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Documentation of social impacts resulting from the

construction of Lake Ray Roberts is to be incorporated into

a two year post-impoundment study. Research objectives are

to: 1) locate current residences of landowners and previous

landowners who were displaced; 2) determine social impacts

resulting from construction of Lake Ray Roberts; 3) document

degree of satisfaction with current living conditions; 4)

document landowners' degree of satisfaction associated with

COE negotiations; 5) document landowners' observations.

Landowners were identified by telephone and sent a

mail-back questionnaire. Respondents were generally happy

with current residences and communities. While courtesy and

sufficient information were provided by the COE, respondents

would have preferred for property settlements to be more

consistent and timely.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Congressional authority for the creation of Ray Roberts

Dam and Lake was granted in 1965 by the U.S. Congress.

Construction began in 1981 and was completed by 1987.

Located in Denton, Cooke, and Grayson Counties, the land

encompassing Lake Ray Roberts is approximately ten miles

north of the city of Denton. The project area lies in and

around the Trinity River north of the Dallas and Ft. Worth

metroplex, with the Elm Fork of the Trinity River forming

the western arm of the lake. Due to the nature of the land

and man's use of it prior to 1981, numerous farms and

ranches existed there.

The problem and its purposes

The purpose of this paper is to document the social

impacts which resulted from the construction of Lake Ray

Roberts. Opinions of landowners and previous landowners

were sought. While much has been written on migration and

the decision-making process of relocation (Bateson 1984),

the forced migration associated with property lost to a

public project warrants attention. Although the pre-

impoundment study for Lake Ray Roberts evaluated impacts of

land use from 1980 to 1987, the human population was not

introduced into that discussion. Research presented here
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supplements the 1987 pre-impoundment study by incorporating

social and economic information relating to the impacts of

Lake Ray Roberts.

The objective of the pre-impoundment study of Lake Ray

Roberts was to "improve our understanding of the impact of

Corps water resource projects.. 
.and to provide the

opportunity for better planning and development 
of water

resource projects and natural resource management"

(Institute of Applied Sciences 1988, 3). In keeping with

that objective, post-impoundment information was collected

from individuals whose land was required 
for the

construction of Lake Ray Roberts.

Method of Procedure

A small sample of previous landowners was surveyed in

regard to satisfaction with current living conditions,

treatment by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE) and its

representatives, and attitudes concerning the legal process.

Current residences of landowners and previous landowners

were identified (Dillman and Hobbs 1982) and classified into

three separate groups. These groups were comprised of

absentee landowners, continuing residents, and displaced

landowners. A lso, an assessment of personal attitudes

toward community and personal experience with 
the COE was

made.

The purpose of this research is to complement the pre-

impoundment study of 1987 and to incorporate findings into a

--------- -
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a two year post-impoundment environmental study of Lake Ray

Roberts sponsored by the COE. Research objectives were to:

1. Locate geographically the current residences

of landowners displaced by Lake Ray Roberts

2. Determine the extent of impact caused by Lake

Ray Roberts in lives of individuals in regard

to residence

3. Document landowners' degree of satisfaction

with current living conditions

4. Document landowners' degree of satisfaction

with COE

5. Document landowners' observations concerning

experience with Lake Ray Roberts

With this information, baseline data will be established

for later post-impoundment studies.

Significance of the Problem

The mandate of the "National Environmental Policy Act

of 1969," relative to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is

to "encourage productive and enjoyable harmony 
between man

and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent

or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and

stimulate the health and welfare of man; and to enrich the

understanding of the ecological systems and natural

resources important to the Nation" (Caldwell 1989, 6).

Because local governments and other non-federal participants

will likely demand a larger say in future project planning,

documentation of migratory patterns and opinions 
of

individual landowners will provide more data with which 
the

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) may evaluate its own

objectives.



Furthermore, individuals who relinquish property for a

public project such as a reservoir deserve an opportunity to

voice opinions and concerns because they are the most

severely impacted. A great deal can be learned from the

biographical information volunteered by individuals

experiencing loss of property and/or homesteads. People who

were contacted had numerous personal experiences involving

land being seized by the federal government, and many of

them were willing to share their knowledge.

Additionally, the general public should have data on

which to base future reservoir siting decisions. Water

resource planning has experienced an increase in public

participation in the policy-making process. The public will

continue to have input into decisions as to what kinds of

spaces are to be created or preserved, and in what manner

these changes will be made. Already there are nine

reservoirs in the Trinity River Basin. By locating and

surveying previous landowners, the public may better

evaluate the COE's administration of Lake Ray Roberts and

its effect upon individuals.

A survey of literature will briefly discuss the

evolution of social impact assessment as it pertains to

reservoirs and inhabitants affected by COE projects. What

follows that is an explanation of the methodology and

questionnaire used to survey previous landowners.

4
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Observations and conclusions drawn from the survey

are presented in the final chapter.



CHAPTER II

SURVEY OF LITERATURE

National Environmental Policy Act

Lynton Caldwell observed that, "Among the many social

movements of this century, the reorientation of human

attitudes toward the global environment represents the most

far-reaching break with the past" (1989). As a result of

the public's environmental concerns, the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), was passed by the U.S.

Congress in 1969. The purpose of the law was to improve

environmental decision-making on the part of federal

agencies by requiring them to expertly address the impact of

projects. As a research process, the Environmental Impact

Assessment (EIA) would generate reports known as Env-

ironmental Impact Statements (EIS) (Friesema and Culhane

1976). While no particular methodology was specified,

comprehensive reports on the biological aspects of

development were expanded to include socio-economic data.

Social impact assessment (SIA) focused on demographic,

social, and economic aspects of study populations (Carley

and Bustelo 1984).

Both environmental and social impact assessments have

dimensions related to a proposed program. Direct impacts

are immediately discernable, with migration being an example

6
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of a direct consequence of development. An indirect impact

resulting from migration would be the disruption of family

units or of changes in community leadership. A project's

impact would also be affected by physical location, time,

and geographic scale.

The EIA process ensures political awareness of

environmental issues while requiring considerations of

environmental consequences and alternatives before a

project's approval. However, attention to SIA has increased

as the EIS has evolved into more than an assessment of

biological impacts of a project. Both the EIA and the SIA

usually:

1) Describe an existing situation by a data base
2) Describe project-related changes
3) Predict qualitative and quantitative changes

(Carley and Bustelo 1984)

SIA's attempt to complement the natural science study

of the biological environment by providing information on

social and economic impacts associated with a project. As

an example, some groups in society will benefit from a

particular project while other groups will not benefit. For

individuals relinquishing property for a project, mitigation

could be defined as the transferrence of disbenefits. SIA's

generally are composed of a data base and projections

related to social, economic or demographic information.

Four general areas may be addrressed in the assessment.

SIA's evaluate the following impacts:
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1) Demographic or population shifts and displacement
2) Income, employment, and taxation rates
3) Services
4) Community (Marsh 1978)

The assessment process should take place during

planning, not merely as a separate analysis after planning

is completed (Marsh 1978). Opinions and reactions of

residents in a study area are essential to gathering data in

social research. One view is that an important purpose of

SIA is to involve the public in the decision-making process

for public projects. With public participation, priorities

and sensitivities in regard to the environment and social

concerns are more likely to become part of the decisions.

Active public participation is required through public

meetings. Some observers believe that there has been a

tendency in current SIA toward analysists assuming the roles

of experts with objective data, but ignoring social

conflicts. There is need for both objective and subjective

responses in decisions (Carley and Bustelo 1984), and

although some factors are more easily quantified than

others, decision processes should stress equally the

importance of scientific data collection and meaningful

public participation.

NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality were

created in response to environmental concerns regarding

development projects. Lynton Caldwell wrote the special

report of July 11, 1968, which was submitted to the Senate

-RUN
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Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. That report

would become the basis for the National Environmental Policy

Act (Carpenter 1989). A brief statute having sweeping

mandates and implications, NEPA's purpose is to declare a

national policy requiring implementation by legislative and

executive branches of the government. The goals of NEPA

have been reinterpreted and extended to become a powerful

force in governmental policymaking (Dreyfus and Ingram

1976). While the past twenty years since the creation of

NEPA has witnessed great environmental destruction in the

United States, there has also been legislative action to

mitigate past abuse.

In July, 1968, a special report titled "A National

Policy for the Environment," was sent to the Senate

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. Accompanying the

policy was "A Draft Resolution on a National Policy for the

Environment." The resolution was the precursor of NEPA, and

was designed to be a basis for a national environmental

policy (Caldwell 1989). A powerful and innovative statute

evolved that contained three parts:

Preamble, or Purpose
Title I, Declaration of National Policy
Title II, Council on Environmental Quality

As NEPA was drafted, it considered the constitutional

basis for a national environmental policy and the intent of

Congress. The three member Council on Environmental Quality

(CEQ) was charged with advising the President on environ-

«
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mental issues (Caldwell 1989), and the Employment Act of

1946 serving as a model for that council. The council's aim

was to provide a continuing review of the impact of federal

actions in environmental matters. In 1965, the President's

Science Advisory Committee suggested that knowledge of

environmental quality was a citizen's right (Dreyfus and

Ingram 1976).

The objective of an Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) would be to explore consequences and support

alternatives for proposed projects. The EIS was invented in

response to probable indifference or hostility toward the

Environmental Council, since the CEQ is advisory and has no

power of its own. Nevertheless, NEPA has been a success as

a means of forcing governmental agencies to ascertain

probable environmental consequences of their actions.

Policies have been redirected or changed through procedural

reform (Caldwell 1983).

Lynton Caldwell devised the EIS procedure, which is the

action-forming mechanism requiring environmental impact

statements (Dreyfus 1965). The EIS procedure can be

interpreted in a variety of ways and has political as well

as legal implications. The written impact analysis and

evaluation involved in an EIS cannot, according to Caldwell,

achieve the goals of NEPA. 'However, the United States

judicial system will review an agency's performance based

upon explicit procedural mandates. If agency procedures

t 
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disregard principles of EIS, the courts may overturn the

agency's decisions. However, the policies may only be

reversed if there is a disregard for procedures. Because

judicial review does not address the merits of agency

actions, NEPA, being a statutory law, depends more on

politics than on legal obligations (Caldwell 1983).

