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In this thesis outdoor recreation lh the

ABSTRACT

A

Pricst Lake arca of Idaho is cxamlnog. This Jarea has

become increasingly popular in recent years, and

conscquently is expericncing growing proasure‘on its
o | L

recreational resources.
A consideration of the rcasons fér the f

popularity of the area age followed by an examination
of land use and jurisdiction patterns of the Priest
Lake':horelands, in order to establish how well the
land is currently being used, and iTs potential for
change. The physical capability of the 'lake to support
recréation is determined by the Canada Land Imwentory
ag@blllty Classification for Outdoor Recreation. This
not“only prOVJdes a Lelatxvely objective method of
laeblflcatlon, but also permits compa?deon The
capability cla351F1catlon is described’ and 1llustrated
in the texf '
A questlonnalre survey of a sample of campcrs
and cottagors who visit the lake was compieted sc that
usage of the lake and the opinions and desires of fhe-
users eould be better understood. The sufvey also
allows for comparison between the two user groups.

-The conclusu*ksdrawn from Lhe study, are that
even without chanqes in present’ land use there remalnsj
one-third of the total. area Wthh could be developed for
EUbllC recreatlonal use. w1th ohanges in pxeaent land .
use 36 per eeﬂt of.th land owned by the State of Idaho

and the National Forest Service could be put to public

,recr eational use. Finally, cottagbrs are more tolerant

ih their: demanée than campers., Tt main aim Of the
thesis was - ¢b rev1ew and evaluate andofor thlS reason,
while manangunt problems have been brlefly cons;dere§%\
firm plannlng proposals ?ave gpt tmfi made.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION .- !

»

ThlS the51s is coﬂEerne&fmith outdoor rccreation,\

LI

that form of lelsure time act1v1ty that makes demands upon

land ‘and water resources. « At its core is the notion of.

increasing scarc1ty, and therefore increasing competltld'

for these resources. As tlie depand for outdoor recreatlon
space of all kinds increa§es; recre;ttoﬁal interests are

brohght increasingly into competition and conflict with

*?

other demands for“these same land and water resourcés. Pro- .

fessional and political judgmeﬁts have to be exercised in,
making choices among the alternative uses,«and ppannlng
becomes an 1ndlspensable ‘mechanism for optlmum rbso?rce use
and management This the81s is therefore presen}ed as a case-
study of ‘a recreational area (Prlest Lake,'Idaho) which 1s‘now

comlng under Serous pressure as a result of\a/chent and

) rapld growth in recreational space demands. o - ‘ ;

‘“"7he/Forces Shaping Demand for Recreation Space in Canada,“m

The .growth in demand for outdoor recreat:on space

is well documented:}‘ It is .a w1dely'rEcoghlzed phPPQanOn

w - ) : o, e

— s

lOnly a sSmall numbef of pértinent refereunces are noted
here. Two notable American source¥§ are {i) M. Clawson, .
R.B.Held,. G.H. Stoddard, FMA for tMeWuture, Resources ~
for tije’ Future, Ihc. (Ba{tlmore Johns Hopkins Press, 1960)
pp. 124-28 and (ii) the teports of the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission, in particular, Study Report 26, v
Prospective Demand for Outdoor Recreation prepated by the
Commlsslon Statf (wWashington, 1962), p. 49.

‘ British contributions include (111) T.L. Burton‘(edite
or) éRecreatJon Rescarch arkd Planning: A Symposium (London: =
George Allen and Unwin Ltd.[ 1970), pp. 1-45 and (iv) J. A.
P;;more, Land and Leisure in England and Wales, Problems in’

(o]

Moglern Geography (London: David-.and Charles, 1970),. .pp. 43~

74/. Canadian aythors include (v) C. D. Taylor, "Demand for.

Recro ion: ~- An Essential Tool for Resource Planning," in .
Neon and R.C. Scace (eds:), The Canadian Natiopnal
axke- Today anll Tomorrow,.Vol. II (Calgary, Alberta: Uni-
versity of Calgary, 1968), pp. 878-85, and (vi§AL. Brgéks,

..u

'Resources for ‘Tomorrow, Vol. 2 (Ottawa: Queen's Printer for

Canaga, l9bl). Pp- 951 67. .. SR L
. - — o e L :
B of‘-r ~/ AL.
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which has been discussed by many American, British and Cana-f

.

dian authors. A single quotation must suttice Lo sum’up
. - ' ’ "‘
their common cotfelusion:

All forms of outdoor recreation are used heavily

today ~- more heavily than at any time in histovy-+
and the tread of use tor most of them is steeply
upward. . . there is no oo lv:15 sipn of a diminution

in the rate gt~ prowth.

