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SamPLe deveLoPment

The survey “sample” is the list of in-
dividuals recruited to participate in the 
study.  The intent was to collect data 
from households near Green Lake. The 
State of Wisconsin’s Cartographers 
Office maintains a database of parcel 
information, including names and mail-
ing addresses based on local tax records. 
This information is publicly available, 
and we conducted a GIS analysis to 
identify shoreline properties and others 
located near Green Lake but not directly 
on the shoreline. 
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Survey ProceSS

Data was collected using an 8-page mail ques-
tionnaire administered using a 5-contact pro-
cess, adapted from Dillman’s Tailored Design 
Method (2007). Recruitment of landowners 
to participate in the voluntary survey used the 
following contacts:  

• Introductory Letter
• Survey Packet #1
• Reminder Postcard #1
• Survey Packet #2
• Reminder Postcard #2

Multiple contacts raises awareness and sup-
port participation by providing prompts and 
reminders. The quality of the final dataset is 
dependent upon participation from a large 
enough group of agricultural landowners to 
represent the diversity of views held by this 
community.

reSPonSe rate
The GIS analysis of shoreline (and near-
by) properties identified 1485 house-
holds around Green Lake, which through 
the mailing process was reduced due to 
incorrect 1386 valid addresses. The first 
wave of mailings was sent on 9/16/2021 
with subsequent mailings approximately 
three weeks apart, and the survey closed 
on 12/16/2021. The final count was 693 

completed surveys, 
with an equal number 
of non-responses for 
a 50 percent response 
rate.  
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anaLySiS PLan

The survey analysis, completed by Dr. Aaron Thompson, uses a three-stage approach that supports 
the grouping of attitude segments within the respondents, presents a detailed overview of demo-
graphic information to clarify who is represented by the data, and reviews the policy and action 
implications in the applications section. The use of social science research in lake and water quality 
management is of particular interest to local decision-makers for various reasons. In this case, the 
Green Lake Association (GLA) seeks to evaluate the acceptability of proposed actions related to 
the future direction of water quality initiatives. This evaluation focuses on identifying a target for 
future community-based fundraising goals, establishing an appropriate desired future condition for 
the lake and watershed, and prioritizing the types of water quality threats that residents want to see. 
In the following pages, step 1 provides a detailed breakdown of the stakeholder profile that identifies 
distinct groups of survey respondents based on the key ‘distinguishing’ variables (attitudes toward 
Green Lake and resident type). The result of this process is the identification of 6 groups: 

• Group 1: No Problem Attitudes, Full-Time Residents
• Group 2: No Problem Attitudes, Part-Time Residents
• Group 3: No Problem Attitudes, Seasonal Residents
• Group 4: Negative Impacts Attitudes, Full-Time Residents
• Group 5: Negative Impacts Attitudes, Part-Time Residents
• Group 6: Negative Impacts Attitudes, Seasonal Residents

The results section provides a detailed explanation of these distinct groups of Green Lake residents. 
Following this explanation, the demographic and application sections provide additional informa-
tion about these groups that will help answer these critical social questions and inform water quality 
efforts in Green Lake. 

Survey AnAlySiSSurvey AnAlySiS
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community PercePtion oF Green Lake
The attitude statements below result from multiple interviews with lake 
stakeholders across Wisconsin and represent key distinctions in belief sys-
tems held by individuals. The responses, both agreement and disagreement, 
with these attitude statements help reveal a pattern that helps us understand 
a consistent (and often lasting) impression of the individual’s views of lake 
conditions. 

No Problem

No Problem

No Problem

No Problem

Neg. Impacts

Neg. Impacts

Neg. Impacts

Neg. Impacts

Neg. Impacts

Note: Factor analysis excluded this item. 
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reSPondent tyPoLoGy: method 
A statistical analysis (referred to as factor analysis) was conducted following a review of the sur-
vey responses to these attitude statements. The analysis looks at all valid responses and works to 
identify patterns of agreement and disagreement between survey respondents. The factor analysis 
results revealed two distinct patterns among the 693 responses. 