As with the EIS, the environmental impact assessment

(EIA) is not strictly social or scientific, but ultimately a

political bargaining process (Carley and Bustelo 1984). In

environmental impact assessment there is the problem of

attempting to measure the non-measurable value of wildlife

and scenic amenities. Both environmental and social impact

assessments are based upon two assumptions:

1) The future can be guessed at with enough
reliability to consider changes and alt-
ernatives in plans.

2) The policy-makers will comprehend the assessment
of plans and will modify their decisions
accordingly.

Social impact assessment itself arose in part from the

failures of other techniques to adequately incorporate

intangible social factors into the analysis. Since

decision-makers often prefer quantitative facts where

possible, there is a need to integrate qualitative social

data with quantitative information. According to

Finsterbusch:

The primary goal of social impact assessment (SIA)
and assessments generally is to facilitate decision
making by determining the full range of costs and
benefits of alternative proposed courses of action.
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The most important secondary goal is to improve the
design and administration of policies in order to
ameliorate the disbenefits and to increase the
benefits" (1981, 2).

Policy selection usually involves two decisions. The

first is the decision to act, and the other is the choice

between alternative courses of action. The SIA usually

focuses on choices of alternatives. In reality, government

sponsors have usually decided to act before they request

research. The socioeconomic impact section of an EIS often

contains statements of economic benefits derived from a

proposed project, with those economic benefits being the

customary justifications for a project.

As a result, there is often inadequate treatment of

social impacts in EIS (Finsterbusch 1981). Although NEPA

recognizes the importance of social impacts, the importance

of social effects has not been emphasized. Agency staff and

consultants are frequently trained in natural sciences

rather than social sciences. Furthermore, social con-

sequences are often complex and difficult to quantify. But

the most significant problem is that environmental impact

statements are written in late stages of decision-making. An

agency may adopt an advocacy position because it has already

committed its prestige to a project (Friesema and Culhane

1976,).

Important social issues such as political influence,

cultural and class bias, and quality of life are often

.q I ,, , now
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ignored. Agencies prefer to avoid public 
acknowledgement

that one segment of society will 
benefit at the expense of

another.

Environmental concerns have led to some safeguards for

protection. For example, law requires that designated

historical or archaeological sites might be protected.

Strategies may be proposed to reduce negative impacts of a

project, such as a park or new wildlife habitat 
to replace

damage to the original ecosystem. 
Social impacts, however,

those factors which relate to status, cultural, or ethnic

considerations, are less often considered in EIS (Friesema

and Culhane 1976). One social impact that has been

traditionally included in SIA is that of economics.

For water resource projects, cost-benefit 
analysis has

frequently been used. Economic indicators such as costs 
of

flooding compared to costs of construction 
translate into

benefits for flood control. But flood control has other

costs such as destruction of wildlife habitat, 
aesthetic

compromise, and social dislocation. Economic assessment has

been necessary to justify water development by the federal

government. Cost-benefit analysis, initiated in 1902 with

the Rivers and Harbors Act, is still used. But dependence

upon cost-benefit analysis alone 
has failed to provide a

range of alternatives to projects 
and has exaggerated

project benefits (Daneke and Priscoli 
1979). Economic
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assessments do help to define some social concerns, such as

populations and geographic locations.

The need for social assessment is that some values

cannot be equated economically. The search for effective

social analysis is not new. NEPA, Policy objectives of CEQ,

and even the Rivers and Harbors Act establish provisions for

social as well as environmental assessments. The Principles

and Standards for Water Resources established by the Water

Resources Council in 1973 required accounting in four areas:

1) National Economic Development
2) Regional Economic Development
3) Environmental Quality
4) Social Well-Being (Water Resources Council

in Daneke and Priscoli 1973)

Public involvement was called for, with consideration

of social values and life-quality. Agencies responsible for

water resource projects have been directed by statute to

assemble environmental, social, and quality of life impact

information regarding planned projects. Gradually a

comprehensive perspective of resource analysis is emerging

that is a reflection of changes in society's values (Daneke

and Priscoli 1979).

Social impacts may be described as alterations in

people's living conditions resulting from a policy or

project such that changes are in addition to other changes

produced by extraneous factors, and the changes are seen as

significant to the affected individuals. Impact assessments

should explore both positive and negative consequences

ww"WPMWA .. 1 1 1 , 11 , , , ---
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because the purpose of social impact assessment is to

"enable policy makers to anticipate and plan for potential

impacts before they occur, and then act to prevent or

mitigate undesirable impacts" (Olsen, Melber, and Merwin

1981, 43-57).

The magnitude of the changes resulting from an

innovation is determined by comparing the social conditions

predicted without the innovation to the social conditions

predicted with the innovation.

The Impact Assessment Process

1. Describing the social conditions existing in the
affected community before the innovation -- which
we shall call time,.

2. Determining the social conditions existing in the
affected community at a later date -- time2 --
without the innovation.

3. Determining the social conditions existing in the
affected community at times with the innovation.

4. Assessing which of the changes introduced by the
innovation are significant enough to constitute
either beneficial or detrimental impacts for the
people involved, and evaluating the effects of
these impacts on them.

The goal of social impact assessment is to enhance or to

maintain the quality of life. Quality refers to what people

believe is important to their lives, and are always mixed

with personal values (Olsen, Melber and Merwin 1981).

Sociologists have emphasized the meaning of resources

in terms of the use to which man puts them. Whether we

continue to exploit natural resources for economic gain or
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protect lands for nonconsumptive use, there will be impacts

(Field, Barron and Long 1974,).

During the 1970's land use became increasingly

important to the public. Farm land conversion, urban sprawl

and reservoir projects were subjects of interest in the

media. Increasingly land was being viewed as a natural

resource to be protected.

The rural environment, once viewed as
inhabiting pristine and limitless natural
resources, is now exhibiting its limits and
fragility. The heritage of resource abundance
throughout American -development makes this
recognition painful and frequently conflict-
ridden (Dillman and Hobbs 1982, 361).

When subjective costs are added to objective ones, the

group of people that pay the most heavily are those who have

to move. "Since reservoirs are usually constructed in

fairly isolated rural areas, those who must vacate their

land and homes are... rural people who are older than the

population at large, and who form a distinct subculture"

(Field, Barron and Long 1974, 170-171).

Eminent Domain

Eminent domain is the power of the Federal, state or

local government to appropriate privately owned land for

public use. The procedure by which this is accomplished is

referred to as "condemnation," and requires that the owner

be paid just compensation. As required by the Fifth

Amendment, the property acquired from an individual must be

taken for public use (Ross and Ross 1981). Private property
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cannot be taken from one person and given to another, but

must be for the benefit of the community. If actions by the

government lead to a decreased property value, that might

also be considered "taking." In such cases the landowner

might still receive compensation equal to loss of property

value (Shfritz 1988).

One view of this legal process is that the law of

property concerns itself with user-rights, not with the

concept that land "belongs to" an individual. Since

"property" refers to bundles of rights to use things, then

no particular right to use a thing constitutes "ownership."

Nevertheless, governmental actions that disturb the use of

property would be considered "takings" (Ackerman 1977, 115).

Under state law an authorized entity, or condemner, may

take title to property for the construction of a dam. It

may also take an easement entitling the condemner to use all

or part of a property to allow for flood drainage. In

exchange for property or the use of property, the owner must

receive "just compensation," or fair market value for the

land.

By law a condemner is required to negotiate in good

faith with the landowner before condemnation proceedings are

begun. The condemner can file a formal court petition if

negotiations fail. In some areas of Texas, a local judge

may preside in District Court, while in other areas the

judge may preside in a County Court at Law, and he will

,llJW*N.W--AMWW.X. --- T- - wr
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suggest commission appointments. Special commissioners are

appointed, and they select a hearing date. Parties may

request a jury trial or may appeal to a local court. If

either party decides to appeal a decision, the condemnor may

still take possession of the land by posting the amount of

court-awarded money (Department of Agriculture).

Indeed, knowledge about a project in its early stages

could generate negative feelings:

when persons are totally affected by being

displaced knowledge is not an important

consideration. In fact....under the conditions of

involuntary and unwanted migration, knowledge does

little or nothing to ameliorate people's attitudes

or to facilitate ease in moving... possibly the

more people know, and the more they interact with

the Corps, the more negative their attitudes

become (Field, Barron, and Long 1974, 169-193).

Napier, Bryant, and McClaskie (1983) examined the

social impact of reservoir construction on a rural community

group located in an urban fringe in central Ohio. Their

findings indicated that a rural community may be viewed as a

social system composed of closely-linked components, and

that change in one component will produce changes in other

components of the community. Modification of population

characteristics, occupational structures, and changes in

aesthetic quality of the area are some probable changes that

-
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take place. Members of the impacted community may become

less certain of friendships, relationships, and the ability

of the local infrastructure to provide service, economic,

and social needs of the residents. Furthermore, con-

siderable time is needed for an impacted community to

restructure itself.

Changes in land ownership can contribute to altering

the basis of community decision-making and the pace and

nature of socioeconomic change. Particularly important are

questions of internal versus external control if land

ownership passes to outsiders. Rural people often are not

the major beneficiaries of resources in peripheral areas of

the country, yet they are frequently compelled to absorb the

social and ecological costs of meteropolitical resource

development (Dillman and Hobbs 1982).

Social Impact Assessment in Reservoir Projects

Reservoirs have been used extensively as the primary

method for storing large volumes of water for urban and

industrial use in the midwest. While water resources

projects are justified on a regional basis, the impacts upon

people living near reservoirs are frequently overlooked

(Napier, Bryant and McClaskie 1983). During the 1980's

interest grew in attempts to measure social and

environmental effects of research development projects.

Economic indicators were employed to assess value.

Eventually cost-benefit analysis became suspect because of
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its limited economic point of view. Dissatisfaction with

traditional methods of economic analysis arose because

economics did not address environmental factors and

unintentional consequences of development projects

(Finsterbusch and Wolf 1981).

Water development in the United States has

traditionally been associated with economic growth, or a

necessary condition for growth. People place a very high

value upon water as a factor in regional development.

However, there is no single measure of water as it affects

regional development. Water development projects have

typically been expected to enhance community property and

encourage growth, although there is no effect upon region

wide rates of growth. If there is a more rapid growth in a

locality due to better water supplies, then there must be

other areas where the growth rate is declining. The growth

from improved water supply areas would be simply trans-

ferring the balance of growth from one location to another

(Field, Barron and Long 1974).

