2007 Membership Survey Analysis
2007 was the first year that the AICLA conducted a yearlong membership survey in conjunction with membership renewal.  A survey was attached to the membership application, and renewing members, as-well-as any non-members who have an interest in the work of the lake association, were asked to complete it.
One hundred thirty two (132) of you, members and non-members, took the time to complete our survey.  We thank you, and will try to accurately interpret what you told us about what the Association is doing, and what additional we ought to be doing, or what maybe, we ought to stop doing.
Below is a table that attempts to categorize your responses.

	1. Complete Support – No Concerns
	77

	2. Complete Support – With Concerns
	33

	a. Unsure of/Don’t Understand Augmentation
	6

	b. Concerns About the Spillway (Dam)
	5

	c. Muck
	9

	d. Pumping Water Out of the Lake
	4

	e. Use of Fertilizer
	1

	f. Septic Runoff
	1

	g. Aquatic Plant Management
	3

	h. We Shouldn’t Pay (Can’t Afford?)
	1

	i. Fish (Lack of)
	1

	j. The Watershed (Clean the Creeks/Restore the Swamp)
	2

	k. Inadequate Boat Launch
	1

	3. Don’t Support Augmentation
	22

	a. Don’t Understand it, or Why We Want to Do It 
	13

	b. Aquatic Plant Management (and 1 Survey, Lack of Fish)
	4

	c. We Shouldn’t Pay (Not Our Fault, Can’t Afford, Get Grants)
	7

	d. There Is no Water Level Problem (Nature Is the Culprit)
	1

	e. Use of Fertilizer
	1

	f. Pumping Water Out of the Lake
	3

	g. No Confidence in the Association
	1

	h. Septic Runoff (We Need Sewers)
	1

	4. Opposed to Spillway Replacement/Improvement
	9

	5. Opposed to development of a Watershed Management Plan
	15

	6. Opposed to Anything That Will Result In an Increase in Taxes
	9


Level of Support for AICLA’s Three Identified Programs 
At the highest level, 110 of the responders support the three major efforts we surveyed you on.  Understanding that each effort will add to your property tax burden, you voted in support of the development of a Watershed Management Plan, an effort to potentially replace or repair the spillway (dam), and an effort to study and then implement water level augmentation.  Your level of support on these three programs is an overwhelming 80%!

Thirty three of those in complete support of our three identified efforts had concerns they voiced regarding work they feel is not receiving the proper emphasis, or may not be getting any attention at all.

You can read what those concerns are in the table above.  Also, further down in this report I’ll address concerns, comments and suggestions.
Water level augmentation is the most controversial of the three programs.  Twenty percent (22 responders) of those responding to the survey are opposed to implementing water level augmentation.  
Thirteen of the twenty two responders, who don’t support augmentation, also indicated that they do not understand the issue of augmentation.  The implication being that, perhaps with an adequate explanation, some opposed to it might change their position.

Nine of those opposed to augmentation were opposed to all three projects.  They seem to be opposed to any expenditure of money on the lake.

Fifteen of the 132 responders were not in favor of developing a Watershed Management Plan.  That’s an overwhelming 89% in favor of the effort.
Nine of the 132 responders were not in favor of repairing or replacing the spillway (dam).  This effort received the highest approval rating of 94%, and was only disapproved by those folks in favor of doing nothing.

So, as far as the identified programs go, it seems that the majority of responding lakefront residents overwhelmingly support our efforts on all three.

Comments and Concerns
We asked you to identify the single issue with you that the association is not addressing adequately, or at all.  

Interestingly, six of those who support augmentation, said that they didn’t understand it.  Combining those with the 13 who do not support augmentation, and don’t understand it, we had 19 (11% of those responding) responders who don’t understand augmentation.  That’s a significant number, and we’ll try to address that with more information in the newsletters, on the website, and at meetings.
Muck in the lake remains an area of concern to residents.  Nine responses identified this as their one issue of concern.  In April the Watershed Management Plan (WMP) development effort will begin.  Muck in the lake will be identified as one of the major impediments to the successful use of the lake in the WMP effort.  Potential fixes will be identified for follow-up action.

Individual use of lake water for irrigation has always been a lightning rod of controversy, and is an issue with a number of our members.  Seven responders identified that as their number one issue.  Three of the responders felt so strong on this matter that they identified that as the reason they would not support augmentation.

Riparian property owners pumping water out of the lake for personal use is a right, specified under the law, and for those who live north of Kings Corner along the western shore, their water pumping has little effect on our water levels.  Admittedly, everyone else who pumps water out of the lake does lower our water level.  The hydrological study of the lake states that 10% of our annual water loss is attributable to the pumping activities of that 70% of us who do not live north of Kings Corner on the west side of the lake.
For now, the only thing that the association can do is to keep this as an issue in the view of the membership.  

