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ABSTRACT

Public participation in engineering projects has been minimal to date, whereas it is growing in other
fields. This paper assesses the lessons learned from public participation in two hydrologic engineering
projects, as citizen scientists or through participatory mapping. The two projects were conducted in
communities that faced a common problem offlooding due to sea-level rise. The lessons learned include
the need to invest time at the beginning of a project to get an idea of what knowledge the public can
contribute and have a plan in place to sustain participation at the level needed for the project to be
successful. Our cost comparison shows that public participation should be encouraged when the project
area is large enough to make travel for data collection cost prohibitive, or when extensive interaction
with the public will already be required.
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1 Introduction

Engaging the public in research is a practice that has been
occurring for centuries (Silvertown2009). The roles that citi-
zens have taken as a part of research teams have varied from
collecting data to being engaged from project creation
(Buytaertet al.2014). Advances in technology have resulted
in increased public participation in data collection for projects
infields including ecology, geography, human health, astron-
omy, and hydrology (Bonneyet al.2014). Volunteers having
the potential to collect data at higher resolution and larger
scales at reduced costs compared to researchers has increased
the number of projects with public participation. In hydrology,
the public has been responsible for monitoring water quality
(e.g., HydroCrowd, Breueret al.2015), precipitation (e.g.,
SmartPhones4Water, Davidset al.2019; CoCoRaHs, Cifelli
et al.2005), surface water levels (e.g., King Tides, California
Coastal Commission2018; CrowdWater, Seibertet al.2019;
CrowdHydrology, Lowry and Fienen2013), and estimating
flow rates (e.g., Flood Chasers, Le Cozet al.2016).
A common theme among the hydrologic-related projects that
use public participation is limiting the time commitment or
having the project setup where anyone with a phone or tablet
can participate (Brouweret al.2018, Weeseret al.2018).
Public participation in engineering has been more limited

than in otherfields. Searching for public participation in
engineering in popular search engines, those used by the gen-
eral public (e.g, Google; Bing), and academic focused (e.g.,
Web of Science; Google Scholar), bring up results related to
environmental assessment, shaping policy, or getting public
input on engineering projects. Meetings where the community
has the opportunity to comment on public works projects,

such as highway development, are commonplace and the lit-
erature in this area focuses on the best way to gain support for
projects (Creighton2005,Nget al.2012). The consulting
engineers responsible for these public infrastructure projects
are accustomed to keeping the community informed about
a project, seeking their input through public forums, and
answering their questions (Nget al.2012), but using the
citizens as a part of the team to collect the needed data is
rare. The literature search results suggest that this is similar
among engineering researchers and consulting engineers.
Sea-level rise (SLR) is a challenge being faced by coastal

communities whether they have the vast resources of a large
city or are a small rural county (Haueret al.2016). The increase
inflooding that is a consequence of SLR has similar outcomes in
each location as it disrupts transportation, hinders economic
activity, and can harm human health (Moftakhariet al.2015).
The projects undertaken in urban areas to combat SLR are well
publicized and range from levees to parking garages that double
as emergency reservoirs (Kimmelman2017). These projects
focus on protecting the buildings, ports, and streets that are
vital to these hubs of economic activity. Less prosperous, rural
communities are using similar approaches to protect the agri-
cultural lands, hunting lodges, or vacation homes that are vital
to their economic sustainability (Bhattachanet al.2018). One of
the best resources that the small communities have is that
members of the public are willing to take action to help their
community and livelihoods survive. Involving the public in
engineering or other projects that affect their community can
result in increased knowledge of challenges, improve social
capital, and promote positive community changes (Overdevest
et al.2004,Yusufet al.2018).
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The goal of our work was to assess the use of public
participation in two coastal communities, which includes the
residents and officials, with low populations and limited
resources that are dealing with increasedflooding caused by
SLR along the Atlantic coast of the United States. Thefirst
community was in the Lake Mattamuskeet watershed, in Hyde
County, North Carolina (Fig. 1). In this location, the public
assisted with mapping the watershed boundary and locations
of pumps that are used to move water throughout the
watershed. The second community was on the island of
Bogue Banks (Fig. 1) in Carteret County, North Carolina. In
this location, we assessed the short-term use of citizen scien-
tists for collecting groundwater and surface water levels. We
hypothesized that having the public participate in the hydro-
logic data collection would serve as a low-cost way of collecting
the data needed to begin an engineering analysis in both
communities. In this paper we will present our assessment of
the lessons learned, includingfinancial benefits, from public
participation in hydrologic engineering data collection.