The first referred to hereafter as “no problem” indicates strong agreement with statements 1,2,3 
and 5. Individuals whom we have grouped with this belief pattern generally see the water qual-
ity conditions of Green Lake meeting their needs while also revealing a tendency toward a set 
of lake activities often associated with motorboats. The second pattern referred to hereafter as 
“negative impacts” indicates strong agreement with statements 4,7,8,9, and 10. Those individu-
als grouped with this belief pattern reveal a general sense of fear about declining water quality 
conditions limiting their enjoyment of the lake.      
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reSPondent tyPoLoGy: reSuLtS

The next step in identifying distinct groups of survey respondents in the stakeholder profile was 
to combine the attitude belief groups with the residence type. The selection of residence type 
(full-time, part-time, or seasonal) as a variable of interest is the result of the difference of means 
tests that clearly showed statistically significant differences for application variables. The results, 
shown below, reveal six distinct stakeholder groups that will be used to analyze the survey data 
further.  

One of the essential features of group identification in a stakeholder profile is to 
ensure that groups sizes are large enough to run statistical tests while small enough 
to provide meaningful differences that are translatable to the real world to be ac-
tionable. In this case, the stakeholder profile groups are well balanced in size and 
provide a relatively clear distinction between attitudes profiles and residency status 
at Green Lake. 
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no ProbLem GrouPS

Recall that this group’s attitude belief pattern does not necessarily mean that they do not see any 
problems, as reflected in the side-by-side comparison of scores below. Therefore, the scores for 
each item associated with the pattern have been added together to create a composite, or summat-
ed, scale score shown here. 
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neGative imPact GrouPS

Similarly, mixed attitudes with positive average support from those whose pattern of responses 
indicates that they are experiencing substantial negative impacts from water quality declines. The 
factors that differentiate the groups are the strength of agreement. Someone can believe that wa-
ter quality in the past three years is significantly declining, while also believing that Green Lake 
is one of the better lakes in this part of Wisconsin.    
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To understand what we can learn from the survey of shoreline residents, we begin by discussing 
the characteristics of those who responded to the survey. The following demographic information 
does not in and of itself provide conclusions about how to engage these audiences in watershed 
planning; instead, it assists in understanding who voluntarily contributed to the watershed plan-
ning process by participating in the Green Lake Community Survey.  

The demographic analysis (step 2) presents information about average 
values from all respondents and a breakdown using the six distinct stake-
holder groups identified in the stakeholder profile.   



– 13 –

Community Survey Report

aGe

income

The average age of all respon-
dents is 64.1 years, with only 
minor variation among the six 
groups.  

Average income levels for 
households responding to the 
survey are between $100,000 
and $150,000 per year. This re-
sult is significantly above annu-
al income estimates of $55,000 
per year for households in 
Green Lake County, Wisconsin 
from the US Census Bureau. 

education

Overall education levels are 
very similar, with the average 
respondent having “a 4-year 
college degree.” However, 
there is a statistically significant 
difference for full-time resi-
dents, whose average education 
is somewhat less but still above 
the state average.  
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A slight gender imbalance in who 
responded to the surveys is shown 
by 63.8 percent of responses 
coming from males. This result is 
not unexpected, as this is common 
among lake surveys in Wisconsin. 
However, attempts were made to 
manage this bias by addressing 
mail to respondents, where appli-
cable, to both the male and female 
owners of the property. 

Strong participation in the voluntary map-
ping question from the survey helped produce 
robust estimates of group membership by the 
geographic area around Green Lake. Responses 
were aggregated into five general areas based 
on a similar principle of appropriate size for 
statistical analysis while also small enough to 
be useful for future programming.   

GeoGraPhy

Gender
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Green Lake connectionS

awareneSS oF GLa The results reveal both high awareness of the Green Lake 
Association among shoreline area households and high levels 
of awareness of specific initiatives. 

The results below highlight place attachment indicators of 
connection to Green Lake. In particular, these focus on both 
length and personal memory connections.  
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beneFitS oF Green Lake

In general, the most likely time to find shoreline area landowners benefiting directly from Green 
Lake is when they are spending time boating/swimming or at family and social gatherings.  How-
ever, they report strong agreement with all of the potential benefits of Green Lake that they were 
asked to assess. 
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Future oF Green Lake

Survey responses aligned with 
the phosphorus loading results, 
with a greater likelihood of 
noticeable algae blooms, and a 
majority of lake residents (61 
percent) report that water qual-
ity Green Lake in the past three 
years has consistently failed to 
meet their needs.   