SPATIAL PROBLEMS OF THE INCREASE IN DEMAND FOR
OUTDOOR RECREATION SPACE

/

The increase in demand for outdoor recrcation
space causes competition .m/ngf land uses,and spatial prob-
lems are the inevitablel resul®.  Spatial ¢ompetition occurs
becauge cach parcel of land can be put to more than one use:
As the amomnt of space available for varied use diminishes,
the problem of chodfing and implementing the most suitable
land use increases.

- The implications of this_gpatial conflict fgf
outdoor recrcation were noted QSzoarly as 1951 by a Canadian
b&<ovraphxr Wolfe. . He pointed out that bocnuse of the inten-
skty of aprxcﬁ?furnl use around large citdes , people looking
for recr 1tional sites had to travel further from the city

to find/land that wassnqgt already committed to competitive

- . . ’

uses.
" . Spatial COﬂflLCL was also referred to by Tunnar @,

who etated that terc was a need to. recogniee the differences

in.demands for space by different USerS.A Ha_spoke of com-

petition between urban and rural uses, and begween puhlic

4
) ]

7Eiavson‘ Held andsSteddard, Qﬁ. cit., footnote 1,
p. 183. -

3R.1. Wolfe, “Summer Cottages in C.atario," Economic

Goograghx, 27 (1951), pp. 28 and 29.

C. Tunnard and B. Pushkalcv Man Made Amoxién' Chaos
gr;ConLrol? (New Haven and London. Yale University: Ptess,
19635 PP 359 01.

»
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and private uses, and of the contlict batween usce or prescer-

vation, where the questions concerning accessibility and

y)blic enjoyment were raised. To resolve these conllicts
Joy

e compromise between land uses must take place.  He said

th.’\‘ recreational use should depénd on the retentjon of the
quality ot the cnvivoument. The quantity of space may be

related to frcquvnc?r of usce but the recercational experience

/—'dcponds on quality. 2 o

Competition between recrcation and other land uses

as well as agorny recreation users was noted by David in 1968.

He identifie t‘,hre% separate yproups that' demonstrated con-

Flicts of interxst in the use of water resourcos.b One
Cproup wanted to fpaintain and (-nh‘:ﬁm;o the natural eavironment,
another was intevrested in usdng tH{o water for recreational
purposes, while the third group consisted chicfly of the
Inddgstrial and municipal uscrs, He also discussed conflicts
.:”im(‘np, recreational users of the water resource. Because of
the shavp increase in demand for recredtional property, he
felt that some of the attributes hat the private market
inds lessdesirable should nat be a sadvantage to public
- -
development:

Arcas of swampy_shoreline. for cxample, provide fish
habitat for the entire lake and will appropriately
be shared by the public scctor. Any private owner
will prabably not recover ecnough of *the benefits of
improved habitat to reflect its social value.

Lucas, in his study of the Boundary Watcers Canoe
Area, observed that there was competition amony recreational

uscrs. He fourd that there was- a notable difference between

5Tunnard and Pushkarev, op. ¢it., footnote 4, p. 398.

L 6E.L.J. David, 'Lakeshore Property Values -- A Guide
to Public Investment in Recreation," Water Resources
Rescarch, Vol. 4, No. &4 (August, 1968), p. 697.

/7David, op. cit., footnote 6, p. 706.

’
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two groups ol uscrs in the gludy area .'8 Canocists sm)_f(:(!tt(!(l
to ¢ncountering other people more than the motorhoaters and
motorcanogists did. The canoeists viewed logging as more
compatible with wilderness reerdhtion than the crowding t.ho.y
folt Lrom the motorboaters. Phe.motorboaters were able to
tolerate rpcrcntiqu} use at higher levels. .
Hendee also recognized a canf’\ict between types of
recreation strs.g There were those who wanted to maingain
and usd the minu;p/%ﬁvironmont and those who did no}y. The
latter group, whd wanted tovhave facilities such as ‘camp-
grounds provided, were fguéd to*be more socially oriented
than dependent upon the natural envivonment. A solution to
this problem of different tyéos of usdrs requires that plans
be laid down to govern the management and development of
arcas where sboth types bﬁ recreat.on could-be experienced
to avolid inappropriate development and use.
u;> Intensity of use represents another conflict. The
Oufdoor Recreation Resdurces Review Com&ission in the publi-

cation, Outdoor Recrecation for America, stated that it was

p%ssible to increase the supply of outdoor recreation
resources without an increase in acreage.lo If a given area
is transferred from low dengity use, emphasizing the snatural
environment, to high density use, emphasizing facilities,
more recreational opportunities are made available.

