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Executive Summary

The following report outlines the economic, social, political, and environmental impacts of Lake
Onalaska. These impacts are caused by a combination of visitor and local factors that produce
both positive and negative effects on Lake Onalaska and its surrounding businesses,
infrastructure, communities, and nature.

This research is the result of a research agreement between the University of Wisconsin —La
Crosse Tourism Research Institute and the Brice Prairie Conservation Association, a La Crosse
County non-profit organization working towards the conservation of the lower Black River area
of southwestern Wisconsin. The research was conducted by twenty undergraduate students and
one graduate student for the REC 360, Sustainable Tourism course in the Spring 2026 semester.

294 survey questionnaires were administered to visitors and community members; 19 interviews
with for-profit and non-profit organizations were recorded, transcribed, and coded; and several
secondary data reports were collectively analyzed to complete this research.

There are a number of key findings from this research:

e 58.59% of participants stated that they were somewhat or extremely satisfied with the
conditions of Lake Onalaska.

e Many participants noticed a decrease in the number of fish and natural habitats for
wildlife in the lake, and stated that their activities were impacted by the conditions of the

lake.

e 91.55% of respondents stated that they had a neutral — very satisfied ranking of Lake
Onalaska

e 86.67% of residents and 88.64% of visitors stated that they planned to return to Lake
Onalaska.

e 71.13% of residents and 70.32% of visitors stated that the upkeep of the lake was very or
extremely important.

e Dredging, vegetation removal, and accessibility to the lake were given as the top three
suggested improvements to the lake.
79.08% of residents approve of dredging the lake.
73.10% of residents agree or slightly agree with supporting increased funding for
dredging Lake Onalaska.
65.31% of residents approve of vegetation removal in the lake.

e 64.52% of residents agree or slightly agree with supporting increased taxes to support
Lake Onalaska cleanup.

The intention of this report is to bring light to these issues in a systematic and scientific manner.
Alongside many residents and visitors, our hope is that the conditions of Lake Onalaska improve
as a result of this report.

Tanner C. Knorr, Ph.D.
Director, Tourism Research Institute
Principal Investigator



Introduction

Lake Onalaska, or Pool 7, was created in 1937 and covers approximately 7,700 acres of the
Mississippi River between Wisconsin and Minnesota (See Figure 1). Today, Lake Onalaska is a
vital recreational and ecological resource, serving as a major destination for fishing, boating, and
migratory birds. The lake is home to many wildlife species including fish, hundreds of bird
species, and many mammals including white tailed deer. However, due to its creation through
the damming of the Mississippi River, Lake Onalaska has issues with sedimentation, an
overgrowth of vegetation, and eutrophic water from decomposing vegetation that heavily reduces
available oxygen in the water. Despite past efforts, the lake continues to face severe
environmental decline from excessive sedimentation and vegetation growth The growth of
vegetation has not only negatively affected users of the lake, but also species in the lake. These
are significant threats to Lake Onalaska ecosystem and to the surrounding community, who gain
not only the usual benefits of a lake, such as recreation, but also money from tourists and other
visitors coming to enjoy the lake’s vast and variable populations of wildlife.
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The University of Wisconsin — La Crosse Tourism Research Institute was contracted by Brice
Prairie Conservation Association to conduct research on the impacts of Lake Onalaska for both



La Crosse County residents and visitors to the area. REC 360 Sustainable Tourism students
conducted research on these impacts during the Spring 2026 semester. The following report
examines the political, economic, social, and environmental impacts of the Lake for both local
residents and visitors, then outlines key governmental, non-profit, and for-profit considerations
to improve the quality of Lake Onalaska.

Context of Lake Onalaska

The following section of the report outlines the historical, socio-political, cultural, and economic
context of Lake Onalaska. This context is important because it helps to ground the importance of
the research and assists in guiding the governmental, non-profit, and for-profit considerations at
the end of the report.

Historical Context

Located along the Mississippi River near to La Crosse, Wisconsin, Lake Onalaska was created as
a result of the New Deal’s economic rehabilitation strategies during the Great Depression. From
1933-1937, the lake was created after the building of Lock and Dam Number seven by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE, 2004; Lock & Dam No. 7, 2026). President Franklin D.
Roosevelt's New Deal focused on public works initiatives to boost employment, enhance
infrastructure, and stabilize trade along important waterways. The lock-and-dam system on the
Upper Mississippi River contributed to the transformation of an unpredictable natural river into a
controlled and commercially dependable navigation channel as part of a larger endeavor to
upgrade the country's transportation network.

A reservoir spanning about 7,700 acres was created when the dam was built, raising the
Mississippi River's water level by about 6 to 7 feet. Thousands of acres of cropland, marshes,
and natural floodplain were inundated by water from this process (Fitzpatrick, Knox, &
Schubauer-Berigan, 2008; LOPRD, 2026). Before the flood, the region was home to a variety of
bottomland forests, marshes, and small farms that sustained rich ecosystems and regional
agriculture. These habitats served as both fertile ground for farming communities and a habitat
for fish, migrating birds, and other species. Some residents were displaced, valuable agricultural
land was lost, and traditional land uses were permanently changed as a result (USACE, 2004).
Additionally, as complex and seasonally dynamic floodplain, habitats were replaced by open
water, and numerous native plant and animal populations were upended.

To maintain navigation channels for barge traffic, significant dredging was needed both during
and after the project, in addition to dam building. Dredging has remained necessary because
sediment naturally accumulates in slower-moving reservoir waters. This contributes to the long-
term sedimentation issues that still plague Lake Onalaska today. These problems also affect
aquatic habitats, water depth, and water quality, necessitating ongoing federal and local agency
monitoring and control.

Significant flooding incidents have also occurred on the Mississippi River in this area, both
before and after the dam was constructed. One such occurrence was the large flood of 1965,



which had an impact on subsequent flood control measures and landscape changes (Fitzpatrick,
Knox, & Schubauer-Berigan, 2008). After 1965, navigation of the lock-and-dam system was
improved. While these changes helped control water levels, they did not completely prevent
flooding. Rather, the way water flows through the floodplain and occasionally prolonged high-
water situations changed, altering normal flood cycles in the process.

The lock-and-dam system disturbed natural flood cycles, sediment transport, and ecological
processes while also improving navigation and lowering water level unpredictability. Once
supporting nutrient dispersion and wetland restoration, seasonal floods have become less
predictable. Because of this, Lake Onalaska serves as a permanent illustration of how
infrastructure initiatives of the New Deal era integrated environmental engineering and economic
policy, resulting in long-term modifications to both natural and human systems along the Upper
Mississippi River.

By the 1970s, more than 30% of its water volume had been lost to sediment accumulation,
prompting concerns that the lake was transitioning into a swamp-like state.

In response, local residents established the Lake Onalaska Protection and Rehabilitation District
in 1975. This led to major restoration efforts in the late 1980s, including dredging to restore
depth and water flow and vegetation management to maintain recreational sustainability. Despite
these efforts, sedimentation and vegetation growth have continued. Since 1937, Lake Onalaska
has lost an estimated 75% of its original water volume, significantly affecting habitat quality,
water clarity, and recreational usability of the lake.

Socio-Political Context

Lake Onalaska has several major governmental stakeholders including the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wisconsin DNR, and Lake Onalaska Protection &
Rehabilitation District (LOPRD, 2026). The data collected from this research provides context to
the work that these organizations are putting into the lake. Multi-level government, recreation-
based organizations, and environmental nonprofits are all key stakeholders for Lake Onalaska.
The lake is owned and operated by the federal government of the United States. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Fish & Wildlife Service provide management of the lake, along with
local planning assistance from the Lake Onalaska Protection & Rehabilitation District and
nearby landowners. Because most of the shoreline is federally owned and the lake lies within the
Mississippi River National Wildlife and Fish Refuge, decision making processes, such as
dredging projects, are often slow-moving. This ‘maze of responsibilities’ can dilute
accountability and delay restoration projects, even when ecological needs are urgent.

Federal, regional, and local stakeholders share financing and responsibilities in this complicated
political environment created by the layered management structure. The lake has a significant
social impact on the identity and standard of living in Onalaska. It is an important recreational
resource for both locals and tourists in La Crosse County since it facilitates boating, fishing,
birdwatching, paths, and tourism. Environmental deterioration, however, has severely reduced
access and usability due to vegetation overgrowth, poor water quality from agricultural runoff,
and severe sedimentation. The lake has lost about three-quarters of its original volume, which
has a direct effect on locals and the outdoor economy. Intervention is widely acknowledged for



both the political stakeholders and local community to address issues of sedimentation,
overgrowth, and water quality.

Cultural Context

Lake Onalaska is a vital recreational and ecological resource, serving as a major destination for
fishing, boating, and migratory birds in La Crosse County. This is a cultural resource that is
important to the identity of the region. The lake also serves as a hub for community events.
Throughout the year, there are various fishing tournaments (e.g., BPCA, n.d.) and community
events (e.g., Onalaska Community Days, n.d.), as well as countless opportunities to engage in the
outdoors in a non-structured way. Lake Onalaska hosts these events for the community and for
people coming from out of town to gather and bond over shared interests in the outdoors. People
benefit from having access to green spaces, and Lake Onalaska provides them with opportunities
to go fishing and ice fishing, duck hunting, hiking, birdwatching, swimming, jet-skiing, and
picnicking, among other things. The lake has strong roots in the culture of the area because many
people who reside in Onalaska have property that directly borders the lake or is close enough to
justify daily usage. Indeed, several residents live in homes directly on the lake. A large part of
lake life culture is boating. Lake Onalaska provides an opportunity for individuals to form
cultural connections through boat ownership and the communities that form through boating.

Economic Context

The lake has a significant economic impact on the standard of living in Onalaska. Research
shows that the properties that rest directly on the shoreline of Lake Onalaska cost more than
double the surrounding homes that do not sit on the lake (La Crosse County, 2026; See Figure 2;
Table 1). This trend aligns with broader regional patterns whereby direct waterfront access
increases desirability and property value. Higher property value contributes to higher property
taxes to be utilized by local government. Higher property value also strengthens political support
for lake restoration and protection efforts due to vested interest in maintaining quality and appeal
to homeowners and visitors alike.
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Figure 2: Land Parcels on the Shoreline of Lake Onalaska



Data Comparison for Land Value on Lake Onalaska
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Figure 3: Data Comparison for Land Value on Lake Onalaska
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Figure 3 shows how the location of properties around the lake has an impact on the value of the
land. The closer the property is to the lake, the higher the land value. The two different colors
show the average value of the land (single owner’s parcel of land is worth in orange) versus the
average value of the land per acre (single acre costs in that area in yellow). Three areas and a
total of 306 parcels were identified: Upper Lake Onalaska nearest to the city of Onalaska (147
parcels directly on the lake; 36 parcels not on the lake), the West side of French Island (50
parcels directly on the lake; 45 parcels not on the lake), and the East side of French Island (14
parcels directly on the lake; 14 parcels not on the lake). Parcels not on the lake did not have
direct access to the lake but were located one parcel inland from the parcels on the lake (See
Appendix B for full dataset).

The average value of the land per acre is generally higher than the average value per parcel,
likely because some parcels had much lower amounts of land, which brought the price for that
parcel, and therefore lowered that average. The average per acre made up for that decrease by
pricing it by the amount of land. The price of land on the lake is higher than off the lake,
showing how much residents value having water access. In some cases, the difference in value is
more than double the price between parcels on and off the lake.