2 Public participation methods

2.1 Lake Mattamuskeet watershed

Lake Mattamuskeet is the largest natural lake in North
Carolina with a surface area of over 16 000 ha. The average
depth of the lake is 0.5 m and much of the lake bottom is
below sea level (USFWS2013). A major challenge facing
Lake Mattamuskeet and the surrounding area isflooding.
Water input to the lake is primarily from rainfall and surface
water from the surrounding watershed (Heath 1975).
Hurricane Joaquin in 2015 and Hurricane Matthew in 2016
both causedflooding that destroyed thousands of acres of
agricultural crops and kept residents’septic systems under
water for weeks at a time (Hyde County2017). Because of
the challenges facing the lake, members of federal, state, and
local government have worked together to develop
a watershed restoration plan (NCCF2018). One of thefirst
steps in the planning process was delineating the watershed.
This is typically done using topographic maps or digital
elevation models. This was not the case for Lake
Mattamuskeet, as human activities dating back to the 1800s
have substantially altered the natural watershed boundary
defined by topography (Forrest1999). Currently, most of
the drainage to the lake is controlled by pumps, which
make agricultural production possible near the lake. Many
of thefieldsareisolatedfromnearbydrainagecanalsbylarge

berms that serve the purpose of reducing the likelihood of
flooding. The pumps were installed by private landowners
and no permit was required for pump installation. The
complexflow of water that follows the pumps and canals
instead of the natural topography required local knowledge
to map.
The anticipated outcomes of the larger project were: (a)

community involvement and guidance at the beginning of
the process to address challenges in the Lake Mattamuskeet
ecosystem; (b) collating volunteered geographic information
and evaluating potential solutions based on current knowledge
of the lake ecosystem; and (c) mapping products of the Lake
Mattamuskeet watershed to include the drainage pumps. For
this paper, our goals were to assess the use of public participa-
tion and describe the lessons learned in using public participa-
tion to define the watershed boundary, map the pump
locations, and document the pumpflow rates.
We followed the steps in Fig. 2(a)to complete this work.

The main method that we used to define the watershed bound-
ary and determine pump locations was participatory mapping
at a public meeting. We printed an aerial photo with our
estimated watershed boundary on large (35.5 cm × 48 cm)
cardstock. At the meeting, we distributed the large maps with
markers and asked the participants to note pump locations
with an asterisk and alter the watershed boundary to include/
exclude areas based on their local knowledge.
We used additional participatory mapping to increase par-

ticipation. The mapping was completed both face-to-face and
online. When interacting with participants face-to-face, the
research team asked the citizens to map their pumps and
record their pumpflow rates on a tablet using ArcCollector
(Esri, Redlands, CA). A link to the web map was mailed to
more than 450 landowners in the watershed using county tax
records to allow the public to add pump locations andflow
rates. This project began with face-to-face participatory map-
ping in November 2016 and was followed by the public meet-
ing in January 2017. Links to the web map were mailed to the
landowners following the public meeting and again in
August 2017. The participatory mapping ended in
September 2017. At the end of the data collection phase, all
the input gathered online, face-to-face, and at the public meet-
ing were compiled into vector and point datafiles. As expected,
there was conflicting information reported in the mapping of
the watershed boundary. The research team resolved these
discrepancies in the boundary and checked pump data through
field verification, aerial photos, and talking with Hyde
County’s drainage manager. The results of the data collection

Figure 1.Locations of Lake Mattamuskeet and Bogue Banks in eastern North Carolina, USA.
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were presented at a public meeting in November 2017 and
were used throughout the watershed restoration planning
process.