The preparation of the survey questionnaire focused extensively on how 
to present, given the limited space available, accurate and understand-
able scenarios outlining possible future directions for water quality in 

Green Lake. As a result, the summary of the current conditions presented below is based on 
information available in the Green Lake Management Plan, which provides much more extensive 
coverage than is possible in this format. Further, as the survey developed, new information be-
came available from the Green Lake Association (including updated phosphorus concentrations 
showing a trend of worsening conditions) and was incorporated where possible.   
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manaGement ScenarioS
The three scenarios include no new investment (status quo), new investment targeting stabilizing 
nutrient pollution, and restoration of the watershed present unique goals, timelines, management 
action, and funding. Further, each of these scenarios presents a different but likely associated set 
of costs and benefits. 
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Following the presentation of each scenario, respondents evaluated the potential impact of this 
possible future on their recreation, community, environmental, and economic benefits. Combin-
ing these four responses into a single scaled variable (adding them together) helps create an over-
all evaluation of each scenario. The results of these summated rating scales are presented below 
based on the frequency of scores for each scenario.    
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Scenario evaLuationS 

The results show an agree-
ment for each scenario 
evaluation question that this 
is a desirable future for be-
tween 10 and 25 percent of 
shoreline residents. How-
ever, a substantial majority 
(45 and 78 percent) indi-
cate that they disagree or 
strongly disagree with this 
approach across the four 
evaluation questions. 

Clearly, there is a change 
in trend between scenarios 
1 and 2, with between 59 
and 74 percent of shoreline 
residents reporting that they 
agree or strongly agree with 
this approach.  

Unlike the previous sce-
narios, there is almost no 
disagreement that this future 
would represent positive 
changes for the commu-
nity and the lake’s health. 
There is also no drop-off in 
“strongly agree” support, as 
seen in Scenario 2, which 
suggests that the community 
shares a common desired 
future condition without ex-
pressly considering compli-
cations like funding.  

The following presents results for the scenario questions invidi-
vually using all survey responses. 
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StakehoLder GrouP evaLuationS The following presents results for the scenario questions as 
a combined scale using responses for the six distinct groups 
identified in the stakeholder profile. 

Continuing the trend seen 
in the previous figures that 
presented the questions 
individually, the results 
demonstrate a dislike of 
Scenario 1. However, with 
this visualization, it is now 
possible to see differences 
between the stakeholder 
groups concerning the 
strength of their opposition 
to this future. 

The spike in the graph around 
the +4 indicates broad-based 
agreement exists among ap-
proximately 25 percent of all 
residents, regardless of their 
stakeholder group, for this 
scenario. However, we also 
can observe in more detail the 
shared drop-off in “strongly 
agree” responses that reflect 
the more mixed disagree 
to strongly agree range of 
responses.    

Again, very few respons-
es indicate any negative 
response to Scenario 3. 
There is also strong agree-
ment, but there are also 
noticeable differences in the 
strength of support between 
“no problem” and negative 
impacts” groups. 
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Lake manaGement GoaLS 
The final set of questions asked survey respondents to pick which of the three scenarios best met 
their personal, economic, affordability, and future generation goals for Green Lake. The results 
here clearly show a desire for Scenario 3, but perhaps more telling is the drop-off in terms of sup-
port when asked about the ability of the community to afford water quality investment. 

Differences between the stakeholder groups exist for which scenario they prefer; however, the 
difference on average is between solid support for Scenario 2 or Scenario 3. There is no indica-
tion that Scenario 1 is a broadly supported or desired future condition for Green Lake from any 
of the questions used to explore community support for new funding initiatives. 



– 23 –

Community Survey Report

water QuaLity threatS: PrioritizinG reSPonSe
Prioritizing a response to nutrient pollution is an essential aspect of lake management, especially 
as stakeholders less familiar with watershed-scale drivers may be quick to criticize efforts seen 
as unrelated to their problems on the lake. The response format is presented on this page, show-
ing two questions for municipal, community, and agricultural sources of phosphorus. On the next 
page, these two items have been combined into an average score for each source to present the 
analysis as a prioritization of focus rather than an endorsement of any specific strategy.   
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water QuaLity threatS: chaLLenGeS

An unexpected disparity in the results appeared during the analysis, which showed a distinct 
decline in the interest in funding action. As shown below, there is a consistently negative trend 
between both the threat and benefit of these management activities and the willingness to raise 
community funding to address the threat.  
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QuAlitAtive AnAlySiSQuAlitAtive AnAlySiS

QuaLitative data anaLySiS 

At the end of the survey, respondents were provided with an opportunity to share ad-
ditional thoughts or ideas. More than 230 respondents took this opportunity to share 
either a few words or, in some cases, more extensive insight into their experience on 
Green Lake. To those who took the extra time, thank you for the opportunity to learn 
more about your experiences. The qualitative analysis presented on the following 
pages was not planned initially but has been completed and summarized to ensure 
that these statements are valued and shared.  