The lake also hosts a variety of events that serve the local community as well as tourists to the
area. This contributes to residents' sense of place and overall well-being. Selected event data
provided by Explore La Crosse (2026) and Wisconsin Department of Tourism include fishing
tournaments, Lake District Meetings, and fundraisers that support weed-cutting travel routes
(LOPRD, 2026; See Figure 4, 5, and 6; Tables 1, 2, and 3). Onalaska is a vital natural resource
for both community members, tourists, for-profit businesses, and non-profit organizations.
During their visits to the lake, visitors spend money directly on tickets, parking, gas, hotel fees,
food, entertainment, and non-essential shopping. Local and tourist spend supports businesses
such as marinas, bait shops, restaurants, and boat rentals. This stimulates the local economy
through direct spend and taxes.
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The following figures and graphs compare the direct spend of various events occurring each year
to the number of people who attended each event. The direct spend includes visitor’s lodging,
food, transportation, and entertainment for events connected to Lake Onalaska and other bodies
of water in the area. Historically, there is overall positive impressions of these events for locals
and visitors; however, some larger events have been known to cause tension between locals and
visitors in terms of access to the lake, parking, and closures of certain locations for locals due to
events. The 2023 events generated over $4.6 million; the 2024 events generated over $2.1
million; and the 2025 events generated over $3.9 million. There are ten major fishing
tournaments scheduled for 2026. This data is very useful in comparing what attracts people to
Lake Onalaska, showing that these events play a big role in the tourism of the lake.
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Figure 4: 2023 Events, Economic Value vs. People Attending
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League) Great
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B.A.S.S. Nation July 100 300 $85,200
Kayak Series 2023

U.S. Angler's July 500 580 $480,000
Choice

Championship 2023

Tackle Warehouse July 350 850 $731,000
Invitational

Big Bass Tour 2023 | August 315 300 $401,450
Hobie Bass Open August 110 360 $180,480
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Badger State Kayak | September 30 90 $26,720
Series 2023
BFL (Bass Fishing September 200 280 $168,000
League) Great
Lakes Super
Tourney 2023 - 5
NBAA Central September 40 100 $29,690
Ilinois Division
2023
Totals 3,645 6,470 $4,662,140
Table 1: 2023 Event Breakdown and Direct Spend
2024 Events - Economic Value vs People Attending
GQX0 30
£ 500 B
g A000 70
g, 200 *J:‘.
2 50000 S
e 150 &
é 2000 T
e
w1000 S0
W Wl
W Chiseac Bl {Base, BASS BFU(Base BB Town &b vncan Great Lakes Stnbes g BaSS Open BRL [Bae
2024 Fihisg Nation baskang 2024 Moagak Seres agas biding g Bane 2024 Frdung
Lrague) Gualitizr teapue) 2024 Senes JO24 Challerae Leapue)]
Gre gt Lases 2024 Great taces Greatlaves
2004 21 024D Super
Tourttey
2024 5
Frents
w|ioonvalue Podpde
Figure 5: 2024 Events, Economic Value vs. People Attending
Event Date Attendees Room Nights Direct Spend
WBN Classic 2024 | April 80 100 $58,480
BFL (Bass Fishing | April 200 200 $127,800
League) Great
Lakes 2024 - #1
B.A.S.S. Nation May 300 1,050 $534,400
Qualifier 2024
BFL (Bass Fishing | May 200 250 $127,800
League) Great
Lakes 2024 - #2
Big Bass Tour 2024 | August 315 800 $401,450
All American August 40 100 $42,600
Kayak Series 2024
Great Lakes Kayak | August 40 90 $42,600
Fishing Series 2024
Strike King Big September 100 130 $96,800
Bass Challenge
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B.A.S.S. Open 2024 | September 300 1,050 $534,400
BFL (Bass Fishing September 200 280 $168,000
League) Great
Lakes Super
Tourney 2024 - 5
Totals 1,575 3,770 $2,134,330
Table 2: 2024 Event Breakdown and Direct Spend
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Figure 6: 2025 Events, Economic Value vs. People Attending
Event Date Attendees Room Nights Direct Spend
NCBFL Mississippi | April 25 40 $18,150
River Pools 7, 8, 9 -
2025
BFL (Bass Fishing | April 200 180 $127,800
League) Great
Lakes 2025 - #1
BFL (Bass Fishing | May 200 180 $127,800
League) Great
Lakes 2025 - #2
National Walleye May 200 575 $273,000
Tour Qualifying
Tournament 2025
Champions Tour July 70 150 $73,100
2025
Big Bass Tour 2025 | August 315 800 $401,450
Great Lakes Kayak | August 25 50 $24,200
Fishing Series 2025
Strike King Big August 100 130 $96,800
Bass Challenge
2025
Bassmaster Elite August 1,000 1050 $1,680,000
Series 2025
Tackle Warehouse September 150 1025 $290,400
Invitationals
Championship 2025
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BFL (Bass Fishing September 200 240 $168,000
League) Great
Lakes Super
Tourney 2025 - 5
Fishers of Men September 60 80 $53,440
District 11
Championship 2025
All American September 40 75 $34,080
Kayak Series 2025
B.A.S.S. Nation October 300 1325 $534,400
Championship 2025
Totals 2,885 5,900 $3,902,620

Table 3: 2025 Event Breakdown and Direct Spend

Methodology

The following section outlines the Research Objectives, Methods, Participants, and Theoretical
Underpinnings & Analysis for this report.

Research Objectives
The study has two primary objectives:

1) To determine the political, social, economic, and environmental context and impacts of
Lake Onalaska.
2) To explore resident and visitor sentiments related to Lake Onalaska and La Crosse

County.

Twenty undergraduate researchers and one graduate student at the University of Wisconsin —La
Crosse (UWL) completed the two objectives of the research through primary and secondary data
collection after completing CITI Training (Social & Behavioral Research). The research was
initially approved by UWL IRB on February 18, 2026 (Project 26-TK-283) with a supplemental
addition to the project for interview protocols granted on March 9, 2026. Primary data collection
through survey questionnaires (See Appendix C) and interviews with for-profit (See Appendix
D) and non-profit (See Appendix E) organizations examined the following:

e Public perceptions of environmental decline, recreational access, and willingness to
support restoration funding.

e Economic significance and impact from tourists, outdoor recreationists, and locals for the
Lake.

Secondary data collection examined the following:

e The historical evolution of Lake Onalaska’s ecological and recreational conditions.

e Current environmental challenges, including sedimentation, vegetation overgrowth, and
erosion.

e Historical economic impact data related to events on Lake Onalaska.
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Methods

The research will use a mixed-methods approach through primary and secondary data collection
processes.

Primary data collection included a survey questionnaire to measure visitor spend and recreational
usage; community values and priorities related to lake preservation; support for restorative
funding and spend; an estimation of visitor spend and tourism-related revenue; and evaluation of
economic losses due to environmental degradation (See Appendix C). 294 surveys were
collected from four key stakeholders of Lake Onalaska: Community members of La Crosse
County; duck hunters; fishermen; and visitors to La Crosse County. Primary data collection also
included interviews with for-profit (See Appendix D) and non-profit (See Appendix E)
organizations affiliated with Lake Onalaska. Representatives from nine for-profit organizations
and ten non-profit organizations participated in these interviews. Neither the survey nor the
interview denote a representative sample.

Secondary data collection included historical documents; a review of past project reports; an
analysis of historical ecological information including sedimentation and vegetation data; and an
examination of federal and state management documents, funding, and spending patterns.
Through this document analysis, researchers identified key stakeholders; an understanding of
their roles, responsibilities, and influence; and map existing partnerships and funding sources.

Participants

Surveys were collected in three areas (N=294). First, seventy-five surveys were collected at a
local event for duck hunters. Second, thirty-nine surveys were collected at two local fishing
tournaments. Third, the remaining 180 surveys were collected at public spaces in La Crosse
County. There is a mix of local residents and visitors within each of these three collection areas.
189 respondents identified as La Crosse County residents. 104 respondents did not identify as La
Crosse County residents. One respondent neither completed the residency nor zip code questions.

Representatives from nine for-profit organizations and ten non-profit organizations participated
in the interviews. For-profit organizations were determined by identifying businesses
immediately on the lake. Nineteen for-profit organizations were identified and nine accepted our
invitation for an interview. For-profit organizations fall into six categories: Restaurants & Bars,
Lodging, Rental & Recreation Services, Sporting Goods, Entertainment, and Travel Services.

1) Restaurants & Bars. The first category of for-profit organizations is restaurants and bars
in the area. We identified at least eight restaurants and bars near Lake Onalaska that
benefit from the lake.

2) Lodging. Another category we identified was lodging organizations. We identified three

of these organizations that were in the immediate vicinity of Lake Onalaska. There are
more in La Crosse and the other side of Onalaska that may also benefit from the lake.
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3) Rental & Recreation Services. The next category of for-profit organizations that benefit
from Lake Onalaska are rental and recreation services organizations such as boat rentals,
marinas, and ride services on the lake. There are at least eight of these organizations on or
near the lake.

4) Sporting Goods. Another category for organizations around the lake that are for-profit are
the sporting goods stores in the area like bait shops, marine service organizations, and
sporting goods stores. We found at least four of these organizations near Lake Onalaska.

5) Entertainment. Additionally, for-profit organizations that relate to the lake are
entertainment organizations like art studios and sports broadcasting companies.

6) Travel Services. Lastly, the final category of for-profit organizations that are impacted by
tourism on Lake Onalaska is the travel services category for car rentals, travel agencies,
and gas stations. There were many of these in the area because there are many gas
stations in the area.

Thirteen non-profit organizations were identified and ten accepted our invitation for an
interview. Lake Onalaska supports a network of non-profit organizations whose missions focus
on outdoor recreation, community engagement, and public access to natural resources. As a part
of this research, these organizations play a critical role in sustaining both the health of the lake
and the social and economic vitality of La Crosse County. Funding for dredging directly supports
their ability to fulfill their missions by maintaining safe and accessible waterways for events and
public use.

Recreation-focused non-profits and other community-based boating or paddling organizations
depend on navigable water levels to host lessons, youth programs, and community events. These
organizations introduce residents, especially the youth, to outdoor recreation. Sedimentation and
restricted channels limit participation, increase safety risks, and reduce the number of programs
that can be offered. Sedimentation weakens community access to affordable recreation
opportunities.

Lake Onalaska’s health impacts the health of everything downriver as well. Research and
conservation-focused non-profits strive to create a better ecosystem in the Mississippi River. The
lake’s health ensures improved biodiversity and ecosystem services, like flood mitigation, and
the prosperity of all who live in and around the area, including people, fish, birds, and any
endangered species. Additionally, these organizations offer lots of volunteer and educational
opportunities, which can strengthen the sense of community in the Lake Onalaska area. This
helps to create a more friendly environment for both residents and tourists. With these volunteer
and educational opportunities, it allows people to become more aware of the lake that they love.

Theoretical Underpinnings & Analysis
Surveys were analyzed through the Qualtrics software and interviews were recorded, transcribed,

and coded. The interview coding process was theoretically underpinned by a four-prong
approach to sustainability: Political, Economic, Social, and Environmental. These four areas of
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sustainability work together as a system for improving the long-term viability of Lake Onalaska

These four areas represented a priori categories while coding the interviews followed either an in

vivo or grounded approach.

Findings
This section of the report presents the findings from the surveys collected and coded interviews.
This section begins with demographic data of the survey participants, then discusses General

Satisfaction and Lake Use, as well as the Political, Economic, Social, and Environmental
considerations and impacts for Lake Onalaska, as collected from both surveys and interviews.

Demographic Data

Survey Question: Is your primary residence in La Crosse County?

293 of the 294 respondents completed this question. Of the 293 respondents, 189 (64.51%) are
La Crosse County residents and 104 (35.50%) are non-residents (See Figure 7).

La Crosse County Primary Residency

Non-Residents:
35.50%

- = m Residents
Residents: 64.51%
m Non-Residents

N=293

Figure 7: La Crosse County Primary Residency
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Survey Question: What is your zip code for your primary residence?

279 participants listed their zip codes in the survey. Of the fifteen surveys with this field left
blank, six respondents identified as primary residents of La Crosse County and eight respondents
have secondary residencies in La Crosse County. One respondent did not complete any of these
fields. Below is a map of the zip codes distribution. The data show that the majority of
respondents are from Wisconsin or nearby regional areas (See Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Map of Survey Zip Code Reépoﬁdents

Below is a heat map of the regional zip code distributions with the majority of respondents
located in the La Crosse area (See Figure 9). 182 respondents are from La Crosse County zip
codes (54601, 54650, 54636, 54603, 54669, 54658, 54614, 54623, 54644, 54653, and 54602).
Including the six respondents who identified as primary residents, but did not list a zip code,
these 188 respondents represent 67.38% of the total surveys collected. This information is
important for legislative decisions related to monetary investments for Lake Onalaska.
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Survey Question: Do you have a secondary residency in La Crosse County?

255 (86.73%) Respondents completed this question on the survey. 51 (20%) Respondents stated
that they have secondary residency in La Crosse County while 204 (80%) Respondents said that

they did not (See Figure 10).

Secondary Residents of La
Crosse County

m Secondary
Residencies

B \o Secondan
Residencies

Figure 10: Secondary Residents of La Crosse County
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Survey Question: Ages of Respondents

205 Participants responded to this question, of which 126 were residents (See Figure 11), 78

were non-residents (See Figure 12), and one participant did not complete the residency question.
The majority of respondents from both resident and non-resident categories are within the 18-24

year-old range. This represents respondents from the community, data collection from the
hunting event, and from both fishing events. 25-34 year-olds represent the second most
represented group for residents, which 35-44 year-olds represent the second most represented

group for non-residents. This shows that both visitors and residents of all ages use the lake, with

an emphasis on younger adult visitors and residents.

Ages of Residents

18

25

I3

27

= [8-24 Years Old = 23-34 Years Old = 33-44 Years Old
m 13-64 Years Old » 63-84 Years Old

Figure 11: Ages of Residents

Ages of Non-Residents

¢

s |8-21 Years Old = 23-34 Years Old = 33-44 Years Old

8 J3-64 Years Old = 63-84 Years Old

Figure 12: Ages of Non-Residents
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Survey Question: Salaries of Participants

122 Residents (See Figure 13) and 39 non-residents (See Figure 14) responded to this question.
The highest represented group of residents has a salary of $100,000-149,000, while the second
most represented group has a salary under $25,000. For residents, there is a fair distribution of
salaries represented. This shows that the lake is used by those who have both a lower and higher
salary. For visitors, however, the majority of respondents stated that they earned under $25,000.
This is important to note for marketing and management of the lake.