2.2 Bogue Banks

Bogue Banks is a barrier island that is separated from the
mainlandby Bogue Sound. There are multiple towns located
on the island including Atlantic Beach, Emerald Isle, and Pine
Knoll Shores (Fig. 3). Bogue Banks has higher relief than the
area surrounding Lake Mattamuskeet with elevations ranging
from 1 m below sea level to 17 m above sea level. The sub-
stantial elevation changes are due to the dunes and swales that
are typical on the island.
Flooding following rainfall events is becoming a more fre-

quent occurrence and the towns are investing in infrastructure,
including pumps, to reduce the effects offlooding on their
communities. Sea-level rise is likely to exacerbate theflooding
issues faced on the island through both marine inundation
(where previously dry land is covered by sea water) (Cooper
et al.2013) and groundwater inundation (where groundwater
tables reach the soil surface) (Rotzoll and Fletcher2013,
Mastersonet al.2014, Mandaet al.2015). A next step for the
communities to move forward with developing engineering
solutions is to calibrate and validate a hydrologic model. Long-
term time series of data are generally needed for calibrating
and validating hydrologic models (Buytaertet al.2014).
The objectives of the larger research project were to: (a)

recruit, train, educate and engage citizen scientists to measure
and record hydrologic data, (b) monitor groundwater levels
and surface water levels, (c) determine the validity and relia-
bility of hydrologic data collected by citizen scientists, and (d)
evaluate the perceptions of citizen scientists participating in

the project. The present paper focuses on presenting the les-
sons learned from using citizen scientists for collecting
groundwater levels and surface water levels. Due to limited
funding, only three months of data were collected during the
study. We recognize this duration of data collection is gener-
ally not enough for use in models unless the dataset includes
a major rainfall event (Justonet al.2009). However, the results
of this data collection were used to evaluate the participation of
citizen scientists in collecting data for use in hydrologic models
or other engineering analysis.
We followed the process outlined inFig. 2(b)to complete

this project. First, we recruited citizen scientists through adver-
tising with local non-profit organizations, putting upflyers,
and through the towns’social media beginning in
January 2017. In February, the citizen scientists that volun-
teered to participate went through a training session where
they were introduced to basic concepts of SLR, groundwater
hydrology, and stormwater control measures as applicable to
Bogue Banks. The session also included training on data col-
lection procedures, how to measure groundwater levels, and
how to submit data to the research team. Groundwater level
measurements were made using portable water level meters
and recorded on data sheets provided by the research team.
Each citizen scientist was assigned at least one groundwater
well and asked to measure the level at a specific time each week
(e.g., 10:00 on Friday). The 29 shallow groundwater monitor-
ing wells used in this study were installed as a part of a pilot
project on Bogue Banks in 2015 (Fig. 3). Once problem areas
forflooding were identified, stage gauges were installed in
locations where the citizen scientists could read the gauges
and take a picture of the water level with their phone
(Royemet al.2012, Lowry and Fienen2013, Bruininket al.
2015, Weeseret al.2018). The pictures served as a way of

Figure 2.Flow chart showing our methods of public engagement (a) for the Lake Mattamuskeet project and (b) for the Bogue Banks project.

Figure 3.Map of Bogue Banks with groundwater monitoring well and town locations.
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checking the reading submitted by the citizen scientist. The
groundwater data, surface water data, and pictures were sub-
mitted to the research team via the project website.
The research team began the quality control check by look-

ing for any obvious outliers. Expected trends based on pre-
cipitation and otherfluxes were taken into account during the
quality control check. Following the quality control check, the
research team graphed the time series data for use in project
meetings.
The data collection took place from February 2017 through

May 2017. The research team stayed in contact with the citizen
scientists throughout the project via emails and phone calls,
approximately two to three times per month, in order to
answer questions and provide assistance. In addition, a mid-
project meeting (March 2017) was held, during which preli-
minary data and challenges faced by the citizen scientists were
discussed. Afinal project meeting (May 2017) was held after
data collection was completed. Participating in thefinal meet-
ing allowed the citizen scientists to return their equipment and
provide feedback to the research team. In addition, the
research team led a discussion of the data collected by the
citizen scientists that included groundwater contour maps
and relationships between rainfall events and groundwater
levels. Additional information on the methods for the Bogue
Banks project can be found in Grace-McCaskeyet al.(2019).

