2008 Membership Survey Analysis
2008 was the second year that the AICLA conducted a yearlong membership survey in conjunction with membership renewal.  As we did in 2007, in 2008 a survey aimed at obtaining lakefront property owner’s feelings on association initiatives, was attached to the membership renewal form.  Also, as we did in 2007, the renewal form, with the survey, was included with every edition of Whispering Waters that was mailed out to every single riparian (lakefront property owner).  You get Whispering Waters whether or not you’re a member of the AICLA.  Again, we asked, even if you do not wish to join or renew, please take a moment and complete the survey.

We use these surveys to tell us if we are doing what you’d like us to be doing, and to get your ideas on what we’re not addressing that is of concern to you.

This year one hundred and nine (109) of you, members and non-members alike, took the time to complete the survey.  We thank you.

2008’s survey focused on only 2 issues; a water level augmentation pilot, and the issue of accumulated sediment, or “muck”.

As we did in 2007, 2008’s survey ended by asking for your input on: “What one thing should the association address that we are either not addressing, or we are not addressing to your satisfaction”.
So, following is a table that summarizes your responses to the three specific questions.

	Survey Question
	Oscoda (Yes)
	Abstain
	Cost?
	No
	Greenbush (Yes)
	Abstain
	Cost?
	No
	Total % Yes 

	Augmentation Pilot Project? 
	36
	
	
	4
	54
	1
	
	14
	83%

	Muck a Problem?
	29 
	1
	
	10
	45
	2
	
	22
	68%

	Pay to Fix Muck Problem?
	25
	1
	3
	11
	46
	2
	4
	17
	65%


The table is rather self explanatory.  It is worth noting that last year, water level augmentation was supported by 80% of responders.  Support for proceeding with the effort to evaluate the feasibility of augmentation is at least as solid as it was in 2007.
The clear majority of responders feel the “muck” is a significant problem in the lake.  Over 2/3rds of responders believe it’s a problem, and just under 2/3rds state that they are willing to pay for that problem to be solved. 

It should be noted that a significant number of those who said they would be willing to pay to fix the muck problem, conditionally supported the notion, based on how much it would cost.  Clearly, those of us who were here six or more years ago are still tender on the subject of the cost of dredging.  

For the purposes of defining the severity of the “muck” problem around the lake, and the interest in investigating potential solutions in our “in progress” Watershed Management Plan development, the message is loud and clear.  It is a high priority problem on Cedar Lake; one that you want us to look in to, and with that said, so much for the specific questions on the survey.  
Your responses to the “one thing” question can also be categorized.  Below is a table that summarizes your comments.

	No Comment
	39
	36%

	Aquatic Plants
	22
	20%

	“Great Job”
	21
	19%

	“Enough With the Studies”
	5
	

	Shut Off the Sprinklers
	4
	

	Open the Springs
	4
	

	All Who Use the Lake Should Pay
	2
	

	Fish Issues
	2
	

	Miscellaneous Others
	7
	


It’s reassuring to those of us working on the lake, that between the “no comment” and “great job” responses, over 50% seem to feel that we’re on track and addressing lake matters at least adequately.

Reassuring, but we would tend to agree with many of the comments expressing the view that more work is needed in many unaddressed or under addressed areas. 
The rest of this report will attempt to address the concerns expressed on our “one thing” question.

To start, we’ll deal very briefly, with the matter of aquatic plant management; it is a complex and ever changing issue.  The most often repeated statements of concern on this subject can be summarized in “I’ve lived on this lake XX number of years, and I’ve never seen it as bad as it was last year”.  Perhaps that’s so.  In the over 10 years that we’ve lived on Cedar Lake it was perhaps the worst year we’ve seen.  

Having said that, the fact remains, a lake is a living entity, made up of many interrelated and inter-dependant components, and affected by ever changing conditions.  To name just some examples of this; 

· Zebra mussels have been in our lake for over 2 years.  Water clarity is at an all time high, and the effect of the mussels on the algae population in the lake is quite significant.  
· Every day boaters, birds and other animals enter our waters, some bringing with them plants that have never been in our lake.  Many of these introduced plants are not native to Michigan, and therefore, they do not have natural predators.  
· The DEQ is constantly changing its position on the treatment of plants in lakes, differentiating between treatment of native plants and non-native plants.  
· Native plants exposed to non-native plants sometimes hybridize, creating a new plant.
We are as on top of this as we can be.  The lake board has a doctor of limnology (fresh water oceanographer) under contract who studies our lake and the plants in it.  He works directly with our contracted weed treatment applicator.  Together they identify areas for treatment, the chemical cocktail that might be most effective, and then, subject to the all important, and final say of the DEQ, treatments are done.