Salaries (Residents)

B (nder $23.000 =$25.000-40.999  ®S30.000-74999 = S$75.000-99.999
= S100.000-149.999 = $130.000-199.999 & S200.000- ® Retired

Figure 13: Salaries of Residents

Salaries (Non-Residents)

® | nder §25.000 5 S$23000-49.999  mS30.000-74.999  m$73.000-99.999

1 3100.000-1 19,999 m S§30.0011-199.099 m 204,000 ® Retired

Figure 14: Salaries of Non-Residents
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Survey Question: Approximately how much money do you spend per visit to Lake Onalaska?

This question displays data in five ways. First, Table 4 outlines the spend category for both
residents and visitors, gives a proportion of resident respondents for each category, then displays
an average and total spend for each spend category. This table shows that the highest spending
on average is within the food & beverage category and the gas & transportation category. There
is also a higher expenditure on camping stated from one participant.

Spend Category Number of Percentage of Local | Average Total Spend

Respondents Residents Spend Amount
Amount

Food & Beverage 11 63.63% $47.27 $520

Boat Rentals No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Hotel & Overnight No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Accommodations

Airbnb & House No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Rentals

Recreational Activities | 3 66.67% $8.33 $25

Fishing & Hunting No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Permit/License

Boat Launch Fees No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Shopping, Retail, & No Responses N/A N/A N/A

Souvenirs

Gas & Transportation 2 66.67% $37.5 $75

Camping 1 0% $300 $300

Other Attractions 1 100% $15 $15

Table 4: Resident and Visitor Spend from Surveys

Second, there were 160 respondents that completed the “Other” option for their spending habits.
Two of these respondents (one resident, one visitor) said they were “Unsure” of how much they
spent and one local resident respondent said they spend “Too much” visiting Lake Onalaska.
Table 5 and Table 6 show the breakdown for the remaining 157 survey responses. 111 of the
157 responses were from La Crosse County residents (See Table 7); forty-eight responses were
from visitors (See Table 8); and there was one non-response. For visitors, the majority of
respondents spend $199 or less during their visit. There were outliers, however, within the $500-
999 spend amount category and $1,000+ spend category.

Number of Visitors Spend Range Average Spend Total Spend Amount
(N=48)

20 $0-49 $22.75 8455

11 $50-99 $62.54 5688

9 $100-199 $122.11 $1.099

4 $200-499 $299.75 $1,199

2 $500-999 $600 $1,200

2 $1,000+ $5,000 $10,000

Table 5: Other Spend Responses from Visitors

Third, Table 6 contains a breakdown of the general information displayed in Table 5. This
breakdown includes insights into how visitor spend ranges relate to their accommodations,
intention to return, average age, and average group size. Generally, the higher average spend, the
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higher rate of accommodation booking for visitors. 50% or more of visitors have an intention to
return. There is a trend of spending more at Lake Onalaska as visitors’ ages increase, except for
the $200-499 spend range category. This category has the youngest average age. The group size
ranges between 1-2 and 4-5 people within each party, though it does not seem to be connected to
their spend range or age.

Spend Range Accommodations Intention to Return | Average Age Average Group Size
(N=48)
$0-49 (N=20) 10% Overnight; 55% | 65% Yes; 35% No 34.7 Years Old; | 4.3 People (includes group
No Accommodations; | Response 15% No of 25 people); 2 People
35% No Response Response (excludes group of 25
people); 50% No Response
$50-99 (N=11) | 18.18% Overnight; 63.63% Yes; 39.25 Years 1.57 People; 36.36% No

45.45% No 36.36% No 0Old; 27.27% Response
Accommodations; Response No Response
36.36% No Response
$100-199 (N=9) | 22.22% Overnight; 55.56% Yes; 41 Years Old; 3.83 People (includes
22.22% No 44.44% No 22.22% No group of 11 people); 2.4
Accommodations; Response Response (excludes group of 25
11.11% Unsure; people); 33.33% No
44.44% No Response Response
$200-499 (N=4) | 100% Overnight 100% Yes 33.75 Years 2.3 People; 25% No
Old Response
$500-999 (N=2) | 100% Overnight 100% Yes 61.5 Years Old | 3 People
$1,000+ (N=2) | 50% Overnight; 50% | 50% Overnight; 51 Years Old; 2 People; 50% No
No Response 50% No Response 50% No Response
Response

Table 6: Demographics & Visitor Information for Other Spend Responses

Fourth, similar to Table 5, Table 7 contains a breakdown of resident spend figures at Lake
Onalaska. The majority of residents spend between $0-49 with an average spend of $19.89. The
highest total spend amount was from 27 residents spending $1,567 while visiting Lake Onalaska.
The highest average spend was from 5 residents spending between $200-499 per visit, with an
average of $290.

Number of Residents Spend Range Average Spend Total Spend Amount
(N=109)

64 $0-49 $19.89 $1,273

27 $50-99 $58.04 $1,567

12 $100-199 $109.17 $1,310

5 $200-499 $290.00 $1,450

1 $500-999 $500 $500

0 $1,000+ $0 $0

Table 7: Other Spend Responses from Residents

Fifth, similar to Table 6, Table 8 contains a breakdown of resident spend categories in relation
to resident accommodations, intention to return, average age, and average group size. Many
residents did not complete all questions within these sections. Of the residents that responded to
the spending question, no resident said that they utilized accommodations during their stay; 6
residents said that they intended to return while the others were no response; resident
demographics for spending money at Lake Onalaska trends higher than visitors; and the average
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group size is lower than visitors, ranging between 1-2 people and 3-4 people, depending on the

spend category.
Spend Range Accommodations | Intention to Return | Average Age Average Group Size
$0-49 (N=64) 9.38% No; 90.63% | 9.38% Yes; 90.63% | 39.85 Years 1.68 People; 60.94% No
No Response No Response Old; 25% No Response

Response

$50-99 (N=27) 100% No Response | 100% No Response | 37.39 Years 3.31 People; 40.74% No
0Old; 33.33% Response
No Response

$100-199 (N=12) | 100% No Response | 100% No Response | 42 Years Old; 2 People; 58.33% No
25% No Response
Response

$200-499 (N=5) 100% No Response | 100% No Response | 44.75 Years 1.33 People; 25% No
0ld; 20% No Response
Response

$500-999 (N=1) 100% No Response | 100% No Response | 39 Years Old 4 People

$1,000+ (N=0) 100% No Response | 100% No Response | 100% No 100% No Response
Response

Table 8: Demographics & Resident Information for Other Spend Responses

Survey Question: How many people are you traveling with? (Ages)

Both residents and non-residents responded to this question regarding their traveling
companions. Of all respondents, the average travel group size (including the respondent) was
3.53 people. There were several large groups (10+ people) traveling together at the data
collection duck hunting and fishing events. Of all respondents, the average age of their traveling
companions was 33.23 years old. The age range of traveling companions ranged from 1 year old
to 80 years old. Of the La Crosse County residents, the average traveling group size (including
the respondent) was 3.49 people, and the average age of their traveling companions was 32.86
years old. Of the visitors, the average traveling group size (including the respondent) was 3.61
people, and the average age of their traveling companions was 34.57 years old.

Survey Question: Did you stay overnight while visiting Lake Onalaska? (overnight =

accommodations or with friends or family).

29 residents (See Figure 15) and 61 non-residents (See Figure 16) responded to this question.

One resident stated that they stayed with friends and family, and one non-resident stated that they

stayed at an accommodation. The other respondents did not clarify where they stayed. The

majority of both residents and visitors stated that they did not overnight. 20 visitors (32.79% of
non-resident respondents for this question) stated that they did stay overnight while visiting Lake
Onalaska. It is unclear why participants were unsure of their overnight accommodation in the
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Figure 15: Resident Overnight
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Figure 16: Non-Resident Overnight

Survey Question: Do you plan on returning to Lake Onalaska in the future?

45 residents (See Figure 17) and 44 residents (See Figure 18) responded to this question. Most
residents (86.67%) and visitors (88.64%) stated that they did have the intention to return to Lake
Onalaska. This is a positive piece of information for the marketing and management of Lake
Onalaska.
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Figure 17: Intention to Return to Lake Onalaska (Resident)
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Figure 18: Intention to Return to Lake Onalaska (Non-Resident)
General Satisfaction & Lake Use

Survey Question: Rank your satisfaction of Lake Onalaska.

284 Participants answered this survey question, representing 96.60% of the respondents. The
most frequent response ranking Lake Onalaska’s satisfaction at five out of ten (25% of question
responses). Five on this scale represented a “neutral” satisfaction response. 91.55% of
participants responded with a ranking of five or more, showing that most participants range from
neutral to very satisfied (See Figure 19; Table 9). The high level of “neutral” responses provides
an opportunity for marketing, promotion, and awareness of Lake Onalaska, especially with so
many respondents stating that they have an intention to return.
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Figure 19: Surveyed Satisfaction Rating
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Table 9: Surveyed Satisfaction Rating
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Survey Question: How long have you been visiting Lake Onalaska?

284 (96.60%) of Respondents completed this question on the survey. The most frequent response
shows that 26.41% of Respondents have been visiting Lake Onalaska for 2-5 years, followed by
17.25% of Respondents who are new visitors to Lake Onalaska (visiting for less than 1 year).
16.90%, 14.79%, and 16.90% of Respondents were repeat visitors of Lake Onalaska, coming to
the area for 6-15 years, 16-30 years, and 31+ years, respectively. The lowest response for 1-year
visitors represents 7.75% of Respondents (See Figure 20).

Years Visiting Lake Onalaska
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Figure 20: Years Visiting Lake Onalaska

Survey Question: How often do you use Lake Onalaska for recreation or other purposes?

261 (88.78%) Respondents completed this question on the survey. More than half of respondents
(51.72%) stated that they use Lake Onalaska between 1-4 times per year. These responses were
followed by 53 (20.31%) of respondents using the lake between 5-9 times per year, 38 (14.56%)
Respondents between 10-19 times per year, and 35 Respondents using the lake twenty times or
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more per year (See Figure 21). This shows that the lake is a frequently used asset within La

Crosse County.

Frequency of Lake Onalaska Use
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Figure 21: Frequency of Lake Onalaska Use

Survey Question: What activities do you do on Lake Onalaska?

267 (90.82%) respondents identified how they use Lake Onalaska. Multiple responses were
allowed for this question, so these 267 respondents represent 679 responses unique responses.
This question also allowed for participants to respond with an “Other” option (16 responses),

responding with the following activities:

General Recreation (6), Mindfulness / Meditation (2),

Scenic Viewing (2), Events (1), Filming (1), Volunteering (1), and None (3). Responses are
included in Figure 22 and Table 10. Fishing and Ice Fishing as an activity is the highest
response with 166 respondents, 62.17% of the total responses.

Activities on Lake Onalaska
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Figure 22: Activities on Lake Onalaska
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Activities Number of Respondents
Fishing / Ice Fishing 166
Trails, Hiking, & Biking 89
Food & Beverage Services 80
Motor Boating & Activities 72
Parks & Picnicking 64
Non-motor Boating (Kayaking) | 49
Bird / Wildlife Watching 48
Swimming 48
Hunting & Trapping 47
Other 16

Table 10: Activities on Lake Onalaska

Survey Question: Have your activities been impacted by the current depth or environment of the
lake?

The figures for this question are separated by responses from residents (195, See Figure 23) and
non-residents (65, See Figure 24). The three Other responses for residents included:
“Somewhat,” “Lost Interest,” and “Haven’t used it for years.” The most frequent response to this
question for both residents (47.69%) and visitors (53.85%) stated that their activities were not
impacted by the conditions of the lake. However, there were a significant number of residents
(32.31%) and visitors (24.62%) that stated their activities had been impacted by the conditions
and a number of residents (18.46%) and visitors (21.54%) that stated they were unsure if their
activities were impacted by the conditions of the lake. Affirmative responses to this question
show that the respondents have seen a change to the depth and environment of the lake.
Respondents who stated that they were unsure of their impacted activities due to depth or
environment may have limited experience using the lake for activities. This could explain the
differences between resident and non-resident responses to this question.

Activities Impacted by Lake
Conditions (Residents)
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Figure 23: Activities Impacted by Lake Conditions for Residents
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Activities Impacted by Lake
Conditions (Non-Residents)
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Figure 24: Activities Impacted by Lake Conditions for Non-Residents

Survey Question: If you have fished consistently on Lake Onalaska for several years, have you
noticed a decrease in the quantity of fish caught each year?