2.3 Alternative cost comparison

To assess whether using publicparticipationresulted in the
lowest cost for completing the data collection, an alternative
cost analysis was completed for each project. For the Lake
Mattamuskeet project, the alternative to the use of public
participation was having a technician visit each property in
the watershed to determine whether the waterflowed toward
the lake or another outlet. For the Bogue Banks project, the
alternative to the use of public participation was using auto-
mated loggers and having a technician download the data
regularly. Due to the need for long-term data collection, we
assumed the project duration was increased to three years for
the Bogue Banks project. The per unit labor costs, equipment
cost, and travel cost were accounted for in each project.
Tables 1and2summarize the variables included in the cost
analysis for the Lake Mattamuskeet and Bogue Banks pro-
jects, respectively. The cost per hour for Principal
Investigators (PI; US$91 h−1) and technicians (US$36 h−1)
was the same for both projects and included benefits and
indirect costs. The cost per kilometer of US$0.52 for travel
included indirect costs.

3 Challenges, successes, and lessons learned

3.1 Lake Mattamuskeet

The challenges that are faced in new endeavors are often easier
toidentify than the successes. This was the case in the Lake
Mattamuskeet project. Based on the previous experience of the
research team, we expected theflow rates of the pumps to be
available from the farmer or manufacturer published pump
curves. However, the pumps used in the area were custom built
by a local manufacturer and were sized based on pump dia-
meter instead offlow rate. The farmers indicated that due to
the customization of the pumps that theflow rates varied
between pumps of the same diameter. Collecting pump loca-
tion (Fig. 4) improved our understanding of pump drivenflow
in the watershed, but did not provide the information that
knowingflow rate would have provided. Knowing this from
the beginning of the project would have altered our methods to
focus on collecting pump diameter and working with the local
manufacturer to test pumpflow rates.
Engineers and other professionals that work with hydrology

at the watershed scale are accustomed to looking at aerial
images throughout a project. People that work in thisfield
are able to identify features and locations without many details
or landmarks on the image. Adding these details can make
a map cluttered and other important features can be lost. Based
on the small size of the land portion of the lake watershed
compared to the size of the lake (Fig. 4), the citizens’familiarity
with the area surrounding the lake, and many of the citizens
having jobs that require geographic knowledge (agriculture,
hunting guide, or commercialfishing), we decided to include
minimal details on the map used for the participatory mapping
of pumps and the watershed. While there are relatively few
roads in the watershed (Fig. 5), we learned that adding the road
names or other landmarks would have been beneficial based
on the questions asked by the participants.
To ensure quality control we conductedfield visits and

discussed the results with Hyde County’s drainage manager.
A portion of the watershed was adjacent to drainage districts
that are often surrounded by berms to prevent surface water
inflow from adjacent lands. The watershed that resulted
from the participatory mapping left parcels that were not
considered to be a part of the watershed or a drainage dis-
trictorwereconsideredtobeapartofboth.Thedrainage
manager helped work through this conflicting information.
The need to verify the citizen responses in a participatory

Table 1.Tasks, estimated labor hours for a principal investigator (PI) and techni-
cian, and driving distance required to complete the Lake Mattamuskeet project
using public participation and individual property visits.

Task PI hours
per task

Technician
hours per task

Kilometers
per task

Quantity
per task

Public Participation
Public Meeting 14 12 320 2
Data Verification 12 10 320 1
Online Mapping 8 40 0 1

Individual Property Visits
Property Visits 0 3 110 93

Table 2.Tasks, estimated labor hours for a principal investigator (PI) and techni-
cian, and driving distance required to complete the Bogue Banks project using
public participation and traditional groundwater monitoring methods.