Availability of water, then, appears not to be the

only explanation of economic growth. Construction projects

stimulate employment and affect local economies, but the

types of employment, expected income levels, and the

duration of employment should be considered. Growth cannot

occur without increasing the range of choices open to

individuals in a community. Economics is not only concerned
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with maximizing profits and financial returns, but also

with giving people choices. There are times when monetary

values are insufficient (Field, Barron and Long 1974).

According to Bryant and Napier (1981), rural areas have

limited opportunities for raising the socio-economic level

of their inhabitants. The most significant economic impacts

resulting from outdoor recreation development are those

which affect local incomes and employment. The effects of

outdoor recreation development are principally the result of

jobs provided at a project during the construction and

operations. Usually salaries earned in outdoor-related

businesses are low relative to other local jobs.

Furthermore, nearby communities often must bear significant

costs for services associated with recreation and tourism.

Generally, the effects of oudoor recreation development upon

local income are small or even negative for many commun-

ities.

A study was conducted by Dwyer, Espeseth, and

McLaughlin (1981) at the Shelbyville Lake Project, a

multipurpose reservoir located in central Illinois. The

lake began filling in 1969, and provided a unique

envoronment for outdoor water-based recreation. The damming

of the Kaskaskia River was a major component in the water

resources management program. Optimism about the reservoir-

induced economic development was high, although construction

of the reservoir required that farms be purchased and
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families relocated. The impact was significant in the

predominately agricultural community. Many farms had

belonged to particular families for several generations.

Due to the sweeping changes, opponents were concerned

that expected benefits might not be entirely positive.

Local governments would incur greater costs to provide

services. Local transportation patterns would be disrupted,

since the number of bridges would be reduced. Farmers would

have difficulty moving farm equipment, and local residents

could not use the same routes to work or family. Fire

trucks, ambulances, and other emergency vehicles would have

further routes, as would public school busses.

Another concern of residents in the Shelbyville Lake

region was that there would be a loss of local real estate

taxes, since land acquired for the reservoir and related

developments would be tax-exempt. The Kaskaskia Valley

Association expressed concern about smog, slums, and traffic

congestion. Some individuals questioned the need for the

reservoir in the first place, and wondered if the benefits

would offset the problems that the reservoir created.

The findings of the Shelbyville study indicates that

water alone is not sufficient to induce development (Dwyer,

Espeseth and McLaughlin 1981). Trends in per capita income

of residents within the study area were compared with those

of six other predominately agricultural counties located in

the same area, but which had not been strongly influenced by
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the project. The lake had little influence on per capita

income within the study counties.

Furthermore, it was found that the COE estimation of

visitation to public facilities on Lake Shelbyville has been

largely fulfilled. The lake does provide a unique

environment for outdoor water-based recreation. Visitation

is heaviest on weekends and is very seasonal. Sightseeing,

fishing, and camping are most popular, utilizing 17 public

use areas, 15 boat launching ramps, and 9 camping areas.

There are two state parks and two wildlife management areas,

but no private holding on lakefront land and no private

access to the lake. One-third of visits to the lake are by

people living within 25 miles of the lake. Visitors make

purchases from local businesses, but they also create

demands for local services.

Community impact within the Shelbyville area has not

been entirely positive. Road traffic has increased,

requiring additional road maintenance and traffic control.

Local law enforcement has to address thefts, accidents, and

related incidents. Local residents feel the pressure of

having "outsiders" in the community during the weekend

periods. Due to the land acquisition policy followed by the

COE, the government purchased "in fee" all land within 300

feet of the lake at its highest flood level. The green belt

policy eliminated the possibility of lakeside cottages and

private boat docks. In summary, Lake Shelbyville has not



24

brought an economic boom to the area. Benefits were

overestimated, while local costs were underestimated (Dwyer,

Espeseth and McLaughlin 1981).

Impact studies from the late 1960's and early 1970's

generally agree that land use patterns around a newly

constructed lake will be changed, and that significant

alterations in economic activities of local people are

inevitable. Governmental expenditures in the affected area

will be changed, recreation will impact local people and the

local services, and some residents will exhibit a fear of

physical displacement (Andrews and Dunaway 1975). These

environmental and social changes are expected by the com-

munities located near new reservoirs. Local residents are

aware that some changes are positive, and that other changes

will be negative.

Napier, Bryant and McClaskie (1983) studied ninety

families displaced in 1970 when the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers acquired 8,800 acres of privately owned land in

central Ohio. The unique river valley was deep and densely

forested, whereas the surrounding area is flat and

unforested. The rural community's land use changed from

primarily agricultural to residential and recreational.

Burdens upon services have become costly for residents,

since increased crime rates demand more from local police.

City maintenance has encountered more litter in public

areas, whereas residents report an increase in theft and
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vandalism. Although property values have increased, so too

has a need for future sewage treatment facilities.

In order to document the social impact upon the Ohio

community, data were collected at three intervals over a

ten-year period during 1970, 1974, and 1980. Findings

supported the conclusion that residents in the study group

probably had not accommodated all the changes created by the

lake project, since they desired more social stability.

Additionally, it is probable that these individuals will be

more cautious in the future toward programs which would be

potentially disrupting for the community (Napier, Bryant and

McClaskie 1983).

Changes in reservoir impacted communities are extensive

and potentially disruptive, creating alterations which may

include:

1) Modification of population characteristics

2) Changes in the quality of services
3) Altering interaction patterns
4) Changes in occupational structures
5) Modification in the aesthetic quality of the

environment
6) Increased crime levels
7) Changes in community leadership

Police protection, traffic patterns, schools, trade

patterns, friendships and even marriages could be altered.

Because reservoir projects are usually implemented by an

agency of the federal government, local residents often feel

that control passes from local to external groups. All
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these factors can be expected to stress individuals,

creating uncertainties and problems.

Over time the impacted communities may restructure

themselves to meet the needs of residents. Although

communities are not often goal-oriented social units, the

capacity of a community to provide a high quality of life

for its citizens is one measure of impact (Finsterbusch

1981).

Impact Upon Individuals

Even more personal than community ties are the

individual's environmental perceptions. Landscape and

visual preferences are important elements in social and

environmental impact evaluation (Meinig 1979). Very deep

emotional and psychological bonds can develop between people

and the places in which they live and experience. Places

are unique and are visualized by individuals as needed parts

of nature and culture. It would be well to consider

landscape, location, and personal involvement in social

impact assessment. Landscape may be the space viewed at a

particular geographical site, but it also may be interpreted

by the individual in a symbolic or idiosyncratic way. How a

landscape is perceived reflects the attitudes of that

individual (Tuan 1979).

One example of location having significe to individuals

(Motz in Finsterbusch 1981) is the story of Dana,

Massachusetts. Four small Massachusetts towns were flooded
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to form the Quabbin Reservoir in 1938, which provided water

to Boston. Three of those towns, Eknfield, Prescott, and

Greenwich, now lie under 413 billion gallons of water. The

Dana Common, on high ground of the Swift River valley,

remains. In August, 1988, a special homecoming was held in

order for those who lost their homes to keep in touch with

old friends (Associated Press 1988).

Another example of place being important is the efforts

of a Texas organization, Friends of the Jones Farm. Seeking

to preserve a remnant of disappearing rural life, Friends of

the Jones Farm is attempting to have a site near Lake Ray

Roberts protected. Since 1899 the Jones farm had been a

working farmstead, with Roy Jones still living on the farm

when it was purchased by the COE in 1984. The goal is to

preserve as living history the depiction of farm activities

in this area. Resolutions supporting the farm concept were

to be submitted to the COE and the Parks and Wildlife

Department of Texas (Thurman 1989).

Forced Migration

The most obvious social impact of reservoir

construction is that some people are forced to relocate.

Considerable research is available on migration. Migration

behavior may be viewed as an adjustment to environmental

stress in regard to difficulties associated with where to

relocate. Additionally, forced relocation due to legally

sanctioned loss of property is another interest of this
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project. Previous research indicates that people generally

prefer not being displaced, even when housing can be

slightly upgraded in the process (Napier in Finsterbusch

1981).

An individual's age, stability in a neighborhood, and

minority status affect the degree of perceived loss.

Displacement interrupts social ties and removes people from

familiar surroundings. The change is traumatic for some,

and grief for an old home or landscape can last several

years.

Napier examined watershed development as an example of

social impact assessment upon four rural communities. Two

communities were selected as experimental groups and two

unaffected communities were chosen as control groups. The

two control communities were not directly affected by forced

relocation of its residents. The communities were all

located in central Ohio and west Virginia, with both

relocated and nonrelocated people being interviewed. The

experimental groups were compared with control groups to

determine whether or not relocation had an effect upon

attitudes.

The watershed development data set (Napier 1971) was

analyzed using regression analysis, variance, and path

analysis (Napier and Wright 1974). This provides a means of

evaluating forced relocation with a comparative analysis.

The advantage to this research design is that it allows
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flexibility for testing several factors. The disadvantages

are that it is difficult to match experimental groups with

apropriate control groups, and the research is costly

(Napier in Finsterbusch 1981).

It was observed that a major problem for social impact

assessors in rural communities is drawing a representative

sample from the population. Telephone directories are of

little use for determining precise addresses. Only a small

sample of individuals may be available for interviews. One

technique is to identify the respondent, explain the purpose

of the survey, then leave the questionnaire with that person

and pick it up at a later date.

Napier's comparison of questionnaires completed using

the personal interview and the "drop-off" method indicates

few differences in either structured or unstructured

responses. With the "drop-off" method, respondents can

complete the survey at their own chosen time and pace. The

refusal rate is about 10 percent for that method, compared

with 15-20 percent refusal rate for verbal interviews. A

variation on this method is to leave the individual a self-

addressed stamped envelope for mailing back the completed

questionnaire. However, the rate of non-returns is higher

than the "drop-off" method. Mailed questionnaires

generally have a 25-35 percent return rate (Napier in

Finsterbusch 1981).
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Migration

There have been several attempts to model the migratory

process within a decision-making context. The most widely

accepted model was that introduced in 1970 in which mobility

was conceived as a form of adaptation to stress in the

environment. In Brown and Moore's model, the changes in

needs and expectations of the household are highlighted as

well as changes in the dwelling and the environment.

Only when the place utility is reduced...below a
certain level, will the household decide to move.. .The
decision where to move involves searching information
sources about likely vacancies and matching these with
the household's aspirations" (Brown and Moore 1970, 1-
1 3).