179 residents (See Figure 25) and 62 non-residents (See Figure 26) responded to this question.
Over a quarter of residents (25.70%) and 11.29% of visitors stated that they noticed a decrease in
the quantity of fish caught each year. Around a third of residents (38.00%) and visitors (30.65%)
stated that they did not notice a decrease in quantity of fish. 25.70% of residents and 41.94% of
visitors stated that they were unsure about the quantity of fish, while 10.61% of residents and
16.13% of visitors stated that this question was not applicable to them. This question is
contingent upon both the respondents’ familiarity with the lake conditions over time and their
participation in the activity of fishing. These factors could help explain why many participants
were unsure. However, there are fewer unsure or not applicable respondents for residents,
showing that residents are more familiar with the conditions of the lake and the quantity of fish.

Noticed Decrease in Fish Caught
(Residents)
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Figure 25: Noticed Decrease in Fish Caught (Residents)
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Figure 26: Noticed Decrease in Fish Caught (Non-Residents)

Survey Question: How satisfied are you with the conditions of Lake Onalaska?

268 (91.16%) respondents completed this survey question (See Figure 27). This question does
not distinguish between residents and non-residents because it is important to understand the
overall perceptions of the conditions of the lake for all visitors. The most frequent response was
“Somewhat Satisfied” (44.78%). This response was followed by “Neither” (26.12%), “Extremely
Satisfied” (13.81%), “Somewhat Dissatisfied” (12.69%), and “Extremely Dissatisfied” (2.61%).
These responses show that there is room for improvements to the conditions of Lake Onalaska,
and/or that the respondents are unfamiliar with the condition, thus responding with “Neither”.

Lake Condition Satisfaction
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Figure 27: Lake Condition Satisfaction

Survey Question: Have you noticed a decrease in natural habitats for wildlife?

192 residents (See Figure 28) and 65 non-residents (See Figure 29) responded to this question.
Other responses identified that respondents noticed a decrease in fish, but not in bird populations.
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21.35% of residents and 18.46% of visitors stated that they had noted a decrease in natural
habitats for wildlife on the lake. 40.62% of residents and 33.85% of visitors stated they did not
notice this decrease. 36.46% of residents and 46.15% of visitors stated they were unsure of the
decrease. Proportionally, more residents were knowledgeable about the natural habitats,

responding with either yes or no. More visitors than residents, however, were unsure about these

conditions. This shows that residents are more familiar with the decrease (or not) of habitats in
and around the lake.
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Figure 28: Noticed Habitat Decrease (Residents)
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Figure 29: Noticed Habitat Decrease (Non-Residents)
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Survey Question: How important is the upkeep of Lake Onalaska to you?

The figures for this question are separated by Resident (194) and Non-resident (64) respondents.
71.13% of residents stated that the upkeep of Lake Onalaska was extremely or very important
(See Figure 30). Similarly, 70.32% of visitors stated that the upkeep of Lake Onalaska was
extremely or very important (See Figure 31). Only 1.03% of residents and 3.13% of visitors
stated that upkeep was not at all important. This shows the high value of lake maintenance and
conservation for both residents and visitors, regardless of their knowledge related to habitat or
fish decline.
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Figure 30: Importance of Upkeep for Residents
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Figure 31: Importance of Upkeep for Non-Residents

Survey Question: What on Lake Onalaska do you think needs improvement?

Both residents and visitors had several comments listed for this question. Some respondents gave
multiple suggestions for improvement. These comments were segregated and incorporated into
similar themes. Sixty visitors responded to this question (57.69% of visitors), producing seventy-
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three unique responses (See Figure 32; Table 11). Ninety-nine residents responded to this
question (50% of residents), producing 130 unique responses (See Figure 33; Table 12).

Dredging / Sedimentation / Siltation was the top response from both visitors and residents.
Residents identified key elements discovered in secondary research — namely that dredging,
vegetation overgrowth, accessibility, water quality, and trash are all key challenges of the lake
conservation, management, and use. Residents, on the other hand, similarly identified these key
themes, but in a different order of priority: dredging, trash, accessibility, water quality, and
vegetation overgrowth. Within the top suggestions for improvements, visitors also noted that
marketing and advertising and beaches / Navigation Channels would improve the quality of the
lake. These two elements are important because they give insight into how visitors may find out
about the lake, and how they may use the lake while visiting La Crosse County.

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS FROM

VISITORS
N/A Dredging /
Sedimentation /
Unsure Siltation

Muskrats (Increase)

Invasive Species _
Fish Amount
(Increase) / Fish

Habitats
Trash / Garbage /
Vegetation / Weed Cleanliness
Removal

Water Quality /

Improvements .
Accessibility /

Infrastructure (e.g.,
roads, boat ramps,

Beaches / Marketing / benches)
Navigation Ad\'erliein‘ /
Channels i

Awareness

Figure 32: Suggested Improvements from Visitors

Suggested Improvement Number of Responses | Percentage |
Dredging / Sedimentation / Siltation 12 11.54%
Trash / Garbage / Cleanliness 11 10.58%
Accessibility / Infrastructure (e.g., roads, boat ramps, | 8 7.69%
benches)

Marketing / Advertising / Awareness 8 7.69%
Beaches / Navigation Channels 8 7.69%
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Water Quality / Improvements 5 4.81%
Vegetation / Weed Removal 5 4.81%
Fish Amount (Increase) / Fish Habitats 3 2.88%
Invasive Species 2 1.92%
Muskrats (Increase) 1 0.96%
Unsure 6 5.77%
N/A 4 3.85%

Table 11: Suggested Improvements from Visitors

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS FROM RESIDENTS

Marketing/ Human Be.havior ! Unsure
Advertising / _ Boating
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N/A
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Figure 33: Suggested Improvements from Residents
Suggested Improvement Number of Responses | Percentage
Dredging 38 19.19%
Vegetation / Weed Removal / Algae 30 15.15%
Accessibility / Infrastructure (e.g., boat landings, 20 10.10%
shorelines, F&B, trails)
Water Quality / Improvements 11 5.56%
Trash / Garbage / Cleanliness 9 4.55%
Fish Amount (Increase) / Fish Habitats 6 3.03%
Habitat Improvement / Biodiversity 5 2.53%
Invasive Species 2 1.01%
Marketing / Advertising / Awareness 2 1.01%
Human Behavior / Boating 1 0.51%
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Unsure 1 0.51%
N/A 5 2.53%

Table 12: Suggested Improvements from Residents

Survey Question: Would you approve of improvements to the lake, such as dredging?

This question is also separated by responses from residents (196) and non-residents (65). 76.08%
of residents (See Figure 34) and 66.15% of visitors (See Figure 35) approve of dredging. These
responses clearly indicate an acknowledgment that dredging is needed for Lake Onalaska. About
a quarter of visitors were unsure and less than 10% of all respondents stated that they would not
approve of dredging.
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Figure 34: Resident Approval of Improvements (Dredging)
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Figure 35: Non-Resident Approval of Improvements (Dredging)
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Survey Question: How much do you agree with this statement: [ am in support of increased
funding for dredging to make the lake more usable.

197 residents (See Figure 36) and 67 non-residents (See Figure 37) responded to this question.

73.10% of residents and 70.15% of visitors stated that they would support or slightly support
increased funding for dredging in order to make the lake more usable. 16.24% of residents and
20.90% of visitors were unsure. 10.66% of residents and 8.96% of visitors stated that they
slightly disagreed or disagreed with increased funding. This shows that there is overall support
for increased funding for dredging.
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Figure 36: Support for Increased Funding (Residents)
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Survey Question: Would you approve of improvements to the lake, such as vegetation removal?
(Duckweed, wild rice, and wild celery)

196 Residents (See Figure 38) and 65 non-residents (See Figure 39) responded to this question.
65.31% of residents and 49.23% of visitors stated that they would approve of vegetation
removal. 15.31% of residents and 24.62% of visitors stated that they would not approve of these
improvements. 13.78% of residents and 24.62% of visitors were unsure. Other responses from
residents included comments related to their desire to complete vegetation removal without
harming the environment, noting that this does not need to be done in all areas. One Other
response from a non-resident said, “Depends on the process.” This shows that there is overall
support for vegetation removal.
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Figure 38: Resident Approval of Improvements (Vegetation Removal)
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Figure 39: Non-Resident Approval of Improvements (Vegetation Removal)
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Survey Question: How much do you agree with this statement: If the cleanup of the lake did
increase taxes, I would still be in support of the cleanup.

186 residents (See Figure 40) and 64 non-residents (See Figure 41) responded to this question.
64.52% of residents and 50.01% of visitors stated that they agreed or slightly agreed with
increased taxes to support the clean-up of Lake Onalaska. 19.36% of residents and 21.87% of
visitors stated that they disagreed or slightly disagreed with increased taxes. 16.13% of residents
and 28.13% of visitors neither agreed nor disagreed with increased taxes. This shows overall
support for increased taxes to support the cleanup of Lake Onalaska.
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Figure 40: Support of Tax Increase for Cleanup (Residents)
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Figure 41: Support of Tax Increase for Cleanup (Non-Residents)
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Political Impacts

This is the first of four sections that summarize the findings from the for-profit and non-profit
organizations. These four sections are separated into political, economic, social, and
environmental impacts of the lake and reflect the coded and summarized insights and opinions of
key organizational stakeholders associated with Lake Onalaska. Direct quotes from the
interviews are integrated into the summaries.

Organizations state that one problem related to Lake Onalaska is that there are multiple levels of
governance and different entities involved in the proposed dredging project for the lake. The
dredging project will be very expensive and require a lot of support for funding. Interviewees
state that it is important to utilize these funds in a way that will support the stakeholder's vision.
Since there is a vast variety of stakeholders involved in this project, it is difficult to meet all the
wants and needs. The different levels of governance involved may also have conflicting interest
when it comes to funding allocations. Additionally, interviewees predict that community
members will likely pay additional taxes to support this project and if this is the case, the
community likely would appreciate their tax dollars being put to good use.

Economic Impacts

According to the organizational stakeholders, the economic impacts of Lake Onalaska are related
to revenue, funding, their proximity to the lake, and seasonality and tourism.

Lake Onalaska plays an important economic role for local businesses, primarily by attracting
customers interested in recreational activities. Many businesses rely on visitors who come “ready
to go on the water for fishing, boating, or whatever,” indicating that lake-based recreation drives
spending on rentals, supplies, and services. However, the impact is not entirely positive for all
businesses. Some organizations report that large events like bass fishing tournaments can hurt
their revenue, as these events make the area crowded and discourage other visitors. Additionally,
tournament participants often “don’t come in and shop in little shops” or rent equipment. On the
other hand, more casual and family-oriented use of the lake provides steady economic benefits.
Businesses note that families frequently rent pontoons and spend time on sandbars, while fishing
and boating continue to bring in regular customers. Overall, Lake Onalaska supports the local
economy, though its benefits vary depending on the type of lake activity.

As far as funding goes for local non-profit and for-profit organizations, there is a range. Many
non-profit organizations are funded through donations and fundraisers. Occasionally, there are
times when an organization’s donation will be matched by the state and contributes to a specific
project. Most organizations have multiple forms of funding, such as state, federal, donations,
private donors, and fundraising. Additionally, some organizations obtain their income from
registration fees, passes, working events, and grants. Most discussed their use of volunteers,
which allows them to save some on staffing costs while maintaining their organizational
operations.

The location or proximity of their business to Lake Onalaska was mentioned seven times
throughout the interviews with local businesses and organizations. Overall, the restaurants and
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lodging businesses stated that their location close to the lake had a positive impact on their
business. However, some of the organizations, such as guided fishing businesses and kayak
rental companies, mentioned that their location near the Black River is more important for their
business than being close to Lake Onalaska. One business said, “I would say 90% is on the Black
River and maybe 10% on Lake Onalaska.” Another business said, “There’s not many that really,
specifically want Lake Onalaska.” The consensus is that the Greater La Crosse Region is an
excellent place to visit and recreate because of the waterways. While organizations view Lake
Onalaska as one of the attractions to the area, it is not the main draw for water sports.

Of the comments received, tourism is a big factor in La Crosse and Lake Onalaska. Multiple
participants made comments about the importance of tourism in La Crosse, including one
organization that estimated tourist arrivals to Upper Mississippi at 3.4 million tourists. Another
organization stated that 50% of La Crosse County is tourists and half of the businesses in the

area are connected to tourism. Organizations listed several key tourist cities, including

Rochester, Minneapolis, Decorah, Tomah, Milwaukee, Madison, and La Crosse surrounding
communities. In regard to tourism surrounding Lake Onalaska, one participant said that 20% of
tourists come for Lake Onalaska, while another participant had a different opinion saying 80% of
tourists come for Lake Onalaska.