Aquatic plant management is the responsibility of the lake board, not the association, but because of its importance to the lake, the association president sits on the lake board, is present and participates in all plant surveys, in all discussions of what to treat, with what chemicals and when, and is actually on the boat during every treatment.

The lack of success of some of our treatments in the past 2 years has been thoroughly discussed in newsletters, on our website and at membership meetings.  The last meeting of the summer is especially important for you to attend if you are interested in plant treatment.  Every year our limnologist, and weed treatment applicator attend that meeting.  They describe what was done during the past year, prognosticate on the future, and answer any and all questions related to plant treatment.  
At this time we have a ray of hope from the results of a late summer 2008 test on an isolated weed patch in the north.  It appears that we may finally have a cocktail that will effectively deal with the milfoil that has so far been resistant to treatment, and has, over the last 3 years, been slowly taking over the lake north of the causeway.  

So, in closing on weed control, whether or not 2008 was the worst year ever is irrelevant.  Conditions were not the same last year as any other year.  They won’t be the same this year, or for that matter, next year either.  Be assured that we are, and will continue to attack this problem as one of your major concerns, and with every bit of the resources at our disposal.  Unfortunately, on this most complex matter, level of effort does not always equal quality of results.
Five folks said what many of us are thinking; we’ve been studying various lake matters for over 4 years now.  Where’s the beef?  The holdup is money.  The hydrology study which you paid for with your generous contributions, was completed in two years, and identified a number of actions to start addressing problems.  Unfortunately, all the actions cost money.  To get money to fund the Watershed Management Plan which would result in changes to local ordinances, and put us in a position to possibly obtain grant money, we spent two years attempting to get a grant from the state to fund it.  After being refused twice we asked the local government bodies to tax us to pay for it through the lake board.  
It took almost a year to get funding for the Watershed Management Plan through the Lake Board.  All of this beaurocratic delay cost us over 2 years.  We still have another year of work before the Watershed Management Plan will be completed, and we can begin to see real results from that effort.

On augmentation, while the vast majority of lakefront folks support proceeding full steam ahead with water level augmentation, it seems someone of influence with the Oscoda Press got Ms Nelson’s ear.  She, for whatever reason decided there was something nefarious going on, blindsided a few board members at home on a holiday weekend.  Not getting the answers she wanted, she decided to see if she could trash the project and wrote a basically exaggerated and mostly unfounded opinion in the paper.  After looking at it all, it turns out that the Lake Board miss-stepped on public notices, in a grammatical, and mostly inconsequential way, but the irresponsible and misleading editorial accomplished Ms. Nelson’s aim, and ostensibly that of the “person of influence” who brought her into this.  The augmentation pilot which was all set to be funded by assessing us this past winter, which we overwhelmingly requested, which would have allowed real work to begin this spring, was brought to a screeching halt.
After months of, frankly, not much of anything, in January the Lake Board decided to restart the effort this spring by redoing the public hearings, this time using the correct wording in the notices and sending out the correct number of notices.  

If everything goes well from now on, we’ll have lost a year because of this.  Maybe small consolation to you, who care about the lake and are watching all this painfully slow, almost glacier slow, progress; but, how’d you like to be someone who has spent 30-40 hours a week for the last four years trying to get this work done?
It’s frustrating.  Sometimes its poke an ice-pick in my eyeball and get it over with, slow, but the only way it will not happen is if we give up.  Most of the sitting association board is about to make another 2 year commitment to the association to insure that we will not give up.
The matter of lawn sprinkling using lake water is more symbolic than substance.   Years ago a formula was printed in Whispering Waters, using a greatly inflated number of homes involved in the sprinkling.  Even with inflated figures we would lose only 2-3 inches of water level a year to home owner water withdrawls for sprinkling lawns.  We passed those same inflated figures on to Kieser & Associates for their hydrology study.  They, using the inflated home counts concluded that 10% of our water loss was to pumping water to sprinkle lawns.  

In 2008 we completed a two year survey of the lake shoreline, and with that had a dead accurate count of homes involved in sprinkling.  It turns out that our inflated house count that we had been using and had passed on to Kieser was 5 times greater then what it should be.  