With this model, emphasis is placed on the need to consider

housing and environmental stress based upon the family's

status, income, religion, ethnic background, and

aspirations. Walmsley and Lewis (1984, 139-141) view this

model as a frame of reference for residential location.

Place utility essentially measures an individual's

level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction regarding a

particular location. Place utility may be defined as "a

measure of attractiveness or unattractiveness of an area,

relative to alternate locations, as perceived by the

decision-maker" (Clarke 1972, 136). There are are two sets

of attributes for a location: 1) physical characteristics of

the site, and 2) accessibility characteristics of the

situation. Place utility might be regarded as a combination
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of site utility and situation utility. Migratory patterns

of individuals forced to relocate may be understood in terms

of what options are available. The search behavior of

individuals seeking new residences is influenced by:

1) Information available to the searcher

2) Information possessed initially by the sercher

3) Manner in which searcher utilized the available

information

4) Time (Brown and Moore 1970)

Wolpert suggests a migration analysis that relates

migration behavior to variations in people and places

(1966). Specifically, the decisions of individuals were

evaluated where noxious environmental factors had caused

stress. Whether generated by inter-personal relations or by

uncontrollable changes in the world, environmental stress is

always present and affects decision behavior 
(Wolpert 1966).

The person who confronts an environmental stress may be

viewed as having three interrelated tasks to accomplish:

1) To deal with the situation so as to reduce or

eliminate its stressful characteristics, that

is to resolve the core problem

2) To deal with the tension and negative emotions

which the stress arouses in him

3) To deal with secondary or derivitave problems which

may be created by his efforts to cope with the

strss or its emotional consequences (Kahn et al. in

Wolpert 1966, 92-102)

According to Murie (1975), choices of migrants are

limited in four ways. Household preferences, such as

values, income, and occupation, interpret opportunities.

Search and informatin-gathering restrictions also influence

a household's perception and awareness. Access to housing

- I
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affects.the eventual outcome of decisions, and finally the

limited availability of the type of dwelling required is

based upon the household's perceptions and limitations

(1975).

Search behavior consists of the use and reaction to

information sources. How a person uses the information that

he possesses and the amount of time available are also

factors in decision-making. The household will only search

areas of which it is aware and areas that satisfy

environmental and locational criteria (Brown and Moore

1970). If time is limited, stress is increased within the

household and hasty decisions are made when the perception

of acceptability becomes ill-defined.

Some factors that influence a family's decision to

select a residence include: 1) accessibility to public

transportation and roadways, proximity to shopping, schools,

recreation, and closeness to work; 2) physical character-

istics of the neighborhood, privacy and beauty of the

locale; 3) services such as police and fire protection and

utilities; 4) social environment, such as ethnic, prestige

and friendships or family proximity; 5) individual site and

dwelling characteristics, including rental or purchase

value, maintenance costs, and lot size or spatial

configuration (Brown and Moore 1970). All these measusres

are subjective and are based upon the individual's outlook.
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A study by Peterson suggests that there were two basic

dimensions of housing perference. Using factor analytic

techniques, the evaluation of a number of house photographs

evaluated by respondents indicated that there exists a

newness-expensiveness dimension and a closeness-to-nature

dimension in decision-making. Populations change as a

result of socioeconomic and demographic processes, and

planning by private and public groups alter the environment

and a household's relationship to a location. When a family

or individual perceives that needs are not being met, that

location is no longer a desirable choice (Brown and Moore

1970,).

Because reservoir construction dramatically alters the

landscape of hundreds of acres of land, that impact upon

individuals' perceptions deserves attention. Landscape may

be merely the space seen at a particular geographical site.

It may also be interpreted by an individual in a symbolic or

idiosyncratic way. How a landscape is perceived reflects

the attitudes of the individual. These guidelines assume

that people experience their surroundings similarly, and

their response to the environment is afected by their

society. These responses can be understood if viewed as

part of an individual's culture:

1. Landscapes are clues to culture in that they yield
evidence as to the type of people occupying them.

2. All elements in a landscape reflect culture and
in this sense are equally important.

V V
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3. Common landscapes that are often taken for granted
are difficult to study by conventional academic
means and therefore demand new approaches such as
those offered by a humanistic perspective.

4. Consideration of the meaning of a landscape
demands consideration of the history of that
landscape.

5. Elements of a cultural landscape make little sense
unless they are studied within their geographical
context.

6. Because most cultural landscapes are intimately
related to the physical environment, interpre-
tation of landscape depends on a knowledge of that
physical landscape.

7. Almost all objects in a landscape convey some sort
of message, although not necessarily in any
obvious way (Walmsley and Lewis 1984).

Very deep emotional and psychological bonds develop

between people and the places in which they live and

experience (Tuan 1977). Places are unique and are visual-

ized by individuals as a needed part of integration of

nature and culture. It is important to recognize the

potentially great social impact of change in visual

environments. The purpose of landscape-appraisal,

therefore, is to inform decision-makers as to the value of

diversity existing in a community.

Social impacts are alterations in people's living

conditions due to a new policy, project or program (Olsen,

Melber, and Merwin in Finsterbusch and Wolf 1977). If cost-

benefit analysis is to be a rationale for the construction

of reservoirs, then investigation should be made whether or

not the projected benefits have ever accrued after the

reservoirs have been in operation. Indeed, we do not know
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the true costs of having to move unless we understand the

strength of attachments not only to places but to neighbor-

hoods and way of life.

It might be well to consider the quality of social

changes which are brought about by federally funded

reservoir projects. Perhaps decision-makers and planners

are asking the wrong questions, questions of a basically

technical nature, when they ought to be asking the public

what it wants and what priorities it sets on public

problems. An alternative to economic utilitarianism calls

for a restructuring of values. Post-construction studies

must be utilized in order to learn the actual benefits and

costs of projects in other than monetary terms (Field,

Barron and Long 1974).

Surveys

A variety of research tools is needed to evaluaate

social impacts. The survey can be used in SIA's, since it

can provide specific and detailed information about people

within a study area. People's attitudes and perceptions can

assist in estimating potential impacts, although surveys

need confirmation from other sources when estimating future

impacts.

Surveys are conducted as a first step in measuring the

dimensions of a social problem. "The idea of interviewing a

respondent, who was at the same time the subject of the

inquiry and the informant, was very slow to develop; one



36

result of this was an almost total disregard for the

problems of question-wording" (Marsh 1982). Bowley made the

methodological breakthrough of seeking precise questions and

precise definitions of units investigated, as well as a

practical sampling scheme (Marsh 1982).

A survey is performed to better understand something.

In a survey, individuals are treated as informants who can

provide details about aspects of their lives. Their views

are important in order to learn what people think, and

survey-based information-can aid decision-making. The

informant is an indispensable source of privileged

information who should be treated with respect by the

researcher (Bateson 1984).

Andrews and Dunaway (1975) examined sources of social

conflict in the Bear Lake area, which includes parts of

Northern Utah, Southern Idaho, and Southwestern Wyoming.

Direct interviews with community leaders as well as

secondary data such as tax roles were used. A mailed

questionnaire was the third data collection technique used

in the Bear Lake study. Respondents were contacted by

telephone before receiving the questionnaire in order to

increase response to the written survey.

Mail questionnaires used in this way are very useful

when information concerning several members of a household

is needed, or when questions should be considered carefully

rather than given an immediate response. If a respondent
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needs time to think or consult documents, a written response

allowing the respondent time to reflect is preferred.

However, mail questionnaires are limited in at least five

ways:

1) The wording of questions may not be understood.

2) The survey may not be completed by the intended

person.
3) The answer by the respondent may not be sufficient.

4) Answers cannot be treaated independently.

5) No opportunity is given to supplement the

respondent's answers by observing other data (Moser

1968).

The easiest measurement of a person's attitude is to

ask the respondent to rate a question's strength. A choice

of statements may be given, or a choice of possible answers

ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree."

According to Moser, non-response is a problem because of the

likelihood that people who do not return question-

naires differ from those who do. Filling in answers to

questions takes time and can be troublesome.

People are more likely to complete a questionnaire when

they are interested in the subject matter and when it is not

emotionally upsetting. There is no reason why respondents

should.answer survey questions at all. When they do (Moser

1968) it is due to general helpfulness, to a willingness to

talk about themselves, and to the nature of the questions.

Due to budget constraints, the survey sample may be

relatively small (Finsterbusch 1981). One alternative to

the large survey is to identify and interview a small set of

3 M
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key informants who are knowledgeable about local values.

Another alternative is to interview a small sample of local

residents, using relaxed sampling standards. The sample

size might be limited to 50 or 60 respondents. Very small

samples increase the probability of sampling bias, but they

can often provide data adequate for broad community value

profiles (Olsen, Melber and Merwin 1977).

Social impact assessment can utilize mini surveys with

a sample size between 20 to 80. These are quick, inexpen-

sive, and informative. Although they do not produce a high

degree of certainty, they can provide data requirements for

SIAs. While the small sample does not allow multivariate

analysis (Finsterbusch 1981), it does generate descriptive

information useful to decision-making.

An extensive research effort is needed if the decision

processes relevant to migration is to be understood (Brown

and Moore 1970). Even more important is the evaluation of

planning decisions which effect changes in both society and

the environment.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

An empirical study involves the collection and

analysis of data. The basic data used were collected with a

mail-back questionnaire sent to landowners directly

impacted by the construction of Lake Ray Roberts. This

information provides valuable documentation on the conflicts

faced by people who are required by the government to

relinquish property. For example, many individuals not

residing directly on the property lost income from ranching

or farming interests because land could not be replaced in

nearby geographical areas. The data constitute a part of a

two year post-impoundment study by the University of North

Texas.

Development of Questions

Questions were developed to survey the opinions of

previous and current landowners. Section One of the

questionnaire was designed to establish the respondents'

family and personal ties to the study area, with a fill-in-

the-blank set of questions.

Section Two asked for information pertaining to current

addresses, and for an evaluation of residence and community.

Fill-in-the-blank questions were again used to establish

correct addresses and information on relocation. Two

39
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questions ranked opinions of current living conditions, and

an open-ended question allowed the respondents to provide

additional information as they saw fit.