Task PI hours
per task

Technician
hours per task

Kilometers
per task

Quantity
per task

Public Participation
Recruiting 18 0 270 1
Meetings and
Communication

24 0 270 18

Website Maintenance
and Data Offload

2 0  0 18

Traditional Monitoring
Equipment Installation 32 32 1090 1
Data Collection 0 8 270 36
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mapping activity when used for engineering design (Bonney
et al.2014,Buytaertet al.2014, Weeseret al.2018)was
reinforced by an area of farmland on the east side of the lake
where the water moves from thefields towards the lake. This
land was added to the watershed by the citizens (Fig. 4).
When checking the results in the field, we found that this
water never reached the lake, but instead reached a ditch that
directed the water to either Lake Landing Canal or
Waupoppin Canal, which drain to the Pamlico Sound
(Fig. 5).

3.2 Bogue Banks

Engaging the participants in the citizen science project at
BogueBanks presented its own set of positive outcomes and
challenges. We began recruiting in January 2017 and initiated

the data collection in February 2017. We had 31 citizen scien-
tists sign the informed consent forms. By the end of the project
in May 2017, we had 21 citizen scientists complete the study.
Of thefinal 21, only 12 participated in thefinal meeting. The
citizen scientists made 510 measurements in 29 wells and eight
measurements at three surface water monitoring stations over
the 3-month period. An example time series of the water levels
measured by a citizen scientist is shown inFig. 6. It is impor-
tant to note that the benefits of the Bogue Banks project went
beyond the collection of groundwater and surface water levels
as the citizen scientists’knowledge of hydrologic concepts
increased through participation (Grace-McCaskeyet al.2018).
The project was stopped due to a lack of funding to main-

tain community engagement. Had the project continued, we
expected long-term participation to be a challenge as only 68%
of the participants were retained in the 3-month period and

Figure 4.Map showing the results of public participation for the Lake Mattamuskeet project. It includes the pump locations and the changes in the watershed
boundary during the project.

Figure 5.Map showing the roads and four drainage canals in the area surrounding Lake Mattamuskeet.
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only 39% participated in thefinal meeting. Of the 12 citizen
scientists that participated in thefinal meeting, many
expressed interest in continuing the project. They saw the
value of the work and wanted to collect data during periods
where there was more rainfall to improve the results. The
importance of communication in public participatory research
is well-known, but it is crucial in sustaining long-term data
collection (Devictoret al.2010, Rotmanet al.2014). The
citizen scientists encouraged actions such as being able to
view graphs of their data in real time on the project website,
having the research team send them articles related to the
research, and receiving a weekly email update as ways to
keep them engaged in the project.
We do not know the reason that 10 participants did not

complete the study. In addition to the engagement recommen-
dations put forward by the citizen scientists at thefinal meet-
ing, we think that the lack of continued participation was
a combination of the required time commitment and the
participants not seeing any action taken based on their results
(West and Pateman2016, Frensleyet al.2017, Heckeret al.
2018). A previous citizen science groundwater monitoring
effort only required collection of water levels once every two
months (Littleet al.2016) compared to the once per week in
this study and it also faced the challenge of maintaining long-
term participation. The reasons that Littleet al.(2016) found
for volunteers no longer participating included moving or
losing interest in the study. They noted that increased feedback
from the project team about the use of the data and progress of
the project were wanted by participants, which is similar to the
feedback we received.
Having a motivated group of participants who are willing to

engage in the research is crucial to sustaining long-term projects.
Building a group that has no initial organization and increasing the
social capital could turn into a long-term project if the needed
structures and support are maintained (Overdevestet al.2004).
This is challenging within the context of many research grants and
engineering projects as shown here. Hydrology projects may not

have the appeal of other participatory projects and may not be as
easy to accomplish as a part of someone’snormaldailyroutine,so
we recommend focusing on a problem that already has an active
group of citizens working on the issue. This should provide a group
of motivated citizens that wouldbe involved from the beginning of
a project to build a collaborative or co-created project (Danielsen
et al.2005,Pandya2012,Shirket al.2012,Heckeret al.2018).
Regardless of how the project is started, engagement with the
community should begin during the recruitment stage and con-
tinue throughout the project. This should include using the local
media and social media to promote participation in the project and
provide project updates (Druschke and Seltzer2012,Heckeret al.
2018).
As with many hydrologic monitoring efforts, the success