Discussion of the “Busy Season” was a reoccurring theme among respondents. Commonly,
respondents expressed that the busy season in this area commonly occurs between May and
September. During these times, they stated that they were “really busy” and that the Summer
months are the “heaviest times.” Additionally, one business shared that their “revenue increases
by 10-25%” during their busy season. Lake Onalaska is not only an asset in the busy season and
warmer months, but it is also popular for ice fishing in the Winter. A respondent explained:
“From first ice in December all the way through the end of February, I would say is a super busy
season for us.” Additionally, another participant stated that “Lake Onalaska in the Winter months
with ice fishing and in the Summer for fishing is very popular.” However, busy seasons vary
from business to business. Most respondents said that summer months are their busiest season
and one business said, “in the Winter, we’re closed.”

Of the comments received, revenue patterns are highly seasonal and are heavily influenced by
both the local customers and tourism. While most businesses rely primarily on local residents,
who account for roughly 90— 95% of revenue, tourists contribute an important share of the
revenue. One participant estimated tourist review at 5—10% of their business. Seasonal changes
significantly impact earnings, with some businesses experiencing increases of 25% during busy
periods and over 100% revenue increases during peak times like Summer and Winter fishing
seasons. For example, Winter ice fishing can drive revenue up by 50-100% for one business,
while Summer brings moderate gains, partly from lake-related activities. Rental and activity-
based income also play a role, with some businesses earning $30,000-$40,000 annuaily from
rentals or $80,000—$100,000 per season. However, environmental factors such as excessive
weeds in the lake can negatively impact business revenue. Overall, while tourism related to lake
usage provides valuable boosts in revenue, especially during events such as fishing tournaments,
local customers remain the primary and most consistent source of revenue for the businesses.
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Social Impacts

Social elements of Lake Onalaska are connected to the relationship created through partnerships,
events, and lake usage and recreation.

Within the codes describing partnerships, five participants discussed Federal government
partnerships, including the Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Parks, Forest Service, and other federal groups. Three participants discussed collaborating with
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Separately, three participants discussed
partnerships between Federal and State governments to “find out [which] areas [are in need of]
restoration” so that they can “plan how we can work together to raise money and awareness for
Lake Onalaska.” Finally, two participants mentioned working with the City of La Crosse.

Other types of partnerships are related to media, scientists, and academia. For example, one
participant said, “I’ve been blogging [and] we got a lot of followers.” Additionally, two
participants talked about working with scientists to work towards restoration of the lake,
specifically around the issue of the “overwintering habitat of fish and birds.” Another discussed
that they “engage with students to do studies and projects associated with the river and its
connected ecosystems.” These student studies have been facilitated through partnerships “with
lots of federal, state, and private groups.” A notable participant claimed that there was a lack of
engagement between the City of Onalaska and these kinds of aforementioned university-led
research projects, “but Lake Onalaska, which is there really close by, we typically have not seen
projects where like, let's say the city of Onalaska is approaching to say, we'd love for you to be
involved with the project here.”

Both for-profit and non-profit businesses around Lake Onalaska report that local events and
seasonal activities play a significant role in driving engagement around social and economic
activity. Social gatherings, such as monthly club dinners with strong member turnout, foster a
sense of community, while larger events like fishing tournaments, the Brice Prairie Ice Fishing
Derby, and the Goose Island Canoe Race attract a high number of visitors from outside the area.
These events often lead to increased demand for goods and services, including bait sales,
lodging, and recreational offerings like fishing charters, especially during peak times such as
college parent or move-in weekends. Additionally, community events like Corn Fest and YMCA
run/walks contribute to steady business impacts, with one business estimating around a 20%
increase in activity. Overall, areas like Great River Landing serve as a key focal point for events,
increasing the economic and social influence of these events on local businesses.

Adults and children in the Onalaska Lake area participate in and lead many recreational and
community-organized events. Some businesses reported that local events influence the
surrounding businesses’ profits and an increase in the number of customers they receive. These
events contribute to increased foot traffic within their business. Events can therefore be a great
source of generating revenue. One participant stated that their revenue increases as much as 20%
during these events. This is to show that events both happening in and around the lake have an
impact on the amount of business being brought to the surrounding companies.
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Furthermore, businesses can benefit from annual events because they can allow business demand
to be predictable. One participant noted that their business is “already booked up for every major
fishing tournament in the area,” indicating that they are positively impacted by increased
demand. On the other hand, some businesses reported that events had minimal or even a negative
impact on their daily operations. One responder stated, “I'd say [events] do the opposite for me
because the cost of lodging... goes up.” Additionally, not all events are created equally because
some take significant planning while others do not. Events can have varied effects on revenue,
but for most organizations, events in and around Lake Onalaska have a positive impact. The
increase in customers attending community and recreational activities, such as events, generally
outweighs the negatives of these events.

Lake Onalaska serves as a shared social space with a wide variety of users, though perceptions
differ. Some businesses observe steady activity, noting that there can be “10-12 boats sailing on
the lake at any given hour,” while others feel that “even on the 4th of July, the lake is not really
busy.” This suggests that usage may be disbursed or inconsistent. The lake attracts diverse
groups, including kayakers, boaters, fishermen, and hunters, with one respondent highlighting
that “we have a lot of kayakers these days” and another adding that “we do get a fair [number] of
fishermen and hunters.” In addition, a significant portion of business activity is tied to the lake,
with one participant claiming that the lake contributes to “a quarter of our rentals.” This same
participant said, however, that many already own their kayaks. Lake usage also contributes to a
sense of community engagement. For example, one organization mentioned that “a lot of groups
[use] the lake” and that there are efforts to connect these groups to the lake in order to help
support its conservation. Overall, Lake Onalaska plays an important social role by bringing
together a diverse range of users, even if overall crowd levels vary depending on timing and
perspective. Of the comments we received, one participant said that two-thirds of their campers
are residents of Onalaska, and three-quarters of local residents have a good awareness of the
lake.

Lake Onalaska is an important resource for businesses, nonprofits, and other community
organizations that have outdoor recreation and/or environmental management as key parts of
their operations. Local organizations mentioned that much of their support comes from people
who take advantage of the outdoors and appreciate the area. Agencies managing the area focus
heavily on protecting the ecosystem by controlling invasive species, managing human impact,
and overseeing wildlife refuges as well as ensuring access for recreation, tourism, and
community use. Recreation on Lake Onalaska is both in high demand and meaningful. Some
agencies claimed that pontoon tours are booked up by May for the Summer season. Parks and
Recreation staff work year-round to maintain facilities that allow residents and visitors to enjoy
the outdoors. Organizations also balance multiple forms of recreation, such as hunting and
waterfowl activities, while welcoming visitors from outside La Crosse County who contribute to
the local economy. Together, these efforts highlight the lake’s dual role as a protected natural
asset and a comerstone of outdoor recreation for the community.
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Environmental Impacts

Though environmental impacts are related to political, economic, and social impacts, the
summary of insights discussed below are specifically connected to the conditions, management,
and constraints of restoration efforts for Lake Onalaska.

Users and residents of Lake Onalaska have observed a significant change in environmental
conditions over time. Participants particularly observed a decrease in water death. One user
stated that “in 1992 it was eight feet deep. Now, it’s a foot and a half deep.” This change of
depth makes swimming, fishing, and other lake activities difficult due to the shallow and weedy
conditions. The lake has become less navigable as silt, stumps, and changing channels make
boating challenging, especially by limiting access to docks in some areas. One participant stated
that boat “motors have a hard time getting out of the boat landings to open water.” The lake is
also facing an increase in the amount of erosion which contributes to additional sediment,
accelerating the problem of the depth. Some participants claimed that these conditions also affect
recreation and tourism, with fewer visitors and reduced accessibility. Despite the conditions of
Lake Onalaska, the demand remains high for residents and users of the lake. For example,
activities like pontoon boating rentals often fully booked early in the season. Community
members are raising awareness of the lake conditions, however, through blogs and discussion
boards as they emphasize the potential environmental and economic consequences of
sedimentation.

Organizations reiterated that the issues of overgrowth and sedimentation are serious problems
impacting tourism in the area. The weeds are making it harder for boats to navigate some areas,
which means that tourists are less satisfied, sometimes even canceling their trip when they are
told some areas are inaccessible. In the case of sedimentation, organizations focus on why
sedimentation is a problem in the river, specifically discussing how the fast-moving water of the
Mississippi slows down in the lake, lowering sediment in the process.

Environmental efforts in the area are currently impacted by tight funding and limited resources,
with major staffing cutbacks around 30-50% in Federal agencies like the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the U.S. Geological Survey. These funding and staffing cuts cause less support and
fewer people able to take action for lake protection and conservation. Local groups have to rely
on more donations and small fundraising efforts to keep things going. While they do receive
steady support from the community, this support usually comes in smaller amounts rather than
through large, funded projects. Ultimately, funding comes from a mix of places, such as local
governments like the Town of Onalaska and Campbell, La Crosse County, and revenue from for-
profit enterprises. Overall, these challenges show how important local community involvement is
when funding and supporting ongoing habitat restoration efforts.
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Policy Considerations

The following policy considerations are for governmental-related entities connected to Lake
Onalaska.

Lake Onalaska provides an integral part of the county’s economic and community development.
Implications for not maintaining the conditions of the lake could be detrimental to the social and
economic systems in the area. However, by improving the conditions of the lake, positive value
can be created to support human connections to the lake, economic multipliers within the area,
and natural habitats for fish and wildlife. Both visitors and residents identified the need to
improve the conditions of the lake. Both visitors and residents also support increased funding
and tax increases to both dredge and remove vegetation from the lake. These improvements will
have immediate positive impacts for residents and visitors.

Policy Consideration #1: Create a Lake Onalaska stakeholder task force. While several non-
profit and inter-governmental entities exist to manage the lake and property owner concerns,
there is not a unified task force to coordinate governmental, resident, visitor, private business,
tourism, scientific, and non-profit stakeholders. Bringing together the stakeholders may more
clearly show the levels of political, economic, social, and environmental entities needed to more
accurately make decisions about the management and conservation of Lake Onalaska. By
unifying efforts towards a common goal, stakeholders and community representatives can
streamline the strategy for improving the conditions of Lake Onalaska.

Policy Consideration #2: Engage more thoughtfully in the marketing, advertising, and awareness
of Lake Onalaska. Promotions of the lake come almost exclusively from local events and small
tourism businesses. There is limited marketing material available for the lake itself online or
through the La Crosse County Convention and Visitors Bureau. This consideration connects with
Practical Consideration #2 and Policy Consideration #3. Engaging at multiple levels of the
tourism supply chain will allow marketing efforts to be unified, further attracting visitors to La
Crosse County, specifically for Lake Onalaska activities. Visitors and residents not only use the
lake for fishing but also utilize the natural spaces and local enterprises for trails, hiking, biking,
boating, picnicking, and kayaking. Food and beverage establishments are also a highly ranked
activity for the lake. These assets, activities, and enterprises may benefit from forming a
community-led and government-funded working group to determine how to sell and marketing
the destination to visitors, further increasing the amount of revenue from bed and sales tax.

Policy Consideration #3: Initiate tax and funding strategies for Lake Onalaska management and
conservation. Both residents and visitors have noticed a decline in natural habitats and fish
quantities, the water quality, accessibility to the lake, and the depth and vegetation growth of the
lake. Both residents and visitors note that the upkeep of the lake is important and both support an
increase in tax and funding for dredging, vegetation removal, and cleanup of the lake. Taxes and
funding can come both from local residents and tourists. From this research, one-time
assessments and/or an increase in bed, sales, or other taxes would be generally supported by both
residents and visitors. These assessments and increases would positively contribute to property
values around the lake, improve the satisfaction of the lake conditions, and induce repeat visitors
to the area. The costs and facilitation of these funding strategies could be managed by the task
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force in Policy Consideration #1. These funds may also be used to conduct a more thorough
economic impact study for Lake Onalaska, including direct, indirect, and induced economic
impacts of locals and tourists utilizing the lake. These insights may be used to justify any tax
strategies, noting how the income generated from the lake may offset any additional funding
needed for dredging, vegetation removal, and/or other improvements to the lake.

Practical Considerations

The following practical considerations are for the businesses and non-profit organizations
working within La Crosse County that are connected to Lake Onalaska.

Practical Consideration #1: Encourage community participation for events. Fishing and boating
events for locals and tourists are key economic drivers for the Lake Onalaska area. However,
there are times when these events produce negative outcomes for local residents, such as
crowding and waste. Coordinating these high-impact events across governmental, private sector,
non-profit, and community stakeholders can better inform all parties about what they should
expect in terms of dates, demand, and the volume of visitors. Community members should be an
added voice to these economic strategies, given that they deal with the fallout of the events once
the visitors return home. This consideration may be attached to Policy Consideration #1.