The remaining two questionnaire sections asked the

respondents to rank their level of satisfaction with the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) regarding information

provided, courtesy, and the type of land transactions

involved. Section Three ranked respondents' opinions

regarding interactions with the COE. Six questions were

structured on a Likert scale. These ranked to what extent

the respondents agreed with each statement. One item was

checked yes or no, and one fill-in-the-blank question was

used to complete this section.

Section Four sought personal observations, where the

respondents volunteered opinions and additional comments. A

more detailed discussion of the questionnaire is presented

in a following section.

Search Process

One of the primary objectives of the survey was to

locate current addresses for individuals impacted by the

construction of Lake Ray Roberts. Project maps were

obtained through the Freedom of Information Act, but no

addresses were included in the tract register. Names of

individuals appearing on a'COE tract list (Ray Roberts

Description 1988) were matched with local telephone

directory numbers, and initial telephone contacts were made.
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In some cases a name or phone number was provided by another

landowner. Correct mailing addresses or places of residence

were identified for approximately 67 individuals.

From these conversations, a mailing list was compiled

and a questionnaire was sent to each person identified as

the landowner. Where a written response was not forth-

coming, that telephone contact verified the location of the

current residence. A map (Fig. 3, page 54) places

residences before and after lake construction for the

displaced landowners.

Questionnaire Format

After residential mailing addresses were established,

the four-part written survey was mailed to individuals.

The questionnaire requested residence background

information, current residence information, and evaluations

of personal satisfaction with community and with COE

treatment. An opportunity was provided for written

comments regarding experience with the COE, as well as

personal observations of the project's development.

Section One established a case history of the

respondent. Seven questions asked the number of years that

the respondent's family had lived in the North Central Texas

region, how long the respondent lived in the area, and how

long that person had owned the property. Questions also

asked how many years the respondent was a resident on the

property and how many acres of land went to the COE.



42

Discrete data, such as types of structures on property and

other background information, was summarized by mean and

standard deviation.

Section Two requested addresses of individuals who did

relocate as a result of property sold to the COE. These

respondents were asked to list the distance from the

original residence. All respondents were asked to rank

personal satisfaction with the current residence and with

the community. Individuals could also give a written

explanation of why they evaluated the residence and

community the way they did. Respondents were asked if they

personally conducted negotiations with the COE, or if a

trustee or family member did so. Due to small sample size,

analysis was descriptive.

Section Three was an evaluation of the COE. The

first six questions were structured on a Likert Scale,

ranking the respondents' satisfaction with the negotiation

process. These questions referred to information received,

COE courteousy, procedures, and price paid for land. A

separate question asked if an agreement with the COE was

reached before the process of eminent domain was begun. The

last question of this section asked the respondent to make

recommendations to the COE that would improve dealings with

property owners.

Section Four was for personal observations. The

respondents were invited to evaluate the COE and to express
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opinions about their experiences relative to Lake Ray

Roberts, with a separate page provided for written comments.

Assessment of Location and Opinions of Previous Landowners

The purpose of this research is to discover the effects

of Lake Ray Roberts upon landowners whose property was

required for the project. Three groups within the study

population were identified. The first group is composed of

individuals who owned property, but who did not reside

directly within the geographical boundaries purchased for

Lake Ray Roberts. Referred to as absentee landowners, these

individuals relinquished property, right-of-way, or

easements.

A second group of landowners also had a portion of land

appropriated. Property would have either been sold to the

COE, or easement or right-of-way been required. Continuing

residents sold property but continue to live in the same

location. They retain a portion of the original property,

with that property now adjacent to Lake Ray Roberts (Dept.

of Army Office Fort Worth). These individuals are referred

to as residents, with combinations of property, right-of-

way, or easement transactions.

The third group is composed of individuals who were most

directly affected by the project. The displaced landowners,

referred to as migrants, were individuals forced to

relinquish their primary residence and to relocate. If

families earned livelihood through farming or ranching, they
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also lost that occupational base within the Lake Ray Roberts

area (Andrews and Dunaway 1975). Nevertheless, the

migration patterns of this set of individuals is important

to the study. Clearly the decision to move in this instance

was not made freely, but was a matter of necessity. An

attempt was made to gain insight into the decision-making

process involved in this forced relocation.

When questionnaires were evaluated, it became evident

that the initial telephone conversations were similar to the

written responses (Moser 1968). That is, many people were

reluctant to volunteer information about their property and

living conditions. Most chose not to participate in a

formal manner, even though they would usually provide some

information over the telephone. Under the circumstances

most individuals were very courteous, and those who chose to

respond to the questionnaire did so in order to assist

others in understanding. This was an exploratory survey,

with generalizations applying only to the sample population.



CHAPTER IV

OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS

During the summer of 1989, contacts were made with

landowners or previous landowners whose telephone numbers

could be identified. Of the sixty-seven landowners located,

five indicated their unwillingness to participate in the

project. Sixty written surveys were mailed, and two were

hand-delivered. Four letters were returned due to

insufficient addresses. These were corrected and remailed.

A follow-up letter was mailed after two weeks to individuals

not responding. The number of useable questionnaires

returned was 30, for a response rate of 48 percent.

Table 1. Written Survey Responses

Groups Frequency Percentage of
Total
Respondents

Absentees 17 56

Residents 8 27

Migrants 5 17

Total Respondents 30 100

The term "absentee landowner" refers to any individual

not residing on the actual property that was required for

the construction of Lake Ray Roberts. Of the seventeen

absentee landowners responding to the survey, eight of these

45
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individuals lived within ten miles of the study area.

"Residents" are the individuals who still reside on a

segment of property or properties adjacent to the study

area, even though a portion of property was required for the

project. "Migrants," or displaced landowners, sold a

residence and moved to another location due to their

property being required for the reservoir's construction.

There was a higher response rate from absentee

landowners than from residents or migrants. Because rural

addresses may be either box numbers or routes, and because

individuals were sometimes reluctant to disclose exact

information about themselves, it was not possible to

determine what percentage of each of the three groups were

represented by the sample population. Most identified

addresses were near original properties. Only a few

addresses were outside the mailing area adjoining the lake.

The Denton, Richardson, Dallas, Fort Worth and Oklahoma

addresses composed less than 25% of all the mailings.

Case History

The following tables summarize information on Section

One of the survey, which is a case history of the

respondents. Table 2 summarizes data from the first five

questions concerning family and personal time of residence

in North Central Texas, age of the respondent, and ownership

and residence within the study area.
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Table 2. Case History

GROUP FUNCT FAMILY PERS AGE OWNED RESID ACRES STRUC

ABS Mean 59.2 43.5 64.9 22.4 3.7 119.8 2.6

(17) StDev 35.1 20.2 10.4 11.3 9.1 176.3 1.8

Range 135 69 45 40 32 795 7

Max 135 69 86 50 32 800 8

Min 0 0 41 10 0 5 1

RES Mean 82.1 58.0 65.3 28.5 30.0 122.0 6.3

(8) StDev 39.2 19.8 12.4 12.2 11.6 148.0 3.7

Ran e 126 60 34 42 36 397 13

Max 150 84 84 52 46 400 15

Min 24 24 50 10 10 3 2

MIG Mean 69.8 44.4 48.3. 15.3 19.4 139.4 4.4

(5) StDev 31.9 8.1 10.1 4.8 10.2 167.1 1.4

Range 83 24 24 13 29 457 4

Max 123 59 59 22 38 460 7

Mi 40 35 35 9 9 3 3

TOTAL Mean 67.1 47.5 62.7 23.1 12.8 123.7 3.9

(30) StDev 37.1 19.7 12.4 11.6 15.1 167.8 2.9

Range 150 84 51 43 46 797 0

Max 150 84 86 52 46 800 15

Min 0 0 35 9 0 3 1

* Resp 30 30 30 29 29 30 29

GROUP= ABSENTEE, RESIDENT, MIGRANT, and TOTAL sample
FUNCT= Mean, Standard Deviation, Range, Maximum, Minimum
FAMILY=years family resided in North Central Texas (NCT)
PERS= years respondent resided in North Central Texas
AGE= respondent's age in years
OWNED= number of years respondent owned this property
RESID= number of years respondent resided on this property
ACRES= number of acres that went to COE
STRUCT:: number of structures existing on this property
*Resp=number of respondents for each question
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Standard deviation was used as a measure of

dispersion where frequency of responses were tallied, and

each score was expressed as a deviation from the mean. For

example, the ages of respondents were quite similar, with

the standard deviation for age being 12.4, and the mean for

absentee and resident ages both being approximately 65

years. The years of ownership and ages for the total

population can be ranked in the same order, with residents

having the longest times, followed by absentee landowners

and migrants.

Personal ties to the North Central Texas region were

quite strong, with family history in this region being

greater than 67 years, and the length of time for property

ownership being approximately 23 years. There was a wide

range in the number of acres owned, although the total

number of structures per landholding was more consistent,

with a mean of approximately four.

When family time in North Central Texas is compared to

individuals' time in the area, there appears to be a close

correlation. Table three compares groups in terms of family

time, or history, in North Central Texas. Residents logged

the greatest number of years as both family and individuals.

Migrants also had a long family history in the area, with a

minimum of 40 years.
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Table 3. Comparison of Family Time
in North Central Texas

Years Family was in NCT Absentee Resident Migrant

Mean 59.2 82.1 69.8

Standard Deviation 35.1 39.2 31.9

Ran ___135 126 83

Ma xi mum 135 150 123

Minimum 0 24 40

Residents would be ranked with the highest mean, then

migrants and absentee landowners. While some residents had

no family time in the area, others had well over a century.

Residents and migrants all had at least 24 years of family

history in the area. Based on the respondents surveyed, all

three groups had long family histories in the area.

Table 4. Comparison of Personal Time
in North Central Texas

Years Personally in NCT Absentee Resident Migrant

Mean 43.5 58.0 44.4

Standard Deviation 20.2 19.8 8.1

Ran ___69 60 24

Max imum 69 84 59

Minimum 0 24 35

Residence time ranged from zero to 46 years, with the

average residence time being 12.8 years. Within the

absentee landowner group, 76% of individuals had never been

-00,, AllM, I P IN
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residents on the property, although two used it for

weekends. The individuals who were residents at one time

generally had been there for many years. Twenty-nine

percent of absentee landowners resided within ten miles of

the property, and fifty-three percent resided within fifty

miles. Based upon comments made in the questionnaire, many

felt very strong ties to their land. For example, several

individuals reported sadness that they had to relinquish a

farm or ranch that their families had kept for many years.