of the research can be dependent upon the weather. From
February through April of 2017, a weather station close to
Bogue Banks received 15.7 cm of rainfall (NCCO2018).
The same weather station usually receives 28.8 cm over
this same period (NWS2010). The low rainfall depth pre-
vented the citizen scientistsfrom collecting many surface
water measurements and capturing the change in ground-
water level due to rainfall. Collecting measurements for
a longer period of time likely would have increased the
usefulness of the results, butmaintaining citizen science
participation would have been a challenge that would need
to be overcome (Devictoret al.2010,Littleet al.2016). The
successes of other surface water monitoring projects show
thepotentialofthepublicto monitorsurfacewaters(Le
Cozet al.2016, Weeseret al.2018,Seibertet al.2019),
whereasgroundwater maybe moreofachallenge(Little
et al.2016).

3.3 Common themes

Identifying the factors that motivate the public to participate
inthe project is important for project success (Bruyere and
Rappe2007). Even though these two projects engaged the

Figure 6.Time series of water levels measured by a citizen scientist at well OBB01 during the Bogue Banks project.
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public in different ways, there were some common themes
among them (Table 3). Many of the participants expressed
their reason for participating in the projects as a desire to
help their community and maintain important livelihoods. It
is difficult to do a direct comparison of the amount of
participation between our two studies due to the differences
in the type of public participation. A quick comparison shows
adifference in public interest based on the severity of the
problem. Most of theflooding that took place on Bogue
Banks prior to our study would be classified as nuisance
flooding that resulted in little property damage. Out of the
approximately 7500 permanent residents on Bogue Banks,
only 31 people participated in thefirst meeting regarding
the project. For the Lake Mattamuskeet project, 44 people
attended the participatory mapping public meeting and even
more participated using the web mapping tool or face-to-face
in a county with a total population of less than 5600 (US
Census Bureau 2017). The population in the Lake
Mattamuskeet watershed is much lower than the total popu-
lation of the county, so the participation rate was higher than
the Bogue Banks project. The higher participation rate may
be indicative of the public’s interest in addressing theflood-
ing issue based on its effect on the economic sustainability of
their community.
Due to their interest in solving these problems, their participa-

tion in the projects also came with an expectation of action that was
outside the scope of the funded projects. In the Lake Mattamuskeet
project, there was some skepticism about participating in the
project due to a lack of action following previous studies. In this
case, our project was immediately followed by a stakeholder driven
and government agency funded effort to develop a watershed
restoration plan. Completion ofthe watershed restoration plan
will make the watershed eligible for grant funding to begin addres-
sing theflooding issues. The Bogue Banks project was not followed
by a similar efforttodevelopaplantoaddresstheproblem.
Participants in that project were encouraged, by the research
team, to work with town and county officialstoseekfundsto
helpsolvetheissues.Wesuggestthatthoseleadingsimilarpublic
participation projects be more aware of how participants can
influence local policy and get local government agencies involved
in the project beyond recruitment (Littleet al.2016,Heckeret al.
2018).
One of the unexpected challenges was the number of citi-

zens without internet access. The research team in the Lake
Mattamuskeet project received phone calls and letters request-
ing alternate ways to participate. This was also faced in the

Bogue Banks project as one of the citizen scientists did not
have access to email for communication and could not submit
the collected data through the website. Teams carrying out
similar projects in communities whose residents are likely to
lack wide-spread internet access (e.g., impoverished commu-
nities) should have alternate plans in place to allow for public
participation.
A goal of this paper was to assess the use of public participation

for collecting information thatcould be used to develop an engi-
neering solution to a hydrologic problem. Although we have
learned lessons that will make these projects more effective in the
future, one of the things that contributed to the relative successes of
theseprojectsweretheinterdisciplinaryteams.Thevaryingexperi-
encesof each team member allowed established methods in social
sciencetobealteredtobeeffective in completing hydrologic
engineering data collection. Werecommend that consulting engi-
neers who are interested in working on projects with more exten-
sive public participation (e.g., the public is involved beyond the
typical meetings) work with someone who has social science
experience to increasetheir potential of effectively engaging the
community. This is also the case for engineers involved in research,
especially when trying to conduct long-term projects. Experts in
other disciplines can use approaches such as eco-ethnography to
better understand those participating in a project, to make the
project better reflect the needs of the participants, and build
a strong group of participants (Grace-McCaskeyet al.2019).