Practical Consideration #2: Improve marketing material for Lake Onalaska. Many of the local
for-profit businesses associated with Lake Onalaska are small enterprises. While many
businesses see an increase in revenue from special events in the area, a more sustained plan to
market and promote the area is needed for these businesses, especially during off-season or non-
peak times of the year (See Practical Consideration #3). Collaborations with the La Crosse
County Convention and Visitors Bureau or experts in tourism marketing can prove helpful to
small businesses in the area. Key suggestions could be to host business development workshops
and consolidate efforts through both top-down and bottom-up strategies (See Policy
Consideration #2).

Practical Consideration #3: Off-Season Promotions. Several businesses noted that they are highly
seasonal. This is because of the winter conditions in La Crosse County. However, winter-related
can be an untapped consideration for many businesses. Given the number of natural resources
and trails in the Lake Onalaska area, these spaces can be transformed into winter wonderlands
for both tourists and visitors, increasing revenue during off-season times of the year in the
process. Scenic winter walks, snowshoeing, stargazing, and traversing frozen lakes draw visitors
to other destinations around the world with limited capital improvements and/or infrastructure.

Practical Consideration #4: Support Non-Profit Organizations. Several non-profits are connected
to Lake Onalaska through conservation, outdoor recreation, and community engagement.
However, there is no unified entity to pull together the various insights and initiatives of all non-
profits in the area. Because of the governance structure of Lake Onalaska, many funding
projects, research, and initiatives for the lake are also dependent upon each individual non-profit
organization. By more closely working together both between non-profit organizations and with
local government and for-profit enterprises, non-profit organizations may experience an
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improvement in the time and efficiency of completing their initiatives. Ultimately, these
initiatives have positive implications for a) local communities in the area; b) improving
economic benefits of tourism through this conservation work; and c) nature and wildlife on Lake
Onalaska.

Practical Consideration #5: Given that Lake Onalaska is one of many man-made lakes on the
Mississippi River, the challenges experienced by Lake Onalaska and its surrounding visitors are
not unique to the area. In order to align these impacts throughout the Mississippi River water
source, similar research such as this report could be conducted up and down the entire river. A
toolkit for student-led research could be crafted to give other university students (through the
University of Wisconsin — La Crosse or other institutions along the river) the opportunity to
conduct similar research. Collating these collective research findings could have major
implications at the state level for the jurisdictions responsible for the management and
conservation of lakes and other bodies of water connected to the Mississippi River.

Conclusion

Though Lake Onalaska is an important economic, social, and environmental asset to La Crosse
County, several improvements can be made to more appropriately align the impacts of the lake
with positive value to both residents and visitors. Key considerations for its improvement include
heightened collaboration between disparate entities managing lake conservation and
infrastructure; granting more support to both for-profit and non-profit entities who operate
around the lake; and thinking creatively about marketing and promotional material around the
lake. Survey participants of this study are in favor of increased funding and taxes to improve the
conditions of the lake by specifically dredging and removing vegetation. These initiatives will be
a catalyst for revenue and conservation, enhancing both the resident and visitor experience of
Lake Onalaska.
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Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, University of Wisconsin-La Crosse
Standard Research Agreement

This research agreement (Agreement) is entered into as of the date of last signature below (“Effective
Date”) between the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, University of Wisconsin-La
Crosse, Health Professions (University), a public educational institution of the State of Wisconsin, and Brice
Prairie Conservation Association (Sponsor).

Whereas, the research program contemplated by this Agreement is of mutual interest and benefit to the
University and to the Sponsor, and will further the University's instructional and research objectives in a
manner consistent with its status as a non-profit, tax-exempt, educational institution, the parties agree as
follows:

1. Statement of Work

The Sponsor desires to have the University undertake a research project entitled " 2026 Lake
Onalaska Impact Report" in accordance with the scope of work described in Attachment A (Research
Project). The University agrees to use reasonable effort to perform the Research Project. The Sponsor
acknowledges that the University makes no expressed or implied warranties for results of the Research
Project.

2. Principal Investigator

The Research Project will be supervised by Tanner C. Knorr, Ph.D. (Principal Investigator). If for any reason
this individual is unable to continue to serve as principal investigator and a successor acceptable to both
the University and the Sponsor is not available, this Agreement may be terminated as provided in Article 6.

3. Period of Performance

The period of performance of the Research Project shall commence on the Effective Date and end after a
period of 12 months. The period of performance may be extended by mutual written agreement of the
parties. This Agreement shall expire ninety (90) days after the period of performance ends.

4, Project Costs

The University shall be paid by the Sponsor for all direct and indirect costs incurred in connection with the
Research Project up to the amount of $1,000 (U.S. Dollars) as detailed in Attachment B. While it is
estimated that this amount is sufficient to conduct the Research Project, the University may submit to the
Sponsor a revised budget requesting additional funds. The Sponsor is not liable for any cost in excess of
the amount specified in Attachment B without written authorization from the Sponsor.

5. Payment Schedule
Invoices shall be submitted to:

Brice Prairie Conservation Association
Attn: Scott Cooper, Board of Director
W7805 County Road ZB
Onalaska, WI 54650

Upon execution of this Agreement, the University will submit invoices in accordance with the following
payment schedule:

e One installment on or by April 1, 2026.

Payment is due within thirty (30) days from receipt of the invoice. Checks shall be made payable to the
Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, University of Wisconsin-La Crosse and sent to:
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Haley Wittenberg, Grant Accountant
University of Wisconsin-La Crosse
Business Services

1725 State Street, 125 Graff Main Hall
La Crosse, WI 54601-3742
hwittenberg@uwlax.edu

For identification purposes, each payment shall include the invoice number and award number as
referenced on the invoice.

6. Termination

Performance under this Agreement may be terminated by either party upon ninety (30) days written notice
to the other. Upon termination, the University will be reimbursed for all allowable costs and non-cancelable
commitments incurred in the performance of the Research Project but not yet paid for.

In the event a party breaches or defaults in any of the terms or conditions of this Agreement, the other party
can provide the breaching or defaulting party with written notice that the breaching or defaulting party has
thirty (30) days to remedy the breach or default. If the party fails to remedy such breach or default, the party
giving notice may, at its option and in addition to any other remedies which it may have at law or in equity,
terminate this Agreement by sending notice of termination in writing to the other party, and such termination
shall be effective as of the date of the receipt of such notice.

7. Intellectual Property
A. Definitions, Ownership & Disclosure

“Invention” means any invention conceived and reduced to practice in the performance of the Research
pursuant to this Agreement. “University Invention” means any Invention wherein the inventorship consists
solely of University Researchers. “Sponsor Invention” means any Invention wherein the inventorship
consists solely of Sponsor Employees. “Joint Invention” means any Invention wherein the inventorship
consists of both at least one University Researcher and at least one Sponsor Employee.

“University Researchers” means the Principal Investigator and/or other University employees or agents at
the University working under the supervision of the Principal Investigator performing the Research
pursuant to this Agreement. “Sponsor Employee” means one or more Sponsor employees or agents.

University Researchers will assign all of their right, title and interest in all Inventions to the University’s
designated patent management organization, the WiSys Technology Foundation, Inc. (“WiSys"). Sponsor
Employees will assign all of their right, title and interest in all Joint Inventions to Sponsor. Subject to any
license executed under Article 7B below, Sponsor and WiSys will each have the independent right to non-
exclusively license to third parties, and otherwise exploit their respective interest in, any Joint Invention
without accounting to or consulting with each other.

Inventorship of any invention subject to this Agreement will be determined in accordance with U.S. patent
laws. WiSys and Sponsor will promptly disclose to each other in writing each Invention disclosed to it by
its employees and agents. WiSys and Sponsor agree to hold all details provided with such disclosure in
confidence and to not disclose such details to others in a manner that would affect the patentability of the
disclosed Invention.

B. License Option
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Sponsor will have an option (the “Option”) to negotiate a royalty-bearing license to WiSys’s interest in
each patent pursued on each University Invention and each Joint Invention. The Option will extend for a
period of sixty (60) days from the date of University’s written notice of each such University Invention or
Joint Invention (the “Option Period”). If Sponsor wishes to exercise its Option, it must provide written
notice of its intent to WiSys before the Option Period expires.

The terms and conditions of any license will be negotiated in good faith and agreed upon in writing
between Sponsor and WiSys within ninety (90) days of Sponsor’s written notification to WiSys that it is
exercising its Option (“Negotiation Period”). Licenses will include license terms standard for agreements
between a university and industry and will comport with Chapter 18 of Title 35 of the United States Code
(35 U.S.C. §§ 200-212) and the regulations thereunder (37 C.F.R. Part 401). If Sponsor and WiSys fail to
agree upon a license during the Negotiation Period, the Option will expire and WiSys and the University
will be free of any obligation to Sponsor with regard to such University Invention or Joint Invention.

C. Patent Prosecution

WiSys will evaluate each University Invention and may, in its sole discretion, take steps to seek patent
protection thereof. Any and all resulting patents and patent applications will be owned solely by WiSys. In
the event that WiSys elects not to obtain patent protection for a particular University Invention, and
Sponsor's Option to a license to such University Invention has not expired, WiSys and Sponsor will
cooperatively determine an appropriate course of action in regard to that University Invention.

Although Sponsor and WiSys each have the responsibility to manage inventions assigned to them in
accordance with appropriate government regulations and their own institutional policies, effective patent
protection and commercialization of Joint Inventions may require a unified approach. Shortly following
the disclosure of a Joint Invention, technical and patent representatives of Sponsor and WiSys will
discuss details of handling such Joint [nvention.

8. Publication

The University and its employees have the right, at their discretion, to release information or to publish any
data, writings, or material resulting from the Research Project or to use such in any way for its educational
and research purposes. The University shall furnish the Sponsor with a copy of any proposed publication
in advance of the proposed publication date and grant the Sponsor thirty (30) days for review and comment.
Such delay shall not, however, be imposed on the filing of any student thesis or dissertation.

9. Publicity

The parties will mutually agree on any press releases or other publicity relating to the Research Project.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is acknowledged that the University may have record disclosure
obligations under Wisconsin open records laws, Wis. Stat. Sections 19.31-19.39, that may apply to certain
information with the exception of trade secrets as defined under Wisconsin law. Provided that the University
complies with the notice and other requirements of the Wis. Stat. Sections 19.31-19.39, disclosure of
records that do not contain or reflect trade secrets shall not be a violation of this provision.

10. Reports

The University shall furnish to the Sponsor periodic letter reports during the term of this Agreement
summarizing the research being conducted. A final report setting forth the accomplishments and significant
research findings shall be prepared by the University and submitted to the Sponsor within ninety (90) days
after the expiration of the period of performance.

11. Proprietary Data

The parties will exercise reasonable effort to maintain in confidence proprietary information disclosed or
submitted to the other party that is designated in writing as confidential information at the time of disclosure
(Confidential Information). Confidential Information does not include information which:
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e is available in the public domain or becomes available to the public through no act of the receiving
party; or

e is independently known prior to receipt thereof or is discovered independently by an employee of
the receiving party who had no access to the information supplied by the disclosing party under
this Agreement; or
is made available to the receiving party as a matter of lawful right by a third party; or

e is required to be disclosed by applicable law.

The University retains the right to refuse to accept Confidential Information that is not considered to be
essential to the completion of the Research Project. The obligations under this paragraph shall survive and
continue for one (1) year after this Agreement ends.

12. Liability
Neither party shall be liable for the acts or omissions of the other party or such other party’s officers,
employees, or agents.

13. Warranties

THE UNIVERSITY MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS
TO ANY MATTER WHATSOEVER, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, THE CONDITION OF THE
RESEARCH PROJECT OR ANY INVENTION(S), PRODUCT(S), OR RESULT(S), WHETHER TANGIBLE
OR INTANGIBLE, CONCEIVED, DISCOVERED, OR DEVELOPED UNDER THIS AGREEMENT; OR THE
OWNERSHIP, MERCHANTABILITY, OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF THE
RESEARCH PROJECT OR ANY SUCH INVENTION(S), PRODUCT(S), ORRESULT, OR THAT THE USE
OF ANY SUCH INVENTION(S), PRODUCT(S), OR RESULTS WILL NOT INFRINGE ANY PATENT,
COPYRIGHT, TRADEMARK, OR OTHER PROPRIETARY RIGHTS.

14. Equipment and Supplies
Title to any equipment or supplies purchased or manufactured in the performance of the work funded under
this Agreement vests in the University upon acquisition.

15. Assighment

Neither party may assign this Agreement to another without the prior written consent of the other party;
however, the Sponsor may assign this Agreement to a successor in ownership of all or substantially all its
business assets, provided that such successor expressly assumes in writing the obligation to perform in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement. Any other purported assignment shall be void.

16. Independent Inquiry

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to limit the freedom of researchers who are participants in
this Agreement, whether paid under this Agreement or not, from engaging in similar research inquiries
made independently under other grants, contracts, or Agreements with parties other than the Sponsor.