Those individiuals still residing on a portion of the

property had the longest residence time, an average of 30

years. Based on information given in the initial telephone

contacts and written comments on the questionnaire, property

owners could have been forced by economic considerations to

move prior to the actual construction of the lake. One

respondent indicated that four years before the property was

sold to the COE, the decision to move was made because a new

home could not be financed on that property. As a result of

economic factors, at least two of the individuals surveyed

had changed residences prior to the sale of their property.

The number of acres sold to the COE ranged from eight

hundred to three, with the absentee landowner group having

an average of 119.8 acres sold to the COE. However, the one

landowner with 800 acres was unusual, because only seven of

the seventeen absentee landowner respondents' tracts were at

least 100 acres.
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Based on original addresses and a COE tract list, three

maps (Figures 1,2, and 3) were constructed. These identify

the location of properties for each landowner group. Of the

seventeen absentee landowners, five had a combination of

property transactions with the COE. Easement rights and

right-of-way may have been given in addition to the sale of

land. Three of the eight continuing residents reported both

property and easement transactions, with one individual

reporting only the provision of easement rights. Displaced

landowners only reported *the sale of a residence. Figure 3

indicates both the original and new residence for displaced

landowners, and is discussed with migrant relocation. A

common factor among the groups was that many individuals did

not wish to part with their property, expressing emotional

and historical ties to it (Tuan 1979).
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Figure 1. Location of Absentee Landowner Property
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Figure 2. Location of Resident Property
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Figure 3. Location of Displaced Landowner Property
and New Residence
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Individual tracts were evaluated, comparing each type

of structure with the number of acres in that section of

land. The following three tables indicate the structures

reported for each group.

Tr

Number
Acres
to COE

53

5

45

100

130

22

800

42

6

28

100

92

128

120

118

80

168

Total:
2037

able 5. Acreage and Structures
of Absentee Lndwner

Houses

1

I

2

2

1

9 r

IJ

Barns

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

1

1

2

1

6

23

Dairies

1

1

3

Sheds

1

~1

1

3

2

3

11

L

Others

corrals

trailer

2

s 

I1C

T
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Table 5 records the number of structures in the

absentee landowner group, where the number of barns and

dairies exceeded the number of houses. Within the absentee

landowner group, the types of structures listed (dairies,

barns, corrals) would indicate that much of the land had

been used for ranching, dairy or farming. Table 6 lists the

structures of continuing residents. All of these

individuals remained at their original locations.

Table 6. Acreage and Structures
of Residents

Number Houses Barns Dairies Sheds Others
acres
to COE

335 3 3 3 6 trail-
ers

400 2 4 1

3 1 1 2

15 1 1

116 2 2 1 2

4 1 1 3

13 1 1 1 1

90 2 1 1 trailer

Total: 11 15 1 12 9
976

Of eight residents, four provided easement rights in

addition to selling property, and one individual also

provided right of way. As might be expected, there was a



57

greater ratio of houses to acres in the resident group when

compared to the absentee landowner group.

People who lived on the property had a greater number

of structures, when compared to acres, than people who did

not live there. This is further evidenced with information

reported by displaced landowners (Table 7). The migrants,

or displaced landowners, reported more barns or sheds than

houses. Although no dairies were listed, one parcel of 460

acres contained two houses with barns and sheds. In every

case there were at least two additional structures such as

barns, sheds, garages, or trailers, for each house. Both

the continuing residents and the displaced landowners

reported a greater number of structures per acre than did

the absentee landowners. Perhaps this is to be expected

because families might require more structures than would

individuals not residing on the property full time.

Survey information did not measure the monetary value

of these structures, nor did it rate the historical interest

of homesteads. In written comments provided by respondents,

there was evidence that homes were often regarded highly in

terms of family heritage.
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Table 7. Acreage and Structures
of Mi rants

Acres Houses Barns Dairies Sheds Others
to COE

3 1 2

10 1 1 1 trailer

114 1 2 1

110 1 1 2 ga-
rages

460 2 2 3

Total: 6 6 7 3
697

The displaced landowners, or migants, represented a

special interest in that their residences were changed due

to the lake project. Efforts to locate these individuals

were time consuming and relied primarily upon other

respondents' assistance. Once they were located, most did

not wish to participate in the survey. Individuals who did

return the written questionnaire did so, I believe, because

they were positive in their outlook toward the community and

a residence, and because they believed that they had

something valuable to share. Although only five returned a

questionnaire, their viewpoints are important.

It is also clear that many people who had some

unsatisfactory experiences with the COE did not want to

participate in the project. While the displaced landowners

had lost control over their homesteads, they still could
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reject an inquiry about that experience. Because of this,

care should be taken not to generalize the results of the

survey beyond this sample population.

Table 8. Summary of Acreage and Structures

b/ Mean

Group Acres House Barn Dairy Shed Other

Absentee 119.8 0.5 1.4 0.2 0.7 0.1
f=17 ._ __.

Resident 122.0 1.9 1.9 0.1 1.5 1.1
f =8__ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _

Migrant 139.4 1.2 1.2 0.0 1.4 0.6
f=5

Totals for each group were tallied from Tables 6,7 and

8 and divided by the number of individuals (f) in each

group. Residents reported the largest number of structures

except for dairies. Residents and migrants were similar in

terms of mean numbers of houses and sheds. While the number

of houses is smaller for the absentee landowner group, that

could be expected if the land were being used primarily for

farming or ranching instead of being used as a full time

residence.

Section Two asked for current residential information.

The first questions targeted only individuals who moved as a

result of property being sold to the COE. The purpose of

these questions was to determine where migrants relocated

and why those locations were selected.
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Table 9. Migrant Relocation

Number of miles first relocated 6 10 5 12 5

Years at first relocation 3 4 4 3 2

Remained at first relocation * * *

Two of the five individuals moved twice, and three

remained at the first location until at least 1989. One man

who moved twice did so because he was having a residence

built. Two relocated in 1985 and three in 1986. All

displaced landowners purchased a new residence or built on

previously owned land. The maximum distance moved by the

migrants was twelve miles, the minimum distance was 5 miles,

and the mean distance moved was 7.6 miles. Within no more

than twelve miles from the original residence, each

displaced landowner had selected a new location, and each

listed reasons for that preference.

Displaced landowners reported that their new locations

were selected because the area was home, the community was

familiar, and the country setting was preferred. One

respondent mentioned a business concern, and two indicated

that the area was a good place to be with family.

In evaluation of the current residence and the commu-

nity, most respondents were generally happy. Although one

man reported unhappiness with the community, these individu-

als reflected an overall positive attitude toward their

surroundings and geographical area. In response to the
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question, "Why did you choose this location?" all five

respondents gave a written comment:

"Wanted my life to be around Pilot Point."

"I thought it was a good buy and had another acre to

move my house on."

"Liked the location...Close to home."

"Liked the location with acre lots and country

atmosphere."

"The Pilot Point area is home...I was born and raised

here and I do not intend to leave."

When posed the question, "What is the major reason for

evaluating your current residence and community the way you

do?" the responses included:

"It's home."

"I built the house to begin with and moved it to this

location."

"I have lived in this community all my life."

"This area is home and where our business is located."

"It's out in the country. It's a nice place to live

and raise our family."

As a group, the displaced landowners were quite posi-

tive in attitudes toward community and residence. Loyalty

to the community was obvious, as was a genuine desire to

remain in the geographic area perceived as home. All

conducted negotiations with the COE personally.
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Residence and Community Satisfaction

The remaining questions in Section Two were for all
respondents . Individuals were asked to rank satisfaction
with current residence and community and to provide reasons
for their evaluations. Figures 4,5 and 6 illustrate each

group's satisfaction with a current residence and community.
Figures 7 and 8 graph comparisons of the three groups with

regard to residence (Figure 7) and community (Figure 8).

Figure 4. Absentee Landownerg
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Figure 5. Resident Landowners
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Figure 6. Displaced Landowners
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residence and community positively. No written explanation

was given for the one negative response toward community.

Five respondents explained that the area was home and that

they planned to remain there. People were supportive of
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Figure 7. Residence Evaluation

C

Very Happy Happy No Opinion Unhappy Very Unhappy

= ]Absentee &Resident QMigrant

The displaced landowners are labeled as 'Migrants.'

Frequency is given as a percentage of the total for that

individual group. For example, eighty percent of the

migrants ranked satisfaction with their current residences

as very happy. A comparison of the three groups' rankings

for residence satisfaction indicates that more respondents

were satisfied than were dissatisfied.
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Figure 8. Community Evaluation
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, Absentee E. Resident :2 Migrant

Figure 8 compares the groups' rankings for community

satisfaction. Absentee landowners are again labeled as

'Migrants,' with frequency given in in percentages for each

group. Most respondents ranked community in a positive

fashion.
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Table 10 summarizes the preceeding graphs by

percentages. Each of the three groups accounts for 100%., or
300% for the groups combined. Frequency indicates the

number of responses for each opinion ranking.

Table 10. Satisfaction with Current
Residence and Community

GropsRes 
idence Communi ty

ABSENTEE LANDOWNERS f Y of f % of
rou rou

Very ha 6 35% 6 35f
Happy 

5 29% 5 29'

No opinion 2 12% 3 18%
Unha

3 18% 1 06%

Very Unhappy 
0 00'!% 06%

No response 1 06% 06%
RESIDENTS

Very happy 4 50'% 3 37.5%

Happy 2 25% 2 25%
No opinion ------ 12._5% 0 00%

Unhappy 00% 0 00%
Veryunhappy 0 00% 2 25%
No response ------ -- 12._5% 1 12. 5%

MIGRANTS

Very happy 
4 80% 3 60%

Happy 
1 20% 1 20'%

No opinion 0 00% 0 00%
Unhappy 300% 1 20%

Very Unhappy 
0 00% 0 00%

TOTALS30 
300% 30 300%

67
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Absentee landowners and residents ranked community in a

similar fashion (Table 10), with a majority of respondents

being generally satisfied. However, 12% of both absentee

landowners and residents reported dissatisfaction with

community. Based upon written and oral responses, it is

likely that people still living adjacent to Lake Ray Roberts

must cope daily with unpopular modifications. For example,

if fences constructed by the COE are inconvenient or

unsatisfactory, conflicts in their use would continue to be

unresolved. In addition, some roadways were modified,

altering access to family or property. Perhaps negative

responses were an indication of changes resulting from the

lake project.