"Intelligent concentration of use in this way can protect

8. ¢. Lucas, '"Wilderness Peré@ption and Use: The
Example of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area,' Natural Re-
sources Journal, Vol. 3, No. 1 (1964), pp. 394-403.

9J. C. Hendee, '"Recreational Values, Usé and Manage-
~ment of Natural Areas,'" Natural Areas -- Needs and Oppor-
tunities Sympositm, 43rd Annual Meeting of Northwest
Scientific Association, Proceedings(1970), pp. 35-38.s

106, tdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
Optdoor Recreation for America (Washington: United States
Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 49.

’ EY
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other natural environments by diverting mass pressures from
th(:fn."ll

Clawson preseuntoed another viewpointeon the concept
of increased use. He argued that the direct cffects of
increcased leisure on outdoor recreation are~mostly\ndverse
as people crowd onto popylnr ;frens.12 Enough human fect can
be as destructive as a bulldozer for wildlife, vegetation
and, cven, soﬁll. AN

We have obviously been exploiting original natural
conditions as ruthlessly as did any timber baron

or rancher. . . We have not yct learned how to
practice suétained-yicig management of popular outs
door recreation areas. . .

Lime felt that there was a problem involving
intensity of use among campground users. Campers want
water front sites,aspacing between the sites,/gnq‘scgeening
from neighbours. Because of spatial restrictions, a 5

‘promife in campground planning is needed to prescrve and

limitzd number of waterfront sites can be built, so a com-
protect the lakthoré\and at the same time provxde users s
with at least a view bf the water. A " [
The demonstrated compectition fo land between
recreational and other uses; and among récreational uses,
are present in the Pries( Lake area with the conflict over

Lntonsity.of ude being of the greates?/importance.

»
11Outdoor Recreation Resources Revxew Commission, _g

cit., footnote 10, p. 49.

, learlon Clawson, "Economits and Environmental Impacts’
of Increasing Leisure "Activities," in F.F. Darling and

J. P. Milton (editors), Future Envxronments of North Amertca
(Garden Ci.ty, New York: The Natural Hlstory Press, 1965),
pp. 248-57. -

13

Clawson, op. cit., footnote 12, p. 257.

Yap w. Lime, "Factors Influeneing Campground Use in the
Superior Natlonal Forest of Minnesota,' USDA Forest Service
Research Paper NC-60 (St. Paul, Mihnesota. North Central .
Forest Experiment Station, 1971), pp. 15-16.
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The concern.with spatial conflict betwoeeh various
lapd uses has led the National Fo&ost Serv}do in the United
States to institute a policy of multiple use. This requires
that therec be an integration of land uses wherever pospible,
so long as these uscs do not interfekre with the productivity
of the land. However, the problcem of conflict between uses
of a simiLor naturcz\as betwoiD different types of recreation,

still remains. N Vel

'RELATIONSHIP OF THE STUDY TO GEOGRAPHY.

Space, spatial”rclations'and change in space --
how physical space 'is structured, how men relate )

through space, how' man has orgtnlyod his socicty
in space, and how our concept and use of space

change -- ape the core elemepts of the science of
geography. - AD

Morrill has noted that there are three distinct
approaches to geography: (i) to undepstand the uniquenéss
of a place or xegion, (ii) to discover the relation of man
and the environment, and (iii) to systematically oxplain
location and spatial intqraotion.16 .

This thesis is concerhed wito the recreational use
of the shorelands of Priest Lake; Idahg/ It will deal with
the structurc of tﬁfitholcal space of the Priest Lake .
arca through a description of:ﬁr°g‘ology topography,
climate, and flora and fauna Analyses of present land

se and.land jurlsdlctlon wxll illuminate some aspects of
spatial relationships and spatial organization in the Priest
Lake area, at least as far as outdoo¥ recreational activities
are concerned. Flnally, conceptions of space will be
approached in two ways:} Through an analysis of the capablllty

- of the shorelands to sustain out@oor recreation,
1

N

lsR. L. Morrill, The Spatial Organization of Society
(Belmont, California: Duxbury Press, 1971), p. 3.