So, reducing Kieser’s estimate by 1/5th, the impact of lawn sprinkling with water pumped out of Cedar Lake is approximately 2% of the total water loss for the year.  Certainly every little bit counts, but this is not an area that offers much pay back for our efforts; again, this issue is more symbolic than substantive.

Lumped in with this, rumors persist that the golf course is, or was taking water from the lake.  That’s just not so.

Under the category of things that persist is the notion that the lake has springs that were once a greater source of water then they are now, and they aren’t flowing because they are plugged because of muck accumulation, or some other reason.

Years ago the association contracted someone to identify the location of springs around the lake.  A report was presented to us with the GPS locations of a number of springs.  This information was given to our engineering firm, Kieser & Associates at the beginning of our hydrology study in 2004.
It turns out that these are groundwater springs.  If there is sufficient ground water pressure in the area, water is pushed through these springs into the lake.  They are not artesian springs from a source external to our watershed.  They are merely a mechanism for ground water in the area that is coming into the lake anyway, to be delivered to the lake via these springs, instead of slowly moving through the ground, or from the creeks that flow into the lake.
The fact is, because of the Lakewood Shores Drain that was repaired and greatly improved in the 90’s, ground water pressure around the lake has been greatly reduced.  Groundwater in our watershed is being channeled off to Lake Huron by this drainage system much faster than it was prior to the 90’s.  Reduced groundwater pressure in the area, means reduced or eliminated flow from these springs.  Kieser investigated these and concluded that they are of no consequence to our water level concerns.  

If they were what they are not, if they were springs from a separate water source, there is no amount of muck that could block them up.  

Who can argue with the idea that everyone who uses Cedar Lake should have to pay to address its problems?  The concept is great.  Unfortunately, there is no good implementation of this.  

Over the last 4 years we’ve convinced the Lake Board to be a vehicle to assess us to pay for the changes we want on the lake.  This is a major accomplishment.  For the 1st time ever in our lake history we have a real means to pay for high cost lake improvements.  

This happened because we convinced the Lake Board that the tax base to pay for these improvements is exclusively lakefront property owners.  They are comfortable proceeding with our proposals if we’re going to pay for them.  As soon as you introduce the over 2,000 Lakewood Shores property owners, and the property owners who live across the street from the lake, lakefront property owners become the minority.  The Lake Board will lose interest in what we want or have to say, and the work of the lake will be dictated by Lakewood Shores property owners, and across the street property owners.  We would lose control of the care of our lake.  You can be sure that non-lakefront property owners, whose property values or whose lifestyles are not intimately tied to the lake will not share our interests or concerns.  If you think it’s hard to get anything done now, under those conditions, there would be no chance of getting any lake initiative started.

A word about getting assessments passed; we received a suggestion that ballots of some sort be mailed out to all lake front property owners in conjunction with public hearings on initiatives and assessments, so, that those who can’t attend weekday evening public hearing will have a “vote”.  At past public hearings occasionally someone in the audience will suggest to the board “why don’t we just take a vote with a show of hands?”

First, public hearings are the work of the Lake Board, not the association.  Of the 7 members of the Lake Board only one is a member of the association, but since it comes up a lot we’ll address the suggestion.

There’s a basic misunderstanding of the purpose of a public hearing reflected in this suggestion.  The Lake Board is mandated by Michigan State statute to hold public hearings to gather input to assist them in making their decision.  This is not a vote.  It is not a matter of what the majority opinion is at the public hearing.  Public input is gathered and assessed, and the Lake Board reaches an independent decision.

So, ballots would give the board no input beyond, I want this, or I don’t.  The Lake Board is seeking dialogue, more the reasons why you support, or don’t.  On receipt of notice of a public hearing, if you determine that you cannot attend, you are able and, in fact, encouraged, to write a letter of input to the public hearing.  You may send it to anyone on the Lake Board, and your letter will be read and considered at the hearing the same as if you were in attendance.
The suggestions we received regarding fish matters are related to evaluating the health of our fishery.  We just completed an unprecedented year in effort on our lake’s fishery.  In the spring an in-depth assessment was made of the pike spawning run up Sherman Creek and the resultant hatch.  Throughout the entire summer and fall a creel census was conducted over 50+ 8 hour days to gather information on our fishery.  We had a over 60,000 walleye plant from the DNR.  Late summer the DNR conducted a boomshocker survey of the lake, and this winter we, at the direction of our fish biologist placed 6 spawning benches on the ice, so that in the spring they’ll fall into the water creating additional desirable spawning habitat.  This spring we will pull together our fish biologist and the DNR to review the huge amount of work that was accomplished last year, and to begin planning a comprehensive fishery program built on this foundation.
So, at this point we’ve addressed all of your comments except for those we’ve lumped into the “miscellaneous” category.