An open coding procedure assisted in summarizing the open comments, which were 
volunteered by those that completed the survey. The process involves reviewing the 
comments in a structured way that first breaks down responses into categories. Sub-
sequent rounds of statement review further refined the grouping of statements into 
sub-categories and properties, as discussed in the following sections.  
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QuaLitative data reSuLtS

A few individuals expressed concerns about the potential for bias within the survey, 
precisely the results of the scenario questions. While few, it is essential to respond 
and assure these residents that this analysis does not rely on the response to any 
particular question to guide the Green Lake Association. The scenario approach used 
here responds to the unique context of Green Lake, presenting what is known to the 
best of our ability while also trying to communicate costs and benefits clearly. In 
the real world, work remains to translate these findings into specific proposals that 
answer the questions raised by survey respondents.   

Many respondents took the opportunity to express thanks to GLA, and to a lesser 
degree, those responsible for organizing this survey, for their efforts to include local 
voices when making decisions about managing water quality challenges in Green 
Lake.  
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QuaLitative data reSuLtS

Very few specific suggestions were made about how to approach agriculture, as 
written comments instead identified the contributions of agricultural runoff to 
deteriorating lake conditions. However, as the counterpoint shows, the agricultural 
community is paying attention to the actions being taken by shoreline residents who 
directly benefit from the lake.  
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QuaLitative data reSuLtS

The most robust discussion of steps needed to protect water quality was at the mu-
nicipal scale. These suggestions include everything from enforcement of develop-
ment restrictions, limiting the number of events being hosted on the lake, enforcing 
speed or motor size restrictions on the lake, and expanding sewer services to more 
rural parts of the shoreline.  



Green Lake Association

– 30 –

QuaLitative data reSuLtS

These comments focused on challenges closer to home, including comments about 
personal lawns, neighbor’s properties, and the parks and golf courses around Green 
Lake. Many of the statements suggested that incentivizing or requiring improved 
water runoff management from residential lawns is necessary. However, as the final 
comment clearly states, there were also a few statements to the contrary warning of 
resistance to anything that was not wholly voluntary.  
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QuaLitative data reSuLtS

Unsurprisingly the survey open comments section solicited strong emotions related 
to declining water quality, the current efforts to address these challenges, and the 
always contentious issue of who is to pay for restoration. However, within these 
statements, there is a clear connection between the fear of declining water quality 
and the loss of both experience and property value sometime in the future (although 
there is no evidence to suggest that is currently occurring). 
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COnCluSiOnSCOnCluSiOnS

decLininG water QuaLity 

COnCluSiOn #1: WAter QuAlity trendS

The survey results indicate a clear trend that a majority of residents perceive that water quality 
is declining in Green Lake. While overall, responses to the attitude scales reveal two distinct 
views on this topic. For the 52 percent reporting strong support of the “no problem” scale, they 
share that current water quality is not a detriment for their preferred recreational activities (in-
cluding boating with large motors). However, it is also important to note that 35% of those who 
expressed “no problems” attitudes reported that water quality has not consistently met their needs 
in the past three years.

The other half of residents (48 percent) report that current water quality over the past three years 
leads to increases in problems with swimmers itch, e-coli beach closings, and harmful algae 
blooms in Green Lake. Respondents shared the following statements to support this view: 

• “I am extremely concerned about the deteriorating water quality of Green Lake over the past 
few years.  If it continues to worsen, I fear that boating and/or swimming in the lake may 
become unsafe and that property values ultimately will be destroyed.”

• “Algal blooms have been much more noticeable in last 2-3 years. Definitely support reducing 
phosphorus usage, even if that means eliminating it altogether. The sooner we can improve 
water quality the better.”

