
Fact Check  (03) 

Board eBlast Posting 3 Sep 21 (Lake Use Study) BOD response is Italicized, verbatim 

Fact Check 1: details of the Lake Activity Study have been communicated to the SLW 

community and can be found on the Lake Committee Web page…If one had educated himself 

by reading the lake activity study proposal on the Lake Committee webpage, many of these 

queries would have been answered and never brought into question. 

Reality: Mr. Short, you briefed the new pseudo lake study at the July 2021 Board meeting.  The 

source document, if it existed at that time, was not posted to the Board meeting agenda or 

minutes, nor was it on the website.  In fact, you made no mention of any source document or 

posting which could be referenced so no one could be ‘educated’ on the topic.  The document 

you reference was posted to the Lake Committee page on 3 Aug 21, well after the meeting, 

without any announcement to the community, e-blast, webpage or otherwise.  Unfortunately, the 

message board was not an option as the Board had disabled it, in an effort to maintain control of 

the narrative to the community. 

Fact Check 2: The portion of the NCSU study that should be compared with the study being 

conducted presently would have recorded boating with fixed point security-type cameras to 

capture the lake’s boat activity proximal to Pine Island, combined with a proposed but 

untested method of corroborating the camera count with hydro-acoustic recording. These 

cameras would have recorded boats in their field of vision but would have failed to record 

other power boats, kayaks, canoes, SUPs, sailboats, and swimmers at lake sites that are distal 

to the camera locations. Moreover, due to a resolution issue at distance, these cameras would 

fail to provide images of sufficient clarity to permit identification of boat type and whether a 

particular boat represented a unique event or has been counted multiple times 

Reality: I am curious as to where the specific camera resolution was determined from the NC 

State Study Proposal. To my knowledge camera resolution had not yet been determined.  There 

were also discussions of utilizing more than one camera and location.  The cameras would take 

pictures every 15 seconds during the entire day.  In addition, the plan was to supplement with 

satellite imagery and a hydrophone, for which an algorithm could likely be developed to 

determine specific boat, type, etc. on the water. The United States Navy has been using acoustic 

signatures to identify ships and a great deal more information for years. This is an application of 

that science that would aid in the development of the algorithm for Lake Auman.  The 

hydrophone can even hear fish it is so sensitive and would be listening 24 hours a day.  In your 

new pseudo study, assuming a 1 hour flight time each observation period (as that is not specified 

in the study design posted on the webpage), and assuming 12 hours of daylight (and 

underestimate for this time of year), the drone is ONLY observing 17.8% of available daytime 

use and 8.9% of all hour use on the lake. The power of the lake use study is very questionable. 

Fact Check 3: The purpose for performing a sample count of all the activities, not just 

boating, across the entire lake, and not just in one sector, is to develop an understanding of 



the ratios of unpowered and human-based activities compared to boats, and to understand the 

effects of boating counts on those other activities. 

Reality: There is a very important concept that impacts any data gathered approximating lake 

utilization; activity avoidance.  The plan for the NC State proposal was to conduct a community 

wide survey on lake use in order to gauge members’ interest and desired usage, particularly of 

non-powered craft (kayaks, paddle boats, paddle boards, etc.), swimming, etc.  For example, 

when the lake is particularly rough, I will not go water skiing.  Just isn’t fun.  The lake churn 

could be due to boats, weather, both, etc.  Same goes for swimming.  If I wanted to swim in 

ocean conditions I would be living on the ocean. You can’t understand the effects of boats and 

types of boats on those activities if people are doing them; and definitely not with 8.9 – 17.8% of 

available usage time.   

Fact Check 4: Statistical significance of any data set is not an attribute hoped for after the 

data is collected at a study’s end but is rigorously designed into the study by the specific 

parameters defining how the data is collected.  

Reality: I would agree that the rigor of study design is critically important.  When you briefed the 

proposal at the July Board Meeting you called it statistically significant.  A study design, by 

definition, cannot be statistically significant. A scientist hopes that the data, once collected and 

used to test a hypothesis or set of hypotheses, will yield some statistically significant results with 

practical application.  I don’t see any hypotheses in your proposed design, or proposed testing?  

Fact Check 5: Regarding the comments concerning the Lake Committee not properly 

exercising their fiduciary responsibility to the Seven Lakes West Community, this lake activity 

study was thoroughly discussed over a number of months, comments from non-committee 

members were sought regarding portions of the study, and all Lake Committee members had 

input into this study. We, the Lake Committee, take our responsibility to this community quite 

seriously. For someone to pose assertions in the absence of facts and without attempting to 

question the Lake Committee regarding these concerns is quite surprising especially since the 

correctness of such assertions could have been readily checked. 

Reality: If this proposal had been published and discussed with the community before being 

allocated community funds by the Board, I would agree.  On 18 May 21 you sent a member of 

this community an email stating “Would you be interested in conducting a boating use survey 

this summer if I can get the money approved to pay the person who is hired to collect data?”. The 

member does not have a drone or know how to operate one, so the drone clearly was not a 

consideration. He declined and noted the NC State Study was a far better option.  For being 

thoroughly discussed for many months, it appears that sometime between 18 May 21 and 10 June 

21 (when Mr. Scott founded his company), this design was hatched and funded (or at least 

communicated to him as such)…and still not discussed at the Board meeting until July.  A basic 

good business practice is to solicit multiple bids for a project to get the best value for your 

money.  For example, I obtained 3 bids for a stair on my house. They ranged from $7K to $25K 

based on the same requirement.  I am asking you for the facts.  How many bids you solicited, 

from whom, and what cost did they come in at?  That is exercising proper fiduciary 



responsibility.  The fact that you would rather accuse me of posing assertions in the absence of 

fact, without providing those facts, or proof of them, says a lot.   

 

Fact Check 6: Lastly, the comments relating to the qualifications of the person actually 

performing the data capture is addressed below. As clearly evident by inspection of Mr. Ryan 

Scott’s bio, he is eminently qualified to participate in this study and this community is 

fortunate to have a resident that is willing to step up in service to his community. In addition 

as with any responsible business, the flights performed by Elevated Unmanned Systems are 

completely covered by appropriate insurance. 

Reality: Mr. Scott kindly introduced himself to me when I departed the meeting, which I greatly 

appreciated.  He has a great bio, which was provided to the Board and the Lake Committee well 

before the July meeting, but was not presented.  The issue here is not about Mr. Scott, or his 

competence, it is about how this effort was conducted in the dark and without competing the 

work. Additionally, there are significant policy issues that need to be tackled concerning 

protecting member privacy. As is the trademark of this Board, the process lacked transparency 

and was poorly communicated.   