In the WMP development process, as we address problems that interfere with the use of our lake, water levels will be the biggest problem.  We will be looking for the local communities to protect the watershed from further adverse development thru, perhaps zoning restrictions.  We will look at the possibility of some type of local water pumping enforcement during dry times around the lake.  

However, ordinances must be viewed as an absolute last resort.  Ordinances that the local communities don’t have the resources to enforce are useless, and would serve as just another area of contention, but we’ll look at it.

The best solution to this is voluntary.  At a minimum, folks ought to be sure that they aren’t watering in the rain, that they water judiciously and sparingly, that they are working to convert lawn areas over to natural plant areas that don’t require either watering or fertilizer, and as practical and affordable, we need to put in wells to pump water for our irrigation needs.  We just need to keep attention focused on this matter.  Getting off of pumped lake water will take time and expense for a number of folks.  I know, unfortunately, for now, I’m one of them.
Seven of our responders are concerned about aquatic plant management.  2007 was, by Cedar Lake measures, a “weedy” year.  Having said that, even in 2007, Cedar Lake did not have a universal problem with plants.  The northwestern shore had a problem with a dense milfoil ridge.  There was about a ¼ mile long ridge of milfoil along the northeastern shore, and there were significant patches of milfoil in the center of the lake, but north of the causeway was still predominantly open water.  South of the causeway, there are a couple areas where emergent lily pads are a problem, and a few areas where pondweeds tend to get out of control, but nearly ninety percent of Cedar Lake was, even in 2007, open water.  Our lake is known by the local DEQ as being underdeveloped with aquatic plants.  Our lake manager and treatment applicator both say that our lake is a beautiful, relatively clear lake.  That we need to watch and treat the milfoil in the north where it’s starting to get out of control.  That we need to keep an eye on starry stonewort spreading throughout the lake, and a few other isolated areas of concern.  But, generally we should not consider Cedar Lake as a lake with weed problems.
That all aside, the lake association is not the organization that runs the aquatic plant management program.  That effort is the responsibility of the lake board.  The association president is a member of the lake board, and admittedly exercises a good deal of influence in the board’s decision making process, but concerns with aquatic plant management are best addressed to the lake board.  
The lake association board of directors see this as an issue of unrealistic expectations.  A healthy lake in the state of life that Cedar Lake is in, has a balanced, diverse population of aquatic plants.  Some areas of the lake will naturally have dense plant growth, others less.

If you are aware of areas you feel are problem areas, bring them to the attention of Russ Anton.  The information will be relayed to our lake manager for his professional evaluation, and determination of what to do about it.  Please attend lake board meetings if you have concerns, or attend the August membership meeting.  Both the lake manager and the treatment applicator will be there.

We have a pretty comprehensive aquatic plant management plan in place.  If you have issues with it, you need to make them known to the correct folks.  Perhaps you won’t be satisfied with what you hear in response, but maybe it’s possible we need to adjust our expectations.
Seven of the folks who do not support augmentation do not feel that we (individual taxpayers) should pay for it, for one reason or another.  Some feel the “problem” was created by others, so, “others” should pay.  Some feel the state or local government should make it right.  Others feel we should seek out grants, and finally there are those who just can’t afford an increase in tax.

I am most sympathetic to the last folks.  I really don’t know what to say to them, but in the end, for Cedar Lake to continue to dry up, for our watershed to continue to be assaulted by adverse development because we aren’t willing to spend money to address these and other problems, does no one any good.

For the rest, unfortunately, we’re all that we’ve got.  We tried for WMP development grants two years in a row, and on the last effort were told that while we submitted an excellent response, our lake is not bad off enough, and we’ll never realistically get a grant to develop a WMP.  That story might change after we complete a DEQ approved plan.  We’ll certainly look at grants to fund WMP recommendations, but for now we’ve reached a dead end on grants.

As for getting the state, or those “responsible” for our problems to fix them; that’s just not realistic.  The state is in dire financial difficulty, cutting programs and expenses almost daily.  As for those responsible, the only thing more expensive than paying the bill ourselves, would be trying to track down those responsible, proving it, and getting them to pay in a court of law.

The process we’re in now of paying for things ourselves will take years.  We’re looking at maybe 3 to 4 years from now to see water from augmentation, and that’s if we do an augmentation study next year.  If we add trying to get others to pay for it to this mix, it’s so insurmountable, failure is guaranteed.

Five folks are concerned about, or offer suggestions to improve the dam.  The WMP effort will initially look at this.  If we can identify some consensus action, perhaps we’ll break it off from the WMP process and immediately get on it.

Three responders were concerned about fertilizers.  One of those was concerned about ALL chemicals that wind up in the lake, including the chemicals used in plant treatment.  