• “Unfortunately this September we were uncomfortable to go in the lake to kayak and boat. 
We had what looked like green paint around our dock. We did not know if it was safe to go 
in the water. The fall season is beautiful in Green Lake, it was disappointing not to be able to 
participate in water activities before putting away the boat and kayaks.”
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FamiLiarity with Lake manaGement

COnCluSiOn #2: glA AWAreneSS

The survey results reveal that the Green Lake Association (GLA) is well known for its water 
quality initiatives, with mean question responses indicating that the average resident has “heard 
of them and knows what they do.” Further, between 84 and 85 percent of residents indicate that 
they are familiar with GLA’s healthy streams, partnerships with agriculture, and community edu-
cation programs. The survey also showed that, on average, GLA is the most trusted organization 
working in the watershed, with the average resident reporting that they are likely to very likely to 
work with GLA to address local water quality issues. 

The attitude typology groups revealed additional challenges for GLA’s outreach as evidence ex-
ists that those less familiar with GLA efforts are more likely to accept current water quality. First, 
the issue is most visible between seasonal residents, with distinct attitudes correlated with GLA 
awareness. One reason for this correlation is that seasonal residents reported the lowest connec-
tions to Green Lake (raised here, referred to as home, length of time at Green Lake) among all 
attitude groups. Second, GLA is helping educate residents about water quality issues in Green 
Lake, and this result suggests that this is working with more engagement with GLA, resulting 
in greater awareness of threats to lake health. However, beyond simply continuing its efforts to 
engage residents, the survey also suggests that work is needed to help educate about the issues in 
more detail, as issue confusion about factors affecting lake health was frequently shared by sur-
vey respondents. The following quotes highlight examples of the lack of information challenge:

• “Did not feel I could accurately respond as I did not know the answers to so many of your 
questions and had to guess. I have no idea how much row crop farming, animal farming etc 
affects the lake.”

• “Does the average treatment plant empty water into Green Lake? Why does the DNR allow 
building within the 75 foot set back on the shore of Green Lake?”
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StronG awareneSS overaLL 

COnCluSiOn #3: 

Survey responses reveal a clear pattern that the strongest supporters of action and local funding 
of GLA’s activities to improve water quality on Green Lake are residents in the “negative im-
pacts” attitude group who are part-time residents. This group of residents (group 5) are the least 
supportive of maintaining the current approach outlined in Scenario 1, while they hold the most 
positive assessments of both Scenarios 2 and 3. The views expressed by members of this group 
are represented in the following quote: 

• “There is clearly a great need for improvement when it comes to water quality. It makes 
us nervous for the future of Green Lake. We have dogs that swim in Green Lake as well as 
young children in our family. It is concerning. We appreciate any and all attention being 
brought to this Green Lake issue and are appreciative of the efforts being made by the GLA 
and GL Sanitary District as well as other community members and organizations. We are 

• “What proof do you have that scenario 2 and 3 will improve the lake....Green Lake is unique 
in WI do you have any similar lakes where these practices have fixed/repaired a lake...show 
us the proven activities that have worked to repair such a lake?” 

Furthermore, the issue confusion became clear through many responses similar to the following: 

• “I understand there are safe ways to chemically treat the shoreline water early in the spring 
that helps to retard algae and weed growth. Has this been looked at?”

• “The limestone used in streams to control erosion is emanating large amounts of phospho-
rous/pollutants that feed Green Lake.”
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COnCluSiOn #4: Future MAnAgeMent SCenAriOS

FundinG chaLLenGeS
Building upon the prior conclusion, it is clear that support from residents is firm for increasing 
future funding to respond to threats to water quality in Green Lake. However, as we acknowl-
edged during the design of the survey section focusing on future management scenarios, these 
results help provide a direction but are not without their own bias. Expressly, studies have noted 
that willingness to pay survey questions may not align with either ability or ultimate support of 

representing a younger generation on Green Lake but are still fully engaged in what needs 
to be done in order to save Green Lake and do our part by following guidelines about runoff 
from our own property. We hope other home owners and community members take this issue 
seriously.”

However, this conclusion has positives and negatives concerning developing actionable guid-
ance from the results. Specifically, relative to the part-time residents, there is lesser support 
for enhanced funding of GLA efforts among full-time residents. Many factors likely influence 
this result, but foremost the survey reveals that full-time residents (many of whom are retired) 
expressed concerns about their ability to pay for necessary action to address the water quality 
threats. The demographic analysis supports these concerns as full-time residents, on average, 
reported incomes that were significantly lower than either part-time or seasonal residents. Some 
of this difference in income is mitigated because these individuals are not maintaining the costs 
associated with second homes, but the following quotes help put these concerns in perspective.

