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Lakewood Southeast project (LKSE) background

Potential for fires >1000 acres
Suppression, decreased precip, veg density

Northern Oconto County Community Wildfire Protection
Plan

Four towns within CNNF proclamation boundary (Lakewood,
Riverview, Mountain, Townsend)

Low density residential development

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/cnnf/news-events/<cid=STELPRD3809340
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Northern Research Station project
background

« Social and ecological aspects of
restoration

« Canopy openness, forest composition
effects on fuel loading and fire risk
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Landowner survey

8-page survey

1,200 landowners within 10- mile radius of
LSE areq, property larger than 4 acre

Total sample size 1,169

4-waves

4. Please indicate the likelihood of the following :
2 -ﬂ-l!{‘l.ll'f:i.'l.'lg o1 YOour property within the next 10

Response rate — 43%
N = 499

5. What future goals do you have for your property?

Feel free to use additonal paper if necessary




Survey questions

Socio-demographics

Forest management goal alignment
Acceptability and effectiveness of management actions
Beliefs about restoration outcomes from the LSE project
Trust — Agency, local Forest staff

Communication — Forest staff, preferences

Recreation participation on Forest

Forest values

Actions on their own land




Respondents

Age Years property owned

026-35@36-45 W 46-55
W 56-65 W 66>

Olessthan 10 @11 to25 mW>25

« Men-302;, Women - 111
« 220 with 2 year college degree or
more



Viewing scenery
Hunting

Hiking

Wildlife/bird watching
ATV

Fishing (consumptive)
Motorized boating

£ Mushroom/ berry picking

2 Fishing (catch & release)

Non-motorized boating
Ngle)Wiggle]ellilgle
Picnicking

Camping

Cross country skiing

Mt. biking

Running
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Aesthetic
Biodiversity
Life sustaining
Multiple use
Future
Therapeutic
Recreation
Learning
Economic
Historic
Cultural
Intrinsic
Spiritual

Forest Values
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Importance of CNNF management goals

Manage roads I

Prevent wildfire -

Manage fisheries -/ |
Manage wildlife habitat . | |
Reintfroduce habitats e
Increase species diversity I
Manage timber/logging I

Important and
very important

Very unimportant Unimportant ® No strong opinion are shaded with
B [mportant m Very important same color



Acceptability of management tools

Active Management

Logging

Mechanical Treatment

Prescribed Fires

Totally unacceptable m Unacceptable ® No strong opinion

B Acceptable

W Totally acceptable

Acceptable
and totally
acceptable are
shaded with
same color

| = Totally unacceptable and 5 = Totally acceptable



Effectiveness of management tools

Active Management - | [ T
Logging - | [ I
Mechanical Treatment | [ D
Prescribed Fires _—-

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Very ineffective M Ineffective M No strong opinion m Effective B Very effective

| = very ineffective and 5 = Very effective



Fires Put out

Reliable staff

Know what they're doing

Share desired outcomes

Pleased w/mgmt

Share values

Managers pay attention to community
Satisfied with staff

Proud of CNNF mgmt

Confident in managers
Communicate truthfully

Residents believe staff are trustworthy

Managers respond to local needs

Agency and staff frust
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Damage private property
Increase property value
Escaped fire

Restore landscape

Pos impact rec

Pos impact scenery

Remove invasive species

Improve non-game..,

Improve game habitat
Reduce wildfire risk

Promote desireable plants
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Focus Groups

3 focus groups (12 total participants from self-selected
survey respondents)

Photo elicitation to rate (scale 1-10, low to high) scenes
How much they'd like to live in scene
Level of recreational use scene can provide
Scenic beauty
Overall preference
Follow up discussion of why ratings were given



Photo 1 is the densest photo in
the gradient of canopy cover and
depicts a common landscape in
the CNNF.
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« Most preferred landscape




Photo 2 is the next photo in the
gradient of canopy cover. We
selected this photo to display a
landscape that has a moderate
amount of canopy cover and forest
density. Similar to photo 1, this
landscape is common in the CNNF.

« 39 most preferred
landscape



Photo 3 was selected because
it continues the gradient of
canopy cover and varies in
amount of open land and
closed canopy. This landscape
is found in the CNNF.

e 2"d most
preferred
landscape



Photo 4 illustrates an open
landscape with clusters of trees
in the foreground. We chose
this photo because it portrays
an open landscape, but retains
clusters of canopy cover. This
landscape is not common in
the CNNF.

4™ preferred landscape



Photo 5 shows an extremely open landscape
with trees on the horizon that provide no
canopy cover. This photo includes the least
amount of canopy cover and is an uncommon
landscape in the CNNF.

« 5™Mpreferred landscape
 Photos 4 and 5 elicited
concerns about

* Hunfing

« Recreation

« Activities on personal

property

« Least like their own property




Discussion of ratings — Northwoods
identity

Family connections to area
Privacy
Familiarity with l[andscape

Northwoods identity strongly related to livability
preference, moderately to scenic beauty, mildly to
recreation



Iscussion of ratings — Visual
Iversity

Openness

Strongly related to scenic beauty preference,
moderately related to recreation and livability

Viewing distance combined with open space and
canopy cover was discussed as optimal

Preferences for more density



Discussion of ratings — Forest health

Wildlife habitat and health - game and non-game
Ecosystem processes
Disease and pests

Strongly related to scenic beauty ratings, moderately to
livability



DISC

I

ussion of ratings — Effective

an

agement

Discussed regarding livability, scenic beauty, and recreation but not
described as strongly impacting landscape preferences

Concerned more with influence of politics on forest management

Use of funding and concerns over potential loss of funding in the
future

Impact on recreation, livability, and scenic beauty

Landscape transitions from management vs. natural processes



Phase 1 recommendations

“No strong opinion” about many survey statements
provides opportunities

More in-depth study of freatment preferences based on visual
Impacts



Thank you!

John Lampereur, District Silviculturist
Lakewood/Laona District staff
Focus group participants

Survey respondents

Deahn Donner-Wright, Brian Sturtevant, Christel Kern, Heather
Jensen