3.4 Lessons learned

There were two important lessons that stand out from our
experiencesusing public participation in hydrologic engineer-
ing data collection:

(1) Invest time at the beginning of the project to get an idea
of what knowledge the public can contribute and what
will help the public to convey that knowledge to the
research team.

Spending a couple of days meeting with people from the public
in the communities where the project will be conducted has
the potential to greatly improve the information that is pro-
vided by the public. It is important in these brief initial meet-
ings to talk with people from the community that have
different careers, areas of expertise, and interest in addressing
the problems facing the community. The need for doing this
for every project was illustrated through our Lake
Mattamuskeet project where we based our methods on pre-
vious experience working with similar, but not the same,
communities. If our research team had invested this time in
getting to know the public, we would have also learned that
many in the public needed more road names or landmarks on
aerial imagery to orient themselves.

(2) Plan to engage the community at the level required to
sustain participation and complete the project.

If the goals of public participation in the project include
collecting time series data that can be used in hydrologic
models, it is important to have a plan in place to keep the

Table 3.Common themes in the Lake Mattamuskeet and Bogue Banks projects.

Theme Lake Mattamuskeet Bogue Banks

Motivation for
participation

Flood destruction of crops
and private property

Nuisanceflooding

Expectation of
further action

Watershed restoration plan
developed

No action taken due to lack
of funding

Internet
accessibility
challenges

No access for web mapping No email or access for
submitting
measurements

Interdisciplinary
leadership team

Engineer, geographer,
public policy analyst

Geologist, engineer,
anthropologist
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participants interested in the project and contributing the
needed data. The Bogue Banks project could not be continued
due to a lack of funding to maintain engagement. The plan
must include funding for structures required for the public to
submit data and maintain communication.

3.5 Alternative cost comparison

To expand upon the second lesson learned, we conducted
acost analysis to compare the costs of completing these pro-
jects using traditional methods with using public participation.
Although we did not quantify them in this paper, the benefits
to the citizens should be also be considered when evaluating
the use of participatory methods instead of all the work being
completed by a project team. Increased social capital and
greater knowledge that leads to positive community change
are potential positive outcomes that could result from public
participation in engineering projects that may outweigh an
increasedfinancial cost (Overdevestet al.2004, Yusufet al.
2018, Grace-McCaskeyet al.2019). It is also important to note
when comparing the costs of these projects that there are likely
to be differences in quality and temporal resolution of the data
collected using traditional versus public participation
methods.
For the Lake Mattamuskeet project (Table 4), we compared

our public participation method with having a technician pay
visits to properties throughout the area to determine which
direction the water was being pumped out offields. The public
participation method had an approximate cost of US$7600,
whereas visiting properties throughout the county had an
approximate cost of US$15,300. These estimates do not
include data processing and map making because they were
assumed to be the same for each method. The cost comparison
shows a clear advantage to using the public participation
method with time spent verifying the data.
The cost comparison for the Bogue Banks project (Table 5),

however, does not show an advantage for using public parti-
cipation based on the assumptions inTable 2. The equipment
costs were approximately US$1100 higher for the citizen
science project if 31 water level meters (one for each partici-
pant) were purchased at a cost of US$335 per meter and 30
water-level loggers (one needed for atmospheric reference)
were purchased at a cost of US$300 per logger plus the cost
of other needed software and hardware for the traditional
method. The cost to conduct the three years of monitoring
using public participation was estimated to be US$57,300 and
the cost using water level loggers was US$29,000. The major
expense for the public participation method was having PIs