We have from time to time offered information on buffer zones along the water front that eliminate the need to fertilize in that area, and that filter nutrients out of the ground water as it moves toward the lake, and have given the membership information on fertilizers that contain no phosphorus.  If you MUST fertilize at all, there is no reason to use one that contains phosphorus (the nutrient in fertilizer that is the biggest problem).  If you MUST fertilize, PLEASE do not fertilize within thirty (30) feet of the shoreline.

As for the use of chemicals to control aquatic plant growth; unfortunately, modern times force this lesser of two evils on us.  Invasive plants have no natural predators, left unattended, they will take over a lake.  Human development around a lake artificially adds nutrients to the lake in doses that dwarf Mother Nature’s nutrient deposits.  These added nutrients are fertilizer to the aquatic plant and algae community of the lake.  Without chemical or mechanical controls, just about all shallow water lakes would soon be weed chocked bogs.  
The mechanical process of weed control doesn’t use chemicals, but for a lake of our size would be much more expensive, and our current biggest problem, milfoil, is a bad candidate for mechanical control.

Unfortunately, we are stuck with chemical control…….pretty much forever.

Two folks are concerned that we have a reduced fish population.  In 2008 we have three major initiatives to address that concern.

Two folks are concerned about the proper disposal of human waste.  One states their concern to be with septic runoff, and the second would like us to look into getting sewers.

Some communities have ordinances that require a current drain and check of the septic system prior to any sale of a lakefront home.  This will be discussed during the WMP process.

We’ve talked about this before.  We need someone to step forward and volunteer to manage an effort to educate and inform our membership about proper septic system management.  We might offer voluntary checks of system failure, or effectiveness, perhaps check the shoreline for signs of failing systems.  This takes people power.  Perhaps we ought to form a list of projects needing support for our membership to choose from for getting involved in?  
Rumor has it that soon, perhaps as soon as the next 5 -10 years, the EPA is going to start requiring states to have sewer systems around all water.

Some Miscellaneous Comments of Note
One person is concerned about the quality of the DNR boat launch.  We’ll raise this as an issue at a membership meeting.  If there appears to be universal feelings that the boat launch is inadequate, then we’ll try to formulate that into something quantifiable that we can bring to the attention of the DNR in our WMP meetings.

One responder suggested that because Cedar Lake is so large, that we should consider breaking the lake into quadrants, identifying a leader of a quadrant who would get together with their quadrant folks to discuss and formulate their issues, and bring them to the attention of the board of directors.  A number of lake associations are organized in this way.  At the May meeting we’ll bring this up for membership discussion.

A responder complains about folks “buzzing” the shoreline dangerously close to youngsters (and, maybe a few not-so-youngsters).  We need to talk to the sheriff’s department, and ask them what to do about both this problem and the problem of folks not complying with No Wake zones.

The same responder raises an issue regarding voting at our membership meetings, basically, how we conduct votes.  Official votes are by ballot.  Ballots are distributed one per household of a “dues paid” membership as folks enter the meeting.  That’s how we’ll conduct the general election this May.  Often at meetings we’ll take an informal survey of the room, just to get a feel for the level of support for something.  We don’t count hands, just judge where the majority seems to be leaning on something.  That is not a vote, it’s a survey.  Again voting is, by ballot, one per dues paid household.

There were a couple of folks concerned about both the swamp and the creeks flowing out of the swamp.  A huge focus of the WMP development will focus on those.

A member is concerned that in a column of Whispering Waters we stated that the US Fish and Wildlife Service classifies a part of Cedar Lake as a wetland.  So are we.  It’s on our list of things to try to fix.

A member is concerned that there is a pipe in the lake siphoning off our water for use by a private business.  This is just not true.  There is no pipe in Cedar Lake siphoning off water, beyond those put there by individual home owners.  This is a persistent rumor that has lived on for years, refusing to die.  There are a couple of utility pipelines running through the lake, but none draining water.
This same member is concerned that there is a manmade drain siphoning water off to Lake Huron.  The only thing approaching this is the tiled drainage system in Lakewood Shores POA designed to lower the groundwater level in the subdivision to allow homes to exist there.  We are addressing this problem in both the WMP development effort, and in our augmentation efforts.

Finally, most gratefully, there was only a single response that expressed the following sentiment, “the lake is worse now than when you started; no fish, more weeds”.  To this person I can only say, it’s not for a lack of trying.  Perhaps if you joined the association and got involved you could be the difference that turns things around, but thank you for your input.
A new survey will be developed for 2008 and attached to the membership application.  We are making an effort to tailor our work to address your concerns and suggestions.  This is your association, please take the time to tell us what you want, and get involved in any way that you can.  
No matter how many folks are involved, if we don’t have you, we’re missing something.