• “I like Green Lake to fish, summer & winter. I don’t make much money, but still belong to 
the Green Lake Association.”

• “The efforts of the Green Lake Association are making a difference but much more needs to 
be done.   Donations and community taxes will not be enough either.  The DNR needs to get 
state level funding and grants as well to fully address the water quality.”
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specific proposals (Floress et al., 2017). As a result, the analysis approach used here is intended 
to help triangulate an answer to the Green Lake Association’s (GLA) question – what level of 
financial support are lake residents willing to accept to protect the future water quality of Green 
Lake?   

The survey revealed strong support for Scenario 3, which outlines a robust increase in communi-
ty funding to support GLA and other partner initiatives. When selecting preferred scenarios, all 
typology groups reported an average response between Scenarios 2 and 3 for personal, commu-
nity, affordability, and next-generation considerations. Combined evaluations of questions about 
each scenario individually further support these results where the data support the following 
trends: 

• An overwhelming majority of residents see Scenario 1 as unacceptable, with average re-
sponses to the combined evaluation questions (possible range of -8 strongly disagree to +8 
strongly agree) are -3.37. 

• We observe a dramatic increase in support for Scenario 2 with a mean score of 3.14 (possible 
range of -8 strongly disagree to +8 strongly agree). The distribution of responses shows that 
most respondents generally agree with the approach outlined in Scenario 2 that would focus 
on stabilizing nutrient pollution. 

• The mean score for Scenario 3 increases to 5.49 (possible range of -8 strongly disagree to +8 
strongly agree) on the combined evaluations. This result strongly indicates support for the 
approach outlined in this scenario to invest now in restoring the watershed. 

However, it is essential to note that there is also a distinct downward shift in responses to the 
preferred scenario question for affordability, “Which scenario best describes a future that match-
es the Green Lake community’s ability to raise funding for watershed protection?” The results in-
dicate concerns about the community’s ability to afford Scenario 3, which is further supported by 
results from the Sources and Risk assessment questions. Specifically, we observe lesser support 
in “funding action” than assessing the risk or benefit of action from addressing nutrient pollution 
sources. Many respondents provided written comments about this funding question, including 
the following: 

• “GLA, GL Sanitary District, and GL Conservation seem to all be working to improve con-
ditions in around GL watershed. However, actual process on water quality is much too slow. 
Perhaps all can get more aggressive with their actions.”

• “We pay a fortune in property taxes - with little benefit to our property or family. They should 
use those funds.”

• “I do not believe the residence of Green lake should shoulder the financial burden of cleaning 
up the lake. The farmers, golf courses that surround Green Lake are the major contributors of 
the pollution. Let them shoulder the financial burden.” 

Note: These are individual responses shared here to help reveal the diversity of opinions. Only 
32 out of 693 survey responses addressed the topic of funding specifically in the written com-
ments.  
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LocaL meSSaGinG 

COnCluSiOn #5: geOgrAphy OF ACtiOn 

The geographic distribution of the attitude typology groups provides further evidence that out-
reach to lake communities requires a strategic approach designed to serve multiple audiences. 
This recommendation is to respond to different types of residents, and different attitude profiles, 
in their setting around the lake. For example, it is not surprising that full-time residents are the 
dominant group in the City of Green Lake. Neither should it be surprising that in parts of the lake 
where underlying conditions (wind patterns, nutrient inflows, or other factors) lead to clearer wa-
ter conditions in the summer that there is a greater percentage of those who feel as though there 
is “no problem” with current lake conditions. 

Further, residents relate to the conditions directly in and around their own homes. This distinc-
tion is important as the messaging around water quality rarely refers to these local specifics, 
instead relying on the health of the overall lake approach. The following quotes from survey 
respondents support this type of neighborhood-scale perspective.

• “Specifically near white creek, where Green Lake is almost totally uninhabitable for migra-
tory birds.  Local fish kills are abundant and the weeds have taken over.”  

• “Fix Silver Creek by getting rid of the duckweed so it stops entering the east and of Green 
Lake.”

• “Our properties are on Beyers Cove which is not comparable to the waters of lake yet is in 
need of major restoration at this time for the ultimate health of the big lake, property values, 
recreational use and wildlife survival.”
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• Survey Cover Letter
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• Reminder Postcard
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