conduct a meeting with the participants every other month. If
the frequency of meetings could be reduced to twice per year,
the cost of monitoring using public participation would be
reduced to US$29,400. These estimates do not take into
account time for data processing as these were assumed to be
the same for each method. This shows that a major challenge
to using public participation in groundwater monitoring is the
cost of maintaining engagement in the project. Based on our
experience, the level of engagement of two meetings per year,
where the costs for public participation and the traditional
method are approximately equal, is likely not enough engage-
ment to maintain participation. Other methods of sustaining
interest in a project other than face-to-face meetings should be
explored.
Due to the short travel time (1.5 h) from campus and the

groundwater wells being located relatively close together, we
assumed that the water level loggers in all 29 wells could be
downloaded in one day. If the wells are far enough apart or far
enough away that it takes the technician two days to retrieve
data from the water level loggers, the monitoring costs increase
to $44,800. It becomes more economical to use public partici-
pation when travel time necessitates three days to download
the water level loggers as the cost becomes US$60,200. Another
alternative would be using more expensive water level loggers
with telemetry to record and report the data in real-time.
Taking into account additional installation time and a water
level logger unit cost of US$1850, the monitoring costs would
increase to US$68,000. This shows that conducting similar
monitoring over a larger area would make public participation
more cost effective.
As with any engineering project, identification of the project

goals and appropriate methods to achieve those goals is impor-
tant. Public participation should be considered as a method for
collecting data for engineering projects. For the Lake
Mattamuskeet project, public participation was crucial to suc-
cess. Any efforts to complete the project would have required
interaction with the landowners as the team would have had to
go on private property to verify berm locations and the direc-
tion water was being pumped. For the Bogue Banks project,
public participation was not required to complete the project.
Collecting the data using automated water level loggers would
likely have been cheaper and provided a team using the data for
design work a more complete record. However, one of the key
factors that has been identified in seeking public approval for
engineering projects is early involvement in the process by the
public (Nget al.2012). Public participation in the Bogue Banks
project would havefilled this role and also served the purpose

Table 4.Cost comparison (US$) for the Lake Mattamuskeet project using public
participation or individual property visits to complete the watershed delineation,
including the time of a principal investigator (PI), a technician, and travel. The
number of hours of labor and total distance traveled are included in parentheses.
The travel costs are based on an estimation of distance traveled and aflat rate per
kilometer.

Costs Public participation Individual property visits

PI $4,400 (48 h) $0 (0 h)
Technician $2,700 (74 h) $10,000 (279 h)
Travel $500 (960 km) $5,300 (10,230 km)
Total $7,600 $15,300

Table 5.Cost comparison for three years of water-level collection in the Bogue
Banks project using public participation (six meetings per year and two meetings
per year), and the traditional method of water-level loggers. SeeTable 4for
explanation.

Costs Public participa-
tion–six meet-
ings per year

Public participa-
tion–two meetings

per year

Traditional
method

PI $44,200 (486 h) $18,000 (198 h) $2,900 (32 h)
Technician $0 (0 h) $0 (0 h) $11,500 (320 h)
Equipment $10,400 $10,400 $9,300
Travel $2,700 (5,130 km) $1,000 (1,890 km) $5,600 (10,810 km)
Total $57,300 $29,400 $29,300
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of improving the knowledge of the citizen scientists. The lessons
learned from our projects that include gaining a knowledge of
what the public can contribute, estimating the amount of
engagement required to sustain data collection, and evaluating
the costs of multiple methods of collecting data should help
others in thefields of hydrology or engineering better imple-
ment future public participation projects.

4 Conclusion

Public participation in engineering projects has typically been
limited to providing input on design alternatives after much of
the needed data has already been collected. Through our two
hydrologic engineering projects that included public participa-
tion, we learned that we should not assume the knowledge that
the public can bring to a project and try to use public partici-
pation when it will result in action that can be seen by the
participants. Our cost comparison shows that public participa-
tion should be encouraged when a large project area makes the
travel to collect the data cost prohibitive or the community
members can contribute the data through a web map or
a public meeting instead of visiting each property individually.
Including the public in projects as citizen scientists or through
participatory mapping were effective at getting the community
involved in addressing problems they are facing. The benefits
to the community of having more knowledgeable and engaged
citizens should not be forgotten when considering the use of
public participation in engineering projects.
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