Surprisingly, absentee landowners were most often

dissatisfied with a current residence (Figure 7). At least

two absentee landowners felt compelled to move as a result

of the lake's construction, not because of a residence, but

because a dairy or farm interest had to be relocated.

However, the absentee landowners comprised a very diverse

group in terms of historical background and current

residence locations. Not enough information was available

to generalize why this group reported the least satisfaction

with community.

The most unhappy group of individuals in regard to

community was the residents (Figure 8), with 25% being very

unhappy, compared with none of the five migrant respondents
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reporting to be very unhappy with either residence or

community. Judging from the written comments, people still

living on property adjacent to the lake found it to be an

infringement at best and a crime at worst. Control had

passed from their hands to outsiders, although they still

lived with the effects of that change.

Migrants were considerably more satisfied with their

current homes than absentee landowners. I have no idea why

this might be so, except possibly that migrants did have the

opportunity to select a new location. The most satisfied

group in general was the migrant population, and their

responses indicated a positive attitude toward both

residence and community. It may be possible that the more

outgoing individuals were willing to participate in the

written survey. Judging from conversations with four

elderly individuals who would have been in this group had

they returned a questionnaire, the process of recording and

providing reasons for opinions was more than they felt they

could handle, particularly since it involved family and

personal information.

Of the thirty questionnaire responses, only three

indicated that the process of eminent domain had begun

before settlement. One resident, who ranked satisfaction

with community "very happy," ranked residence as "very

unhappy." He explained that although community spirit was

good, he did not like living below a dam. The remaining two

III I , - . .
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respondents for whom eminent domain had been declared were

happy or very happy with current residences. I found little

correlation between unhappiness with community or residence

and the individual's response to the eminent domain

quest ion.

Evaluation of the COE

Section Three ranked respondents' satisfaction with the

COE. As discussed in Section Two, the sample population is

somewhat biased in that many respondents had a fairly

positive experience whth the COE. Individuals displeased

with the COE could choose not to participate in the study,

and therefore care should be exercised in the interpretation

of data. A Likert Scale was employed, with a rank of 1

being the most satisfied and 5 being the least satisfied.

The average ranks for each group, absentee landowner,

resident landowner and migrant, are listed (Table 11).

The COE received highest ratings for courtesy and

information provided (Table 11). Absentee landowners were

generally satisfied with the manner in which proceedings

were conducted, although there were notable exceptions.

Individiuals whose families had lost livelihood, such as

cattle or dairy interests, were faced with choices of either

moving or selling livestock, or relocating their families,

much as the displaced landowners who were forced to

relinquish homesteads.
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Table 11. Respondents' Evaluation
of

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1-Strongly agree
2-Agree
3-No opinion
4-Disagree
5-Stropglydisagree

Questions Abs Res Mig Total

I received as much 2.7 3.1 2.6 2.8
information asI needed.

I received accurate 2.6 3.4 2.8 2.9
information.

The people from the COE 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
were courteous.

The proceedings were 2.9 2.7 4.2 3.3
conducted in a reasonable
amount of time.

The proceedings were 2.6 3.0 3.4 3.0
conducted in a reasonable
fashion.

I was paid a fair price 3.4 3.7 3.0 3.4
for the land.

One question that received generally negative rankings

asked if negotiations were conducted within a reasonable

time. Migrants, or displaced landowners, were most

dissatisfied with the time element.

There was slightly greater dissatisfaction with the

price issue. When asked if they had been paid a fair price

for property, residents ranked that question with a 3.7

(Table 11). The total average for all respondents indicated

a 3.4 response, which indicated some dissatisfaction with

price paid for property.



72

Of twenty-eight responses, twenty-six individuals

conducted negotiations with the COE personally. One had a

family member negotiate for her, and one hired a negotiator.

The former indicated satisfaction in dealings with the COE,

whereas the latter was very dissatisfied.

The only displaced landowner reporting that eminent

domain had been declared before a settlement was reached

indicated dissatisfaction with the time element, the fashion

of proceedings, and the price paid for property. However,

this same individual ranked satisfaction high for the

information and courtesy from the COE. While negotiations

had very serious implications for all respondents, it is

likely that individuals who were waiting for settlements

that affected their residences were the most stressed.

Personal Observations

Section Four of the survey invited written comments

regarding individual experiences with Lake Ray Roberts.

This final section provided a more personal insight into why

people had certain viewpoints.

Of seventeen absentee respondents, eleven replied with

a written comment. Within the responses, there were several

items related to boundaries or fences constructed by the

COE. Apparently these were somewhat unpopular, with three

individuals citing inferior fencing or unacceptable gates as

problems.
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One respondent indicated that the forced sales had

actually helped some families settle estates. However, five

individuals listed inequities in the amounts of settlements

offered for equivalent properties. Tension and conflict were

brought about by what some individuals believed to be

inconsistencies in the COE's dealing with various property

owners. Specifically, appraisals were often viewed as

unfair and inappropriate. Some respondents felt that first

offers by the COE were unreasonably low, and took unfair

advantage of elderly people who might not be inclined to

pursue a lengthy settlement process. Others felt that

properties of like value were not always appraised equally,

and that the government could take what it wanted.

Four individuals mentioned the expense and futility of

court battles with government agencies. One man,

disappointed with the settlement, responded, "But I am not a

sore head. I am well thought of in my country and

community." His request of the COE was that all property

owners, regardless of the size of that land holding, be

treated equally.

Absentee landowners sometimes relied on income from

this property, such as a dairy or ranch interest. One

household moved out of state to purchase land for another

dairy, experiencing both financial as well as communitiy

loss. "To be realistic, the owner takes what the (COE)

wants him or her to have.. .All this 'negotiation' is a

9 11
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facade. We have all sorts of rights---free speech, etc.,

but permanent ownership of property is not one of them, nor

(is) replacement with like property."'

Four respondents spoke of lost homesteads and

landscapes. "We saw a beautiful farm with thousands of

trees, hillsides, small creek, and bottomland raped by the

COE." Wildlife was devastated, birds disappeared, and

trespassing on existing land greatly increased. Individuals

felt they had little control of either financial or personal

changes that the government would impose upon them and the

land.

One respondent's survey was returned posthumously,

with two unsettled court cases at the time of the owner's

death. Her written comment was that the COE and real estate

personnel were very courteous, but not together in policies

or rules interpretations, and this resulted in frustration

for property owners. Another respondent's observation was

that "One government representative told us one thing,

another one told us opposite things."

Four residents listed frustration with the COE in that

survey measurements in their yards changed or were a

problem. Two listed questions about potential flooding in

barns or houses, and one mentioned inferior fencing.

Perhaps because these individuals are located adjacent to

Respondents were assured privacy, and that responses
would be reported in group fashion.
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the property, problems associated with the lake continue to

affect them directly.

Two respondents cited the capital gains taxation as

being unfair, especially since this was a forced sale and

replacement property was too expensive. "I think if the

(COE) would offer the highest price it could pay to each

property owner, instead of paying too little to some, too

much to others, the total cost of acquiring the property

would be no more and possibly less than the price it paid.

Also, more people would feel they had been treated fairly."

These responses echoed many of the frustrations listed

earlier by the absentee landowners.

The term "migrant" is only partially accurate in that

all five of the respondents sold a residence and moved away

due to the lake project requiring their property. Although

all five were forced to relocate, they chose to remain

witihin the same area, moving no more than 12 miles from

their original residences.

Four of the five individuals forced to relocate

provided personal observations. The only individual not

responding to this section had made recommendations to the

COE in Section Three, saying that people, especially older

ones, should not be placed in a position of arguing price.

Three other respondents listed disappointment in settlement

price, and one indicated a four year wait for payment.
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Because of interest charges, this i-ndividual reported a loss

of $36,000, which was not recoverable.

As with previous respondents, appraisal value was cited

by two individuals. An excerpt from one response stated,

"We went to court...we were satisfied with the amount we

received after the lawyer was paid. If the COE had offered

a fair price to start with (it) could have saved that

$29,000. Also, (the COE) could have saved us a lot of

trouble and worry." Three of the four responses indicated

negative experiences with the lake project. I found this

interesting, since all five had listed satisfaction with

current residneces and communities.

Not all respondents cited money as the most important

concern. A man whose homestead had been in the family for

123 years replied, "I feel it's a pretty sad situation when

... the government comes in and forces families to sell

their homes and land, especially if the land has been in the

family for generations. We loved our place, it holds many,

many memories and history."

One man observed that retirement had come at an

opportune time for their family, and although they loved

their land, they could accept the move. No one generalizing

statement can summarize all the expressed opinions. Re-

sponses were as individual as the people sharing them.

However, it is clear that sacrifices were made in order for

Lake Ray Roberts to exist.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There were five stated objectives of the study. The

first was to locate current residences of individuals who

were previously landowners in the Lake Ray Roberts study

area. Maps placed the approximate locations of property

for thirty individuals, as well as the locations of

residences for displaced landowners.

The second objective was to determine the extent of

impact upon the lives of individuals. As might be expected,

all were seriously affected. For some, financial loss was

considerable. Others had family ties to homesteads severed.

A great many individuals experienced control passing out of

their hands to that of an impersonal government, transform-

ing a fertile river valley into a metropolitan reservoir

(Meing 1979). Personal observations such as these were

documented in the questionnaire.

The third objective was to determine the degree of

satisfaction with current living conditions. Continuing

residents and individuals utilizing land adjacent to the

lake did have some concerns. Most individuals were clearly

satisfied with residence, exhibiting loyalty to community

and placing a high value upon ties to that locality.
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The fourth objective was to document individuals'

degree of satisfaction with the COE. Satisfaction was

generally high for information provided and courtesy by the

COE. Respondents did not, however, rank the amount of time

for negotiations or the price paid for property in a

positive manner. Also, respondents were divided as to

whether or not negotiations were conducted in a reasonable

f ashion.

The fifth objective was to document the observations

of landowners in regard to experiences with Lake Ray

Roberts. This was accomplished with ranking scales as well

as with written accounts provided by individuals.