Let’s take a look at those now.  Actually, looking at them, we’ve already addressed one of them above.

A suggestion was made that we should mount an effort to clear the creeks, and lower the culverts under W. Cedar Lake Rd.  This suggestion was made to, we assume, improve the flow of water from the swamp, and to generally improve on the flow of water into Cedar Lake.  This is the mindset that all of us involved in this work started out with as well.  This matter is being worked in detail in the Watershed Management Plan effort.  We are early in our discussions on it all, but I believe we are headed in a somewhat opposite direction, at least as far as the creeks go.

Every year the lake thaws and thanks to late fall rainfall and winter snows, we exceed the set lake level, and water flows over the spillways out of the lake.  At the same time the swamp thaws and begins flowing into the lake; exactly when we don’t need it.  The pike spawning run gets involved in this as well, but will be ignored here, just to keep it simple.  What we’d like to do, is engineer the swamp and the creeks to retain water longer, perhaps restrict the flow from the creeks, until the lake naturally drops below the set level.  Then we’d like to make that water available, in a controlled flow that we would like to extend over more of the year.  We need to maximize the meager re-charge waters we have available to the lake to reduce our need for augmentation.
Kind of related to the issue of everyone should pay who uses the lake, someone suggested that we charge for access to the lake.  We have no control over this.  The DNR maintains a public boat launch on our lake.  It is in direct opposition to the philosophy of the DNR to suggest to them that they charge for access.  While the DNR does charge for access on some lakes, the charge is to cover the costs for personnel that they deem necessary to staff the location, or for the maintenance of the boat launch/parking area.  They will not charge for access to a lake and funnel those funds back to the lake for lake management.  They’ve never done it and won’t do it.  At least that’s what they tell us.

Two of the miscellaneous comments are somewhat related.  They have to do with the focus of our work.  One suggests that with limited funds, is it wise to use them for a number of purposes at the same time.  Specifically, shouldn’t we concentrate on augmentation?  Why are we considering paying $10,000 for a bathymetric mapping of the lake bottom?  Hummmm….. the bathymetric mapping of the lake bottom is a pet project, and one I’ve been drooling over for some time now, but, when you’re right, you’re right.  
We need to focus on augmentation, on the restoration of the swamp, on the protection of the wetlands in and around our watershed.  In the fall the board made the decision to vastly improve our data collection process on water movement in and around the lake by starting an effort to automate the readings in our well pipe piezometers around the lake.  This effort will provide the best information possible to allow accurate decisions to be made during efforts to augment and potentially restore the swamp.  So, the bathymetric mapping effort is off the table.

The 2nd comment on this matter was brief and succinct, “you are all over the place – focus”.  Respectfully, while we may be doing a lot, there is no problem with our focus.

Finally, we have someone who expressed a concern about our use of chemicals to control aquatic plants.  His/Her words, “STOP poisoning the lake!!!”.  If we decided that we wanted to let the lake change choosing to use no influence to affect that change, we’d stop using chemicals in the lake tomorrow.   However, no one should conclude that what we’d be doing is letting Mother Nature take her natural course.  Boaters will still bring foreign plants, bacteria, and animals into the lake.  Home owners around the lake will unfortunately, still fertilize their lawns, still install, use and in many cases, neglect to properly maintain septic systems.  New huge homes with large patios and driveways will still go in, resulting in less permeable surfaces around the lake increasing undesirable runoff.  All of this will influence the state of our lake beyond anything Mother Nature has in store for it.  The fact of the matter is, the chemicals used in the lake are more closely regulated and controlled and safer then the fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides used by most of us in our gardens and homes.
So, that’s the end of it.  We on the association board are heartened that most of the responders reflect what we hear at meetings and at public hearings, namely, you support our work.  Like we said at the start of this, we use this to influence and focus our efforts.  What the majority wants, we’ll pursue.    
We are concerned that this year there was 109 responses.  Last year there were 132.  This in conjunction with a gradual drop in membership over the last three years has us concerned about the lake community’s commitment to the concept of a lake association.  The new survey for 2009 is yet to be developed.  Perhaps at least a part of the focus of it will look at this.

Again, thank you for your interest.
