - - 

1.) Scientific advisory, tech advisor, state agency. 2.) Started out 

as primary then became a technical advisor. 

 

 

Fairness/Equity Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: At what 

point did you 

become involved? 

 

4 

 

   

*All from the beginning 

 

 

 

Question 2: Did you 

feel that the interests 

were fairly 

represented? 

4 

   

1.) Some stakeholders chose not to come- especially developers. 

2.) I wish more landowners had been involved, had more at first 

but they left for one reason or another. 

 

Question 3: Were 

there participants 

who should not have 

been involved? 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

   

Question 4: Anyone 

left out? 

  

4 

  

But it seems that developers chose not to attend most of the time. 

 

 

Question 5: Did you 

have adequate 

opportunity to 

present your 

thoughts? 

 

4 

 

    

Question 6: Was 

there a trust 

relationship between 

_all/most/none_ of 

the stakeholders? 

 

 

 

 

all 

(1) 

 

 

 

 

most 

(3) 
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Mechanics of the 

Process Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: How did 

you hear about the 

stakeholder 

group/become 

involved?  

 

 

 

 - - - 

1.) Through the wetlands restoration program- work on water 

chemistry for them from time to time, asked by WECO/EEP, 

EEP recommendations.  2.) SWCD. I started as a stakeholder but 

as we moved along it seemed we should be more advisors so 

more as a technical advisor. (*She saw this as part of the 

learning process- early on in what WECO was doing.) 

 

 

 

Question 2: Was it 

_Easy/Okay/Difficul

t_  to make it to the 

meetings? 

 

easy 

(4) 

 

   

1.) Had to drive but best location for everyone involved. 2.) Easy 

and close by lots of advance notice. 3.)Same building she works 

in. 

 

 

 

Question 3: What 

would have made 

being involved 

easier?  

 

 - - - 

Had to drive but best location for everyone involved 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 4: Did you 

have a well-defined 

role (did you know 

exactly why you all 

were there?) 

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

  

1.) No, Trying to make recommendation on impaired streams, 

the group was more concerned with conservation sites, goals 

weren’t exactly aligned. 2.) Roles changed, a little different, but 

the same goals. 

 

 

Question 5: What 

was your role? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 - - - 

1.) Provided tech data to TetraTech that got incorporated into 

presentations. Very familiar with watersheds and planning and 

on the ground knowledge of them. Provided photos. 2.) To 

address fish and wildlife impacts, things they could do to 

minimize impacts to fish and wildlife, 3.) Bring information on 

water quality, impaired streams. 4.) WCD. I started as a 

stakeholder but as we moved along it seemed we should be more 

advisors so more as a technical advisor. (*She saw this as part of 

the learning process- early on in what WECO was doing.) 

 

 

 

 

Question 6: Were 

the meeting facilities 

_?_ 

 

exce

llent 

(1) 

 

good 

(3) 
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Question 7: Did 

everyone eventually 

come to consensus 

on the problem to be 

addressed? 

 

4 

 

   

 Most people, everyone understands each others positions. 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 8: Did you 

feel you had 

adequate time to 

present all of the 

technical info in 

your area for the 

stakeholders to come 

to good 

recommendations? 

 

4 

 

 

 

    

Question 9: was 

there adequate 

communication 

between WECO and 

the technical 

advisors? 

 

4 

 

 

   

very good emailing and real mail for those without. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 10:Did the 

facilitators keep 

meetings on task and 

timely? 

 

4 

 

   

very much so, impressed with. Never ran over 5 minutes, asked 

permission if so. 

 

 

 

Question 11: Did the 

facilitators 

adequately respond 

to questions/provide 

requested info? 

 

4 

 

 

   

Yes, good job keeping their opinions out 

 

 

 

 

 

Outcome Yes No Maybe Comments 

Question 1: Did 

everyone eventually 

come to consensus 

on the problem to be 

addressed?  