17. Independent Contractor
In the performances of all services under this Agreement:
e each party and its personnel shall be deemed to be and shall be an independent contractor and,
as such, shall not be entitled to any benefits applicable to employees of the other party; and
» neither party is authorized or empowered to act as agent for the other for any purpose and shall
not on behalf of the other enter into any contract, warranty, or representation as to any matter.
Neither party shall be bound by the acts or conduct of the other.

18. Insurance

Each party hereby assumes any and all risks of personal injury and property damage attributable to the
negligent acts or omissions of its officers, employees, and agents. The University warrants and represents
that it has adequate liability coverage applicable to officers, employees, and agents while acting within the
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scope of their employment by the University. The University has no liability insurance policy that can extend
protection to any other person.

19. Notices
Notices and communications are deemed made if sent to the party to receive such notice or communication
at the address given below, or such other addresses as may be designated by notice in writing.

If to the Sponsor:

Sponsor Technical Matters:

Brice Prairie Conservation Association
Attn: Scott Cooper, Board of Director
W7805 County Road ZB

Onalaska, WI 54650
scooper@uwlax.edu

608-785-6983

Sponsor Administrative Matters:
Brice Prairie Conservation Association
Attn: Scott Cooper, Board of Director
W7805 County Road ZB

Onalaska, W1 54650
scooper@uwlax.edu

608-785-6983

If to the University:

University Technical Matters:

Tanner C. Knorr, Ph.D.

Recreation Management & Recreational Therapy
Health Science Center, #2048

1725 State Street

La Crosse, WI 54601-3742

tknorr@uwlax.edu

608-785-8214

University Administrative Matters:
Office of Research & Sponsored Programs
243 Graff Main Hall

1725 State Street

La Crosse, WI 54601-3742

orsp@uwlax.edu

20. Non-Discrimination

Parties are prohibited from discriminating against any person, employee, office or agent on the basis of
age, race, religion, color, handicap, sex, physical condition, developmental disability, sexual orientation,
or national origin. Sponsor, to the extent required by applicable law, shall have an affirmative action plan.

21. Governing Law
This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Wisconsin.

22. Counterparts and Facsimile
This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which is deemed to be an original,
but which together shall constitute but one instrument. This Agreement shall be considered accepted once
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it has been executed by both parties. A signature delivered by facsimile or electronic means will be
considered binding for each party.

23. Entire Agreement

This Agreement embodies the entire understanding between the University and the Sponsor for this
Research Project, and any prior or contemporaneous representations, either oral or written, are
superseded. No amendments or changes to this Agreement, including without limitation, changes in the
statement of work, total estimated cost, and period of performance, shall be effective unless made in writing
and signed by authorized representatives of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement by proper persons duly authorized.

Sponsor: Brice Prairie Conservation For the Board of Regents of the

Association University of Wisconsin System,
University of Wisconsin-La Crosse, Health
Professions

Signed by: Signed by:
Signature: S(fﬁwcoﬁfﬂ Signature:
Name: Scott Cooper” Name: Stephani p
Title: Board of Director Title: Vice Chancellor for Administration & Finance
3/13/2026 | 3:42 PM CDT 3/16/2026 | 7:57 AM CDT
Date: Date:
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Attachment A — Scope of Work

Lake Onalaska is located within La Crosse County and is an important body of water for wildlife,
recreation, and tourism. The purpose of this project is to: 1) Determine how much of an economic impact
these tourists make in the Lake Onalaska community; and 2) Explore resident sentiments of La Crosse
County. Researchers will complete these objectives through primary and secondary data collection.
Primary data collection will examine the following: 1) Public perceptions of environmental decline,
recreational access, and willingness to support restoration funding, and 2) Economic significance and
impact from tourists, outdoor recreationists, and locals for the Lake. Secondary data collection will
examine the following: 1) The historical evolution of Lake Onalaska’s ecological and recreational
conditions, 2) Current environmental challenges, including sedimentation, vegetation overgrowth, and
Erosion, and 3) Identification and mapping of key stakeholders involved in lake management and
restoration. Together, the research seeks to provide recommendations to support sustainable
management and future restoration efforts for Lake Onalaska.

I. Description of the Work to Be Performed

The period of performance will be March 2026 to February 2027, with the majority of the research being
conducted by May 2026. Tanner C. Knorr, Professor in the Department of Recreation Management &
Recreational Therapy at the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse, will serve as the Pricipal Investigator of
the study. Dr. Knorr will be the primary contact for the Brice Prairie Conservation Association, provide
updates to the Brice Prairie Conservation Association, oversee the creation of the survey, ensure its
functionality, and be responsible for crafting the final report. Undergraduate students in REC 360 will
assist with the data collection and analysis process. The Pl will mentor 20 undergraduate students and 1
graduate student, who will be responsible for data collection, analysis, and reporting.

A. Objectives/Specific Aims
The Pl will address the following project objectives/specific aims:

e Specific Aim 1: Questionnaire Development and Procedure. The Questionnarie will gather
information on the following information: Public perceptions of environmental decline, recreational
access, and willingness to support restoration funding, and the economic significance and impact
from tourists, outdoor recreationists, and locals for the Lake.

o Specific Aim 2: Data Collection. Faculty and students will administer surveys on site using tablets.

o Specific Aim 3: Data Analysis. Faculty and students will clean and analyze the data gathered.
This will include descriptive statistics and qualitative entries from the questionnaire.

« Specific Aim 4: Presentation of Report. Faculty and students will craft a final report and present
the key findings of the report, date TBD.

B. Methodology

The research will use a mixed-methods approach through primary and secondary data collection
processes. Primary data collection will include a survey questionnaire to measure visitor spend and
recreational usage; community values and priorities related to lake preservation; support for restorative
funding and spend; an estimation of visitor spend and tourism-related revenue; and evaluation of
economic losses due to environmental degradation. The research will seek to complete at least 500
surveys from local residents and visitors. Secondary data collection will include historical documents; a
review of past project reports; an analysis of historical ecological information including sedimentation and
vegetation data; and an examination of federal and state management documents, funding, and spending
patterns. Through this document analysis, researchers will be able to identify key stakeholders; an
identification of their roles, responsibilities, and influence; and map existing partnerships and funding
sources.
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Il. Deliverables and Milestones

Project deliverables will include the following:

1. Deliverable 1: Questinnaire Development. A finalized questionnaire will be completed and set to
the Brice Prairie Conservation Association within 30 days prior to data collection. The Brice
Prairie Conservation Association will give their final approval on the questionnaire.

2. Deliverable 2: Data Collection. Faculty and students will be on site to collect surveys. The
anticipated date of data collection is April 18, 2026. Additional surveys may be collected prior to
April 18, 2026.

3. Deliverable 3: Data Analysis. Faculty and students will work to analyze the data within 30 days of
the event. Progress reports will be given to Brice Prairie Conservation Association for their
review.

4. Deliverable 4: Presentation of Report. Within 30 days of April 18, 2026, faculty and research
assistants will present the Brice Prairie Conservation Association with a final report of the
research findings. A projected date of this presentation will be May 13, 2026.

Project deliverables, associated milestones, and timelines, are outlined in the table below.

Specific Deliverables Milestones Timeline
Aim
1 Deliverable 1: Questinnaire Brice Prairie Conservation March 19, 2026
Development Association will receive and
approve the final
questionnaire.
2 Deliverable 2: Data Collection Faculty and students will April 18, 2026 and
administer surveys on site potential prior
3 Deliverable 3: Data Analysis Faculty and students will May 7, 2026
complete the data analysis
4 Deliverable 4: Presentation of Faculty and students will May 7, 2026
Report present the Brice Prairie
Conservation Association with
the final written report
4 Deliverable 4: Presentation of Faculty and students will May 13, 2026
Report present the key findings of the
report to the Brice Prairie
Conservation Association

lll. Special Requirements

This project will include expenses related to survey particiapant incentives.
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Attachment B - Budget

BUDGET
Total
Supplies $909
Indirect costs (10% total direct costs) $91
Total request $1,000

BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

PI/PD at the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse, Tanner C. Knorr, will commit class time during the Spring

of 2026 for this project.

Supplies
A total of $1,000 is budgeted for survey participant incentives.

Indirect Costs

Indirect costs are included at UWL’s prescribed rate of 10% total direct costs.
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Di rectly on Lake Average Price/Acre On the Lake: | $ 254,906.49

10-01070-000 S 66,400 0.22] $ 301,818.18
10-01071-000 S 59,300 0.23| S 257,826.09
10-01072-000 S 66,700 0.25| $ 266,800.00
10-01075-000 0.30] S -
10-01077-000 S 63,400 0.23( $ 275,652.17
10-01078-000 S 98,700 0.30| S 329,000.00
10-01082-000 S 38,500 0.10| $ 385,000.00
10-01083-000 S 37,900 0.11( 5 344,545.45
10-01084-000 S 37,100 0.10] S 371,000.00
10-01085-000 S 49,600 0.15] $ 330,666.67
10-01086-000 S 140,600 0.46] S 305,652.17
10-01638-000 S 116,100 0.52| $ 223,269.23
10-01639-000 S 60,600 0.23] S 263,478.26
10-01641-000 S 126,200 0.66| S 191,212.12
10-01642-000 S 69,200 0.32| S 216,250.00
10-01644-000 S 73,900 0.30] $ 246,333.33
10-01645-000 S 118,200 0.61] S 193,770.49
10-01646-000 S 79,200 0.31]$ 255,483.87
10-01647-000 S 95,000 0.45| $ 211,111.11
10-01648-000 S 78,900 0.30| $§ 263,000.00
10-01649-000 S 78,900 0.30| S 263,000.00
10-01651-001 S 151,600 1.05| § 144,380.95
10-01652-000 S 82,300 0.38]| S 216,578.95
10-01653-000 S 80,500 0.32|$ 251,562.50
10-01653-001 S 71,900 0.27] S 266,296.30
10-01654-000 S 89,500 0.43| S 208,139.53
10-01655-000 S 89,200 0.42] S 212,380.95
10-01656-000 S 74,100 0.33] s 224,545.45
10-01657-000 S 73,100 0.26( $ 281,153.85
10-01658-000 S 78,500 0.30| $ 261,666.67
10-01659-000 S 78,200 0.30] $ 260,666.67
10-01660-000 S 126,200 0.28] $ 450,714.29
10-01661-000 S 78,200 0.30| $ 260,666.67
10-01662-000 S 88,600 0.38] S 233,157.89
10-01663-000 S 70,700 0.26] $ 271,923.08
10-01664-000 S 193,900 1.16| $ 167,155.17
10-01665-003 $ 76,200 0.28| $ 272,142.86
10-01665-004 S 45,100 0.15] $ 300,666.67
10-01666-000 S 87,300 0.47] $ 185,744.68
10-01667-000 S 73,900 0.36| $ 205,277.78
10-01669-000 S 52,300 0.21| $ 249,047.62
10-01670-000 S 78,900 0.30( S 263,000.00
10-01766-000 S 158,300 1.69| $ 93,668.64
10-01776-000 S 132,300 0.79( 5 168,227.85
10-01778-000 S 100,400 0.47|$ 213,617.02
10-01779-000 S 106,400 0.55| $ 193,454.55
10-01786-000 S 52,700 0.38| S 138,684.21
10-01786-001 S 130,500 0.85| S 153,529.41
10-01789-000 S 48,500 0.41] $ 118,292.68
10-01790-000 S 89,800 0.34| $ 264,117.65
10-01791-000 S 98,500 0.44| S 223,863.64
10-01792-000 S 87,900 0.31( S 283,548.39
10-01793-000 S 90,200 0.39| S 231,282.05
10-01794-000 S 87,900 0.31]$ 283,548.39
10-01795-000 S 87,900 0.31( S 283,548.39
10-01796-000 S 77,300 0.27] § 286,296.30
10-01797-000 S 55,300 0.39| S 141,794.87




