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Results

Growth drives water management thought
Recession = less growth, reduced water concern
Growth = seek new water source

Water supply = permitted amount + infrastructure
NOT hydrologic conditions

Elected officials = primary decision-makers

Perception = data driven




Perceptions of Growth Potential

Rank from 1 to 7 (1 = most important; 7 = least important) the following in
terms of their potential to be a source of growth in your community

Small retail business 3.1

Recreation services (e.g. fishing guides, hotels) 4.1

31% “not at all concerned” about potential for
population growth to reduce available water supply




Data Consulted/Collected

In the past 5 years has your
jurisdiction consulted
population growth or
development forecast data?
(n=85)

Has your jurisdiction initiated
or participated in scientific
studies seeking to better
understand the physical
characteristics (e.g. seasonal
flow rate, recharge rate) of
your water supply? (n=85)

Do not Know
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Jurisdiction initiated/participated in scientific studies on
physical characteristics of water supply (n=85; p=.002)
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Data Used in Allocation Decisions

What is the primary data source used in your jurisdiction
to make water allocation decisions?

Source Responses

Locally collected data on water use 30 (43%)
Consultation with NCDENR 19 (27%)

Local regulations pertaining to water allocation 6 (9%)

No data needed — all requests granted 6 (9%)
USGS, other monitoring data 2 (3%)
Scientific studies on water resources in the region 0
Other 4 (6%)
Total 70*

*15 of the respondents do not allocate water




Influence on Allocation Decisions

Rank from 1 to 7 (1 = most important; 7 = least important)
the following in terms of their influence on your
community’s decision-making process for allocating water.

Ability of infrastructure to support new use (n=70) 2.44

p=.002
Potential for economic benefits to the community (n=69) 3.04
Potential for drought (n=75) 3.07

Ability to sustain the supply for the long term (>50 years) (n=72) 3.44
Compliance with state regulations (n=70) 3.44

Environmental concerns (n=71) 3.52

50% report their jurisdiction has a specific
policy to guide allocation decisions




Perception of Available Supply

Has the amount of water
available (e.g. well level, river
level) to your jurisdiction
changed in the past 10 years?
(n=85)

Do you anticipate that the

amount of water available (e.g.

well level, river level) to your
jurisdiction will change in the
next 10 years? (n=85)
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Water availability and initiating scientific study (n=85; p=.07)
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Water availability in the next 10 years? (n=79; n.s.)

Elected official (n-32)
Manager (n=26)
Planner (n=8)
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Conclusion

Historic high Historicllow
water population/
available demand 2012
High water availability
Little

hydrologic
data collected Decisions tied to new sources

Demand growing

Data tied to new sources

Elected officials see “supply” in
policy terms and perceive that

Ad hoc decision they are data driven

processes developed

Bring new sources
online as needed