 

3 

 

 

  

1 

 

 

 

Not sure since was not a stakeholder 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 2: Are you 

happy with the 

recommendations 

that were created 

and the restoration 

sites identified? 

 

4 

 

 

   

 1.) would have liked a little stricter in places. 2.) Yes very good 

sites 
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Question 3: Do you 

think that your 

recommendations 

will have an impact 

on the issue? 

 

1 

 

 

  

3 

 

 

 

1.) has doubts. 2.) They should if used, it is up to the EEP now.  

They have the $$ to leverage. Local gov’t was at the table and 

pretty receptive. 

 

 

 

Question 4: Did you 

learn new things as 

an outcome of your 

involvement in this 

process? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

   

1.) Got a better feel for how people outside of the tech/scientific 

field think about and understand watersheds. Also learned some 

new science from TetraTech. They were great. 2.) Definitely, 

took through individual steps, provided informative speakers, 

why these are beneficial. Experience got her to do more st. 

groups. Really based sites on data not just that a cooperating 

landowner existing. Been involved in four or five watershed. 3.) 

info on watersheds 4.) about watershed planning 

 

Question 5: Did the 

long-term committee 

occur? 

 

 

 

   

4 

 

 

 

1.) not sure, 2.) Don’t know, once product was done, took time 

in other stakeholders groups. But has heard about presentations. 

3.) Gave report to three different entities, no actual committee. 

Voluntary ag district came about as result of the group. !!! 

 

 

 

Question 7: Have 

any of the 

governmental 

recommendations 

been adopted? 

  

1 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

Think there have been some changes in sediment and erosion 

control in rockingham county and Reidsville 

 

 

 

 

Question 8: Are you 

still involved?  

4 

   

Additional 

Comments 

    

1.) Overall felt like WECO did an exceptional job running the 

meetings and good representation. 2.) the group was actually 

pretty good  
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Short -term Stakeholders/ 2 Interviewed  

Questions Comments 

How did you become involved? 

 

 

 

 

 

1.) His name had been given by somebody as a good stakeholder 

because he had worked for the RCD for YEARS and this was his 

home territory. Represented soil and water conservation 

interests.2.) Alternate, went for an education only,  has been 

working on a lot of good groups for watershed. 

 

Why did you stop attending? 

 

 

 

 

 

1.) I had not received any noticed for other meetings. He thought 

he was on their mailing list. Did not know if they were active 

still or what. Wants to know what happened with the group still. 

2.) Alternate, went for an education only,  has been working on a 

lot of good groups for watershed. 
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Local Government/ 1 Interviewed  

 

Questions Comments 

Question 1. Have you been presented 

with/ reviewed the groupôs 

recommendations?  

Yes, through Carolyn Joyner (City Clerk), but not official 

presentation by entire group 

 

Question 2. Did you feel they were the 

result of careful thought and 

planning?  

Yes, it appeared so 

 

 

Question 3. Did you feel they were 

biased?  

 

No, from what Carolyn presented to us, it didn’t seem that 

way. 

 

Question 4. Has any action been taken 

on incorporating the 

recommendations?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, but actually a lot of work was being done in this area 

before this project began.   There had been some movement to 

weaken the restraints on watershed protection, but the council 

is now more in favor of restraints (with interviewee being in 

the minority).   We have earned extra points in watershed 

protection which has made us eligible for more government 

grant money. 

 

Question 5. If yes) In whole or in part? 

Why?   

See above 

 

Question 6. If no) Are there plans to 

incorporate recommendations in the 

future?  

 

Some of then have been already 

 

 

 

Question 7. Has the groupôs attention 

on watershed issues influenced your 

decision-making?  