The Search Process

Locating the residences of individuals proved to be a

sizeable task which involved searching local telephone

directories and questioning known landowners. This search

method excluded many individiuals residing outside the

memtroplex area. If the COE would share its records,

facilitating the search process, time and expense could be

saved. Without that benefit, the next best source of

information is to ask respondents for the names and

addresses of their neighbors. Fortunately, previous

neighbors provided some addresses, and one couple wrote a

newspaper editorial by which contact was made.

Most individuals who were reached by telephone were

generally receptive to discussion, although some expressed
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an understandable reluctance to discuss personal business

until the purpose was established (Napier 1981). In fact,

more people were willing to talk by telephone, identifying

their property and dealings with the COE, than were willing

to return a mailed questionnaire.

In another study I would give greater credibility to

telephone conversations, because many people cannot or will

not respond in writing. Many cite age or health as reasons

that they decline to participate, and others are engaged in

legal actions. A carefully constructed telephone interview

could be utilized in conjunction with a mailed question-

naire. Individuals do have opinions and are willing to

share their experiences under circumstances they feel are

appropriate, such as recommendation from a friend.

Approximately 10% of the individuals contacted by

telephone indicated that they couldn't respond to questions

because they either were involved in litigation, or they

were too upset by the loss of their home or land. Many felt

that the inquiry "opened old wounds," and that the whole

experience was best "left in the past." Because of the

initial telephone contacts, I believe that the written

survey is indicative of the individuals who could best cope

with the survey questions, and that many respondents did not

return the survey because the topic was distasteful to them.

Individuals volunteering to express opinions were

confident of their viewpoints. The negative responses were
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made primarily by people who had the expertise to express

themselves, and several respondents wrote multiple pages

explaining in detail how Lake Ray Roberts had affcted them

personally and financially.

Many of the responses were both courteous and positive

throughout most of the questionnaire. Clearly, the

willingness to participate is related to an individual's

experiences with the COE, and this introduces a bias into

the sample population. As a result, the written survey

responses probably reflect the opinions of individuals who

are generally satisfied with the lake project. A larger

sample would enhance the ability to generalize to the

population. While trends in adjustments and relocation

began to be identified, this study is merely a prelude for

evaluating the social impacts of Lake Ray Roberts.

Sugqestions for Future Projects

Current living conditions were generally regarded as

good by respondents, as was satisfaction with the community.

A majority of individuals responding to the survey expressed

a desire to maintain ties with the community because that

area represented a significant and meaningful part of their

lives. The continuing residents, however, expressed

considerable unhappiness in regard to flood concerns,

unpopular fencing and gates used by the COE. There are

inconveniences in the use of, and access to, adjacent

properties. Many respondents expressed unhappiness that

- ----- ------
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trees and scenic areas were destroyed (Walmsley and Lewis

1984). The loss of historical family homesteads was also an

unpopular issue.

The degree of satisfaction with the COE varied

considerably. Respondents wanted information and policies

to be consistent. The most frequent comment was that the

COE, representing the federal government, should offer

reasonable settlements to everyone without awkward

negotiations. Many individuals indicated that something of

value to themselves and their families had been lost and

that they now had to make an effort to adjust.

There were three recurring sugestions for the COE from

questionnaire respondents. First, adjacent landowners would

like for the COE to address fencing and safety concerns of

individuals living near the reservoir. Secondly, the COE

should be consistent and fair in dealings with all property

owners, recognizing that the federal government does

overwhelm individuals in negotiations (Andrews and Dunaway

1975). Additionally, property owners should be reimbursed

in a manner which would enable purchase of like property

within the same geographical area. According to the

respondents, like property was either not available in

nearby areas or was priced too expensively.

For future projects, I would make three recommenda-

tions. One is that property which is condemned for public

use should be exempt from capital gain taxation. There are

luv4wRqQw4-k.
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numerous variables not within the control of the individual

who is, after all, being forced to sell in order that the

public at large will benefit. The length of time for

payment to be made, legal costs relative to the transaction,

and political manipulations are not controlled by the

seller. Since capital gains taxation further penalizes the

individual, it seems to defeat the purpose of reimbursing

the landowner for his loss of property.

Secondly, the government agency responsible for

coordinating a public project should also be responsible to

the people most impacted by that effort (Andrews and

Dunaway). From the point of view of citizens whose property

will be utilized by the public, courtesy is not a substitute

for respect. Ultimately it would be to the public's

advantage if negotiations prioritized concerns of the

individual.

The third recommendation is associated with public

opinion once more. Because social impact assessment has

evolved from a desire to maintain environmental integrity,

there remains a genuine loyalty to preserving our heritage

as well as the beauty and diversity of the land. Based upon

written suggestions, people do have an interest in leaving

undisturbed as much natural habitat and private farmland as

possible. In planning for future reservoir projects, these

concerns might best be addressed early, before commitments

to projects have materialized.
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Further investigation is needed in order to document

social impacts resulting from Lake Ray Roberts. Two and

ten-year studies could be planned for the purpose of

tracking individuals and evaluating long-term effects of the

relocation process. Assessment would be a first step toward

addressing the concerns of people who are most affected by

reservoir projects.
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SURVEY OF PREVIOUS LANDOWNERS IN THE
RAY ROBERTS LAKE AREA

This survey is voluntary. While you do not have to participate,
your cooperation is needed to make the survey results
comprehensive and timely. All responses will be reported in agroup fashion and will protect the identity of the individual
respondents.

I. CASE HISTORY. This section asks for information
regarding how long you had owned the property and
the type of transaction that you had with the
Corps of Engineers.

1. How long has your family lived in the North Central Texas
region? years

2. How long have you lived in the North Central Texas region?
years What is your age?

3. How long had you owned the property that was used for the
lake project? years

4. During what years were you a resident on that property?

5. Approximately how many acres of land went to the Corps?
acres

6. Please check the statements which best describe the
transaction that you had with the Corps. (You may check more
than one.)

I sold a residence and moved away.

I sold part of the land but did not move from the
original residence.

I sold part of the land with a residence and rebuilt
on another portion of the original property.

I did not live on the land, but I sold property to
the Corps.

I provided easement rights.

I provided right-of-way.

7. You may provide an explanation for your answers:
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8. What was the original property address?

9. Please indicate the number of structures 
on the property:

Houses Dairy Trailers

Barns Sheds Other
(specify)

II. RELOCATION. This section asks for information

regarding your residences. Those individuals who

DID NOT MOVE as a result of the property sold to

the Corps should go to question number 
12. Those

individuals who MOVED after property was sold to

the Corps should answer questions numbered 10 and

11.

10. If you moved as a result of property sold to the Corps,

please give the address where you first 
moved:

A. This is approximately miles from the original

residence.

B. Which of the following statements best describes the

situation when you first moved? (Check only one)

I moved to a residence that I already 
owned.

I purchased another residence.
I rented.
I moved in with family or friends.

C. How long did you remain at this 
address?

D. Why did you choose this location?
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11. If you have moved since then, please try to recall the

addresses, or indicate the communities in which you lived.

(1) (2)

How long there?

Main reasons for moving there?

(3)

How long there?
Main reasons for moving there?

How long there?

Main reasons for moving there?

(4)

How long there?

Main reasons for moving there?

THE REMAINING QUESTIONS ARE FOR ALL RESPONDENTS.

12. Please give your current address:

A. What was the major reason for selecting your current

residence?

B. Please evaluate your current residence and community by

checking the box that best describes how you feel about

your current situation.

Current
Residence

Community

Very
Happy

No Very
Happy Opinion Unhappy Unhappy
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C. What is the major reason for evaluating your current
residence and community the way you do?

13. Are you the person who conducted the negotiation with the
Corps? yes no

If "No", are you a trustee or family member of the original
person who dealt with the Corps of Engineers?
trustee yes no

family member yes no

III. EVALUATION OF the Corps. In this section we want
your opinion regarding your interaction with the
Corps.

Please circle the number that best describes your
the Corps for items 14-19.

evaluation of

1-strongly agree
2-agree
3 -no opinion
4-disagree
5-strongly disagree

14. I received as much information as I ne.eded.

15. I received accurate information.

16. The people from the Corps were courteous.

17. The proceedings were conducted in a
reasonable amount of time.

18. The proceedings were conducted in a
reasonable fashion.

19. I was paid a fair price for the land.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

20. Did you reach an agreement with the Corps before the process
of eminent domain was begun? yes no

21. Based on your experiences, what recommendations would you
make to the Corps that would improve dealings with property
owners?

(over)
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IV. PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS. This section provides you
the opportunity to make written comments. Please
feel free to express your opinions about your
experiences regarding the lake project. Your
additional views are welcome. Thank you for your
contribution in time and effort.
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Table 12. Family History: Absentee Summary

Group Absentee

Function Average Std Dev Range Max Min

FamilI y 59.2 35.1 135 135 0

Personal 43.5 20.2 69 69 0

Age 64.9 10.4 45 86 41

Ownership 22.4 11.3 40 50 10

Residence 3.7 9.1 32 32 0

Acres to COE 119.8 176.3 795 800 8

Structures 2.6 1.8 7 8 1

Table 13. FamilyHistory: MigrantSummary

Group Migrant -

Function Average Std Lev Range Maximum Minim

Family 69.8 31.9 83 123 40

Personal 44.4 8.1 24 59 35

Age 48.3 10.1 24 59 35

Ownership 15.3 4.8 1322 9

Residence 19.4 10.2 29 38 9

Acres to COE 139.4 167.1 457 460 3

Structures 4.4 1.4 4 7 3
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Table 14. Famil Histor: Resident Summary

Grout/ 
Resident

Average Std Dev Range Max Min
- 82.1 39 .2 126 150 24

Personal 58 19.8 60 84 24

Age 65.3 12.4 34 84 50

Ownership 28.5 12.2 42 52 10

Re si d enc e30 
.---.6- ---

410Acres to COE 122 148_.. 397 4 03

Structures 6.3 3.7 13 15 2

Table 15. Family History:_Totals

Average Std Dev Range Maximum Minim

67.1 37.1 150 150 0

47.5 19.7 84 84_M

62.7 12.4 51 86 35

23.1 11.6 143 52

12.8 15.1 46 46

123.7 167.8 797 800 3

3.9 2.9 0 15 1

Function

Family

Personal

Age

Ownership

Residence

Acres to COE

Structures

Table 16. Property Transactions

Absentee Landowners

Type of Transaction with CE Frequency Percenta-e

Sold property 15 88

Easement 5 29

j G 12
Right--of-waySome property owners had more than one type of transaction.

INi
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