10-01827-000 $ 103,200 0.42|$ 245,714.29
10-01828-000 S 94,800 0.51| § 185,882.35
10-01829-000 S 88,400 0.32| S 276,250.00
10-01830-000 $ 75,300 0.30| $ 251,000.00
10-01831-000 S 71,100 0.26| $ 273,461.54
10-01832-000 $ 69,100 0.25/$ 276,400.00
10-01833-000 $ 68,700 0.25| $ 274,800.00
10-01834-000 $ 68,500 0.25($ 274,000.00
10-01835-000 S 68,000 0.24| $ 283,333.33
10-01836-000 S 56,200 0.24| S 234,166.67
10-01837-000 S 67,800 0.24] $ 282,500.00
10-01838-000 S 67,800 0.24| $ 282,500.00
10-01839-000 S 67,800 0.24| $ 282,500.00
10-01840-000 $ 67,800 0.24] $ 282,500.00
10-01841-000 S 106,500 0.36| $ 295,833.33
10-01843-000 S 71,900 0.40| S 179,750.00
10-01844-000 S 120,800 0.69| $ 175,072.46
10-01846-000 $ 92,200 0.41| $ 224,878.05
10-01847-000 S 92,200 0.41] $ 224,878.05
10-01848-000 S 92,200 0.41| $ 224,878.05
10-01851-000 S 92,200 0.41] $ 224,878.05
10-01853-000 $ 92,200 0.41| S 224,878.05
10-02056-000 $ 317,600 2.68| $ 118,507.46
10-02057-000 ) 172,600 0.65| $ 265,538.46
10-02058-000 S 130,000 0.53| $ 245,283.02
10-02055-000 S 136,700 0.47| S 290,851.06
10-02060-000 S 134,900 0.46| $ 293,260.87
10-02061-000 $ 135,500 0.47| $ 288,297.87
10-02062-000 S 138,600 0.48| S 288,750.00
10-02062-001 S 137,600 0.48]| $ 286,666.67
10-02064-001 S 116,500 0.49] $ 237,755.10
10-02065-000 S 116,400 0.59| $ 197,288.14
10-02067-000 $ 79,800 0.30] § 266,000.00
10-02068-000 $ 143,100 0.59] $ 242,542.37
10-02069-000 $ 143,400 0.60| $ 239,000.00
10-02070-000 S 140,700 0.54] $ 260,555.56
10-02071-000 S 133,300 0.53] § 251,509.43
10-02072-000 S 137,300 0.52| $ 264,038.46
10-02073-000 S 142,600 0.57| $ 250,175.44
10-02074-000 S 152,400 0.63]| $ 241,904.76
10-02075-000 $ 143,100 0.52| $ 275,192.31
10-02076-000 S 142,200 0.52| § 273,461.54
10-02077-000 $ 134,400 0.50| $ 268,800.00
10-02078-000 S 187,700 0.83| $ 226,144.58
10-02080-000 $ 127,000 0.44| $ 288,636.36
10-02081-000 S 227,900 1.91| $ 119,319.37
10-02111-000 $ 90,500 0.30| S 301,666.67
10-02113-000 $ 120,400 0.34]| § 354,117.65
10-02114-000 S 78,500 0.19| $ 413,157.89
10-02115-000 S 111,900 0.30] S 373,000.00
10-02116-000 S 77,800 0.19| $ 409,473.68
10-02117-000 S 77,400 0.19| $ 407,368.42
10-02118-001 S 64,500 0.17| $ 379,411.76
10-02118-002 $ 76,700 0.21} $ 365,238.10
10-02120-000 S 76,300 0.19] § 401,578.95
10-02121-000 S 91,100 0.28[ $ 325,357.14
10-02122-001 $ 98,300 0.34| $ 289,117.65
10-02123-000 S 108,000 0.40| $ 270,000.00
10-02124-000 S 108,300 0.54| $ 200,555.56
10-02125-000 S 110,000 0.57| $ 192,982.46




10-02127-001 $ 231,500 0.77| $ 301,168.83
10-02125-000 S 93,000 0.51] $ 182,352.94
10-02130-000 S 116,300 0.64| S 181,718.75
10-02131-000 S 108,300 0.65| $ 166,615.38
10-02132-000 $ 116,300 0.64| $ 181,718.75
10-02133-000 S 115,800 0.61| § 189,836.07
10-02134-000 S 115,300 0.59| $ 195,423.73
10-02135-003 S 99,500 0.47| $ 211,702.13
10-02135-004 S 118,000 0.64| $ 184,375.00
10-02137-000 S 128,600 0.52| § 247,307.69
10-02138-000 $ 103,800 0.38] $ 273,157.89
10-02139-000 S 105,700 0.45| $ 234,888.89
10-02140-000 $ 101,000 0.52| $ 194,230.77
10-02142-000 S 92,800 0.51| $ 181,960.78
10-02143-000 $ 150,100 1.50| $ 100,066.67
10-02146-001 S 139,200 0.48 S 290,000.00
10-02150-000 S 130,200 0.42| S 310,000.00
10-02151-000 $ 116,600 0.34]| S 342,941.18
10-02152-000 S 134,600 0.34| S 395,882.35
10-02153-000 S 115,700 0.33|$ 350,606.06
10-02157-000 S 112,300 0.32|$ 350,937.50
10-02158-000 S 113,800 0.33|$ 344,848.48
10-02162-000 S 130,600 0.43| $ 303,720.93
10-02163-000 S 97,400 0.28] $ 347,857.14
10-02164-000 S 62,400 0.18] 346,666.67
10-02166-000 S 96,300 0.42| 5 229,285.71
10-02171-000 $ 89,400 0.27|$ 331,111.11
10-02172-000 S 83,300 0.28($ 297,500.00
10-03084-000 S 92,400 0.58 $ 159,310.34
10-03085-000 S 68,300 0.48| $ 142,291.67




10-01821-000 S 30,600.00 0.88| $ 34,772.73
10-01822-000 S 32,900.00 0.94| $ 35,000.00
10-01855-000 S 35,700.00 0.62| $ 57,580.65
10-01856-000 S 54,600.00 0.95( $ 57,473.68
10-01858-000 S 38,000.00 0.76| $ 50,000.00
10-02944-000 S 38,000.00 0.7| $ 54,285.71
10-02945-000 S 37,300.00 0.69| $ 54,057.97
10-02947-000 S 56,000.00 1.39( $ 40,287.77
10-02949-000 S 43,800.00 0.81| $ 54,074.07
10-02951-000 S 37,200.00 0.69| $ 53,913.04
10-01996-000 S 18,200.00 0.26| $ 70,000.00
10-02149-002 S 31,200.00 0.89| $ 35,056.18
10-02149-006 S 43,500.00 1.85| $ 23,513.51
10-02149-005 S 40,500.00 1.55| S 26,129.03
10-02148-000 S 31,900.00 0.91| $ 35,054.95
10-02149-011 S 28,500.00 0.57| $ 50,000.00
10-02102-000 S 47,900.00 1.57| $ 30,509.55
10-02101-000 S 12,600.00 0.28| $ 45,000.00
10-02098-000 S 12,200.00 0.27| $ 45,185.19
10-02096-000 S 20,300.00 0.45| $ 45,111.11
10-02095-000 S 21,600.00 0.48| $ 45,000.00
10-02094-000 S 23,400.00 0.52| $ 45,000.00
10-02093-000 S 26,900.00 0.6 $ 44,833.33
10-02092-000 S 34,700.00 0.77| $ 45,064.94
10-02091-000 S 31,100.00 0.69| $ 45,072.46
10-02090-000 S 17,600.00 0.39| $ 45,128.21
10-02088-000 S 18,000.00 0.4 $ 45,000.00
10-02087-000 S 29,300.00 0.65| $ 45,076.92
10-02085-000 S 32,000.00 0.71| $ 45,070.42
10-02084-000 S 21,600.00 0.48| $ 45,000.00
10-02083-000 S 18,500.00 0.41| $ 45,121.95
10-02082-000 S 18,900.00 0.42| $ 45,000.00
10-01054-001 S 17,000.00 0.34| $ 50,000.00
10-01806-000 S 36,300.00 1.13| $ 32,123.89
10-01805-000 S 39,100.00 1.41| S 27,730.50
10-01798-000 S 35,000.00 1| $ 35,000.00
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363,000.00
351,846.15
529,130.43
455,365.85
444,318.18

70,000.00
324,756.10
376,000.00
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334,117.65
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560,000.00
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527,307.69
603,529.41
783,333.33
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0.37

0.3
0.04
0.07
0.14

0.2
0.14
0.22
0.23
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0.25
0.25
0.48
0.35
0.25

0.7
0.44
0.24
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219,487.18
314,615.38
314,615.38
314,615.38
220,000.00
314,615.38
278,181.82
251,111.11
254,500.00
243,103.45
254,500.00
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243,103.45
254,500.00
254,500.00
185,200.00
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180,188.68
186,800.00
186,800.00
191,250.00
193,829.79
165,000.00
267,391.30
178,000.00

39,333.33

69,729.73
500,666.67
610,000.00
331,428.57
282,857.14
210,500.00
311,428.57
275,000.00
276,086.96
470,967.74
276,800.00
276,800.00
200,000.00
226,857.14
261,600.00
157,000.00
211,136.36
274,166.67
242,666.67
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Lake Onalaska Survey Questionnaire

Thank you for your interest in Lake Onalaska. This survey will ask questions about your feelings and spending habits in
and around the lake, and the wider La Crosse County area. This survey should take about 5 minutes to complete. Your
participation is voluntary and you can withdraw or refuse to answer any question without consequences. De-identified
data may be shared with other researchers or made accessible to research journals and/or data sharing repositories. De-
identified data has personally identifying information permanently removed from the data file. By continuing with the
survey, you consent to participate in this research.

1. Rank your satisfaction of Lake Onalaska (Circle one number).

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Very Satisfied
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Is your primary residence in La Crosse County (Circle yes or no)? Yes No

What is your zip code for your primary residence?

Do you have a secondary residency in La Crosse County (Circle yes or no)? Yes No
How long have you been visiting Lake Onalaska (Circle one range)?

AN R

<1 Year 1 Year  2-5 Years 6-15 Years 16-30 Years 31+ Years
6. How often do you use Lake Onalaska for recreation or other purposes (Circle one)?
1-4 times a year ~ 5-9 times a year 10-19 times a year 20+ times a year

7. What activities do you do on Lake Onalaska? (Circle all that apply)

e Fishing / Ice fishing e Bird Watching e Trails, hiking, & biking
e Hunting e Swimming o  Other:
e  Motor Boating e Parks & Picnicking
e Non-motor boating e Food & beverage
(kayaking) services

8. How satisfied are you with the conditions of Lake Onalaska (Circle one)?
Extremely dissatisfied ~ Somewhat dissatisfied ~ Neither =~ Somewhat satisfied Extremely Satisfied
9. How important is the upkeep of Lake Onalaska to you (Circle one)?
Not at all important  Slightly important ~ Moderately important Very important  Extremely important
10. Have your activities been impacted by the current depth or environment of the lake (Circle one)?

Yes No Unsure Other:

11. Would you approve of improvements to the lake, such as dredging (Circle one)? (Removing excess sediments
from the lakebed.)

Yes No Unsure Other:

12. How much do you agree with this statement: I am in support of increased funding for dredging to make the lake
more usable (Circle one).

Disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree Slightly agree Agree



13. Would you approve of improvements to the lake, such as vegetation removal (Circle one)? (Duckweed, wild rice,
and wild celery.)

Yes No Unsure Other:

14. Have you noticed a decrease in natural habitats for wildlife (Circle one)?

Yes No Unsure Other:

15. If you have fished consistently on Lake Onalaska for several years, have you noticed a decrease in the quantity of
fish caught each year (Circle one)?

Yes No Unsure Other:

16. Approximately how much money do you spend per visit to Lake Onalaska?

17. What on Lake Onalaska do you think needs improvement?

18. How much do you agree with this statement: If the cleanup of the lake did increase taxes, I would still be in
support of the cleanup (Circle one).

Disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree Slightly agree Agree

For visitors only (non-La Crosse County residents):

19. Did you stay overnight while visiting Lake Onalaska (Circle one)? (overnight = accommodations or with friends
or family).

Yes No Unsure Other:

20. Do you plan on returning to Lake Onalaska in the future (Circle one)?

Yes No Unsure Other:

Optional Demographic Information:

21. Age:
22. How many people are you traveling with? Ages:
23. Annual Salary before taxes (Circle one):

Under $25,000
$25,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-99,999
$100,000-149,999
$150,000-199,999
$200,000 or over
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Questions for Businesses
We notice you , what is your favorite part of your business?

How long have you been in business?
Do you feel that location of your business is affected by its proximity to lake Onalaska,
If yes,

and is that why you chose the location

Do you have “busy seasons?”
If yes, when is the busy season or seasons?

If you could, please estimate how much your revenue increases during your busy season.
(0-5, 5-10, 10-25, 25-50, 50-100%)

If you could, please estimate how much revenue is coming from people using Lake Onalaska.
(0-5, 5-10, 10-25, 25-50, 50-100%)

If you could, please estimate how much revenue is derived from local residents.
(0-5, 5-10, 10-25, 25-50, 50-100%)

How much would you estimate events on or Lake Onalaska impact your level of business?

What percentage of your customers would you estimate came to the area for Lake Onalaska?
(0-5, 5-10, 10-25, 25-50, 50-100%)
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Questions:

- Give a brief overview of the project

1. I’ve noticed that your mission statement discusses . Could you tell us more
about that and how you operate to achieve that focus?

2. How long has your organization been operating in the La Crosse / Lake Onalaska
area?

3. Does your work impact Lake Onalaska? If so, how?

4. Would you mind sharing with us where you get your funding from? (Federal, State,
County, Private Donors)