 

 It was already on our radar, so nothing really changed 
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APPENDIX C- Meeting Attendance by Category 

 

Primary 

Stakeholders 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Total Meetings 

Attended 

ANDREWS, JOHN-

Guilford Co. NRCS  1                1 

BRADSHER, 

ANNETTE 1                1 

CHIOSSO, ELAINE- 

Haw River Assembly               1  1 

FEATHERSTONE, 

GERALD-HRA 1 1   1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 12 

FROHOCK, DICK-

Landowner 1 1 1 1 1 1 1   1 1 1 1 1 1 1 14 

JOHNSTON, JEFF-

DRBA  1 1  1  1 1         5 

JOYNER, 

CAROLYN-Town of 

Stokesdale  1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 14 

LESTER, LEWIS-

Landowner 1 1               2 

MCINNIS J.R.- 

Butterfly Realty                   0 

MCINTYRE, 

PALMER- Piedmont 

Land Conservancy 1 1 1              3 

PATRICK, CAROL-

Piedmont Triad COG    1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1  11 

PEARCE, MICHEAL- 

City of Reidsville  1 1 1     1 1 1 1 1 1   9 

ZINKAN, DONNA-

Landowner   1  1   1 1  1 1 1  1 1 9 

HORTON, WALLY-

Planner 1   1 1  1 1 1 1 1      8 

BUSH, GINGER                 0 

AMARAL, 

DEBORAH - HRA     1          1  2 

JEFFERS, DUMON-

Landowner      1           1 

SMITH, STEVEN- 

Resident        1 1 1       3 
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Support Staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Total Meetings 

Attended 

BEGGS, PATRICK-

WECO 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1   12 

BRYSON, HAL - DENR 

EEP(WRP) 1 1 1  1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1  13 

JOLLY, JASON- WECO 1                1 

PERRIN, CHRISTY-

WECO 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1  14 

SMUTKO, STEVE-NRLI 1   1             2 
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Technical Advisors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Total Meetings 

Attended 

BRYANT, SHARI-

NCWRC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1   1 1   1 1  11 

CASHIN, GORDAN   1              1 

CHASE, BEN-NCCES 1  1   1 1  1   1    1 7 

CHERNIKOV, SERGIE-

DWQ  1    1 1 1 1 1      1 7 

DOLL, JASON- TETRA 

TECH 1    1  1   1 1 1 1 1   8 

HAYES, JOHNSIE-

ROCK SWCD 1  1  1 1 1 1   1  1 1 1 1 11 

MCFALL, JANET 1 1          1     3 

PENDER, DANIELLE 1                1 

SCHOULARS, SCOTT 1                1 

THOMAS, JOHN   1  1            2 

YOKUM, TOM- DWQ 1  1  1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1   11 

LANGLEY, MILLIE 1                1 

MCRAE, BRIAN-

NCWRC      1 1 1 1 1  1     6 

MOORE, KEVIN-ROCK 

CO SWCD    1  1   1 1  1  1 1  7 

TIMMONS, JOHN-

NRCS 1   1 1  1 1         5 

WANUCHA, DAVID- 

NC-DWQ     1       1 1 1   4 

EGER, LES- 

GUILFORD CO. 

STOKESDALE      1           1 
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Others (Speakers, 

Guests) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Total Meetings 

Attended 

BAKER, ALEVIS    1              1 

CAMPAU, KATE- 

ROCK CO. SWCD         1   1      2 

DORSETT, JERRY- 

DENR Soil & Water               1 1  1 3 

EUPONS, CALVIN-

Piedmont Conservation 

Council        1          1 

GREEN, FRANK-

Piedmont Conservation 

Council        1          1 

HOLMES, MICHEAL-

NCSU, Landscape 

Engineering        1          1 

HOPPER, JAKE-RCD        1          1 

JESSO, R.O.-SWCD        1          1 

NOCERINO, GENE- 

DENR- EEP                 1 1 

NORRIS, GEORGE - 

DENR -EEP                 1 1 

OURY, KAT        1          1 

SCHILLER, DAVE    1              1 

SETLIFF, DONNA- 

CITY OF REIDSVILLE       1      1 1    3 

TAYLOR, WIN   1 1              2 

TEMPLETON, LEE - 

Rock. Co. Planning Dept.                1 1 2 

VAUGHN, ANTHONY - 

Town of Stokesdale              1    1 

BAKER, ALEVIS    1              1 
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APPENDIX D- WECO Meeting Roster Template 

 
Group: 

Meeting Date: 

Meeting Number: 

Main Topic: 
 

Name Affiliation/Representation Communication 

Preference &  
(post / phone & best time / 

email) 

Address/Phone/Email 
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APPENDIX E- WECO Continuous Feedback Template 

 
Group: 

Meeting Date: 

 
Please indicate how you feel the process is going by circling a number, 1(poor)-5 (very good), for each 

area. This feedback is necessary for us to flag problem areas early on in the process and make corrections 

in real time. Also, use the comment space for indicating specific areas needing attention. 

 
Meetings (times/locations):     1 2 3 4 5 

Facilitation (on topic/moving forward/etc.):   1 2 3 4 5 

Fair/Equitable process (fair representation/trust/etc.):  1 2 3 4 5 

 

Comments:___________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Group: 

Meeting Date: 

 
Please indicate how you feel the process is going by circling a number, 1(poor)-5 (very good), for each 

area. This feedback is necessary for us to flag problem areas early on in the process and make corrections 

in real time. Also, use the comment space for indicating specific areas needing attention. 

 
Meetings (times/locations):     1 2 3 4 5 

Facilitation (on topic/moving forward/etc.):   1 2 3 4 5 

Fair/Equitable process (fair representation/trust/etc.):  1 2 3 4 5 

 

Comments:___________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Group: 

Meeting Date: 

 
Please indicate how you feel the process is going by circling a number, 1(poor)-5 (very good), for each 

area. This feedback is necessary for us to flag problem areas early on in the process and make corrections 

in real time. Also, use the comment space for indicating specific areas needing attention. 

 
Meetings (times/locations):     1 2 3 4 5 

Facilitation (on topic/moving forward/etc.):   1 2 3 4 5 

Fair/Equitable process (fair representation/trust/etc.):  1 2 3 4 5 

 

Comments:___________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX F- WECO Early Process Internal Checklist 

 
Task No. Task Description Task Notes Start End 

1 Finalize NCEEP Contract    

2 Gather Initial Local 

Government & Agency 

Contacts  

   

3 Community/Watershed 

Phone/Email Survey 

Get: watershed concerns, community interests, more 

contacts, desire to participate, meeting times, locations. 

Give: Info on NCEEP/DOT 

  

4 Community/Watershed 

Characterization 

Who are the stakeholders? Current and future issues? 

Meeting Preferences 

  

5 Letter of Invitation to 

Initial Meeting 

Send to interested survey respondents, agency, local 

government, chamber of commerce, local enviro. Non-

profits, County CES agents. Adjust letters when necessary 

(i.e., CES letters encourage their contact with local 

landowners). 

  

6 Meeting Rosters Name, Affiliation, Contact Information, Communication 

Preference 

  

7 Attendance Drop Follow 

Up 

When member of minority/crucial group ceases attendance 

for two meetings contact to assess why they ceased 

attending. If possible/needed correct. 

  

8 Continuous Feedback Gather input from members to make real time changes.   
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APPENDIX G- NCSU Graduate Student Responsibilities 

 
NCSU’s graduate programs in Environmental Policy and Natural Resource Management can provide 

extra resources, in the form of students, to aid WECO in its mission. The following list names a few areas 

where graduate students could take part in the process benefiting WECO while gaining real world 

experience. 

 

 

 Conducting initial community outreach/information gathering telephone surveys. 

 Compiling survey information and identifying common threads. 

 Aiding in meeting facilitation. 

 Serving as research assistants investigating watershed planning success stories to be used as 

examples for local governments. 

 Researching alternative funding sources for local governments to implement watershed 

improvements. 

 Tracking long-term outcome with annual follow-up survey to local governments of WECO’s 

NCEEP projects. Surveys focus on implementation of group recommendations, new regulations 

imposed from outside (NPDES), etc. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