16Morrigﬂ, op. cit., footnote 15, p. 3. | —
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\, ' .
as measured by the Canada Land Inventory wethod, and from
L3
the attitudes of the present users "and managers toward the

environmental resources of Priest Lake. "
pf’z\Nch; CONCEPTS

~ Becausc of conflicts over available space, planning
\iq necgssary so that ". . . a better overall provVvision of
facyilwlos for lOLsurd . ." can be made. 16 Planning invones
"Lheiregulatlon of the usc and devolopment of land and of

COmmunlcatlon, including the deliberate promotion of

dcvelopment w17
. Two ba91c concepts dg/{he plannlng process have
been developed. Both set out a sequence of steps through

which the planner should proceed and, although there are-
general similériﬁ}es, there are also important differences
in detail and at least two majof conceptunl differences.
The first coné%pt,.which‘might be regarded as the conven-
tional approach, includes the following steps: (i) a survey
of the planning area, (ii) an analysis of the survey data,
(iii) the fqrmulation of the plan, (1v) making the plan’
opefﬁtional (v) an evaluation of the way in which life goes
on under the varlous aspects of the plan and, finally, (vi)
the feedback of the results into the planning process for )
future modifications to the plan.l8 T
The other concept of the planning process follows
a rather different course. First (i) there ié a decision
to adth-planning, thgn (ii) the environmentjis scanned and,

.

on the basis of values held by the planner or planning group,

¢

l6Burton, op. cit., footnote 1, p. 42.

‘l7J B. McLoughlin, Urban and Regional Planning: A
Systéms .Approach (London Faber and Paber, 1969), p. 9%. ,
: \74

18J Dakin, "Thoughts on Theory-Method in the Planning
Process," Plan Canada, The Town Planning Institute of
Canada, Vol. 1, No. 3 (1960) p. 143. . '
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certain waats dr needs ‘become apparent, | from this (111) geals
are formulated. A goal is an aim toward whicn planned action
may be directed.? At this stage the prdcise ovjectives can
be identified.. Then (iv) possible course§ of action to
teach the objedtives and a move towards the éoals are out-
lined. These possible courses arc evaluatéd and compared
with reference to the means availavle, costs likely to be
incurred and benefits ® be dérived, and thle consequences

of the action, as far as they can be foreseen. One of the
alternatives is selec;ed as a consequence of thié\evaluation.
Finally, (v) the selected course of action is impigmented

and (vi) the environment continues to he scanned so tha

new gbals and procedures may be developed.

Thg first planning process shows the pldnner as a
valug-frce technician, the objectivé professional producing
the "best" solution to a problem. The secondl process admits
that we live in a pluralistic society, where many different
aspirations may ve held. These as irations influence the
types of plans which are prepared and offer no single "best"
solution. The second concept therefore differs from the
first in the emphasis on goal formulation and-the.evaluation
of alterngtive plans. _ L — |

All plans have goals of some sort but usua}ly they
are stated in such a ge%eral manner that they do not define
particular courses of action. There are many types of goals
in planning. Some deal with aesthetic qualities, others
are concerned with healthy and sanitary living conditions,
and ‘still others- are céncerned with economic health (the
importance of this type of goal seems to be incfeasing); .

. P am

*.

19R.B. Uleck,~"The Challenge of Recreation Planning:
Methodology and Factors to Consider," in Recreation Sym-
posium Proceedingzs (Upper Darb » Pennsylvania: Northeastern
Forest Experiment Station, 197{), p. 2%4. . .

{ o emras—

20, .o .
AJI’f’ McLoughlin, Op. cit., footnote 17, p. 95,
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accessibility may also be a goal. Goals should reflect

the wants, needs, attitudes and values held by segments of

‘socibty for whom the-planning fs being developed. Thi type

of social consideration is important.because the plan {s
developed gor people and should nnt be limited to just
economic costs or -benefits to,the area. <

* The. former planning sequence tbat was discussed
does not offer any specific stage for goal formulation,
this would probably result in formulation of goals that
were not well defined The latter planning sequence makes

good use of the goal formulation process and capn prov1de

‘useiul guidelines for courses of action if the obJectlves

are well defined at this staoe

IDENTIFICATION «OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

It -has been demonstrated that planning is a neces-
sary process to ensure the best usée of land. Goal formula-,
tion that takes into account social as well as phyqlcal and{
economic factors, can improve the plans “for that land by
proViding objectives on which to base decisions. This type
of planning process {s the basis for éhe research problem
in this thesis; that is, tie thesis is an attempt to present

some of the data that are needed to develop planning -goals

‘for S\popular recreation area.

The study area is Priest Lake, in. the Idaho pan-
handle. The area was chosen for three reasons:

(i) Priest Lake and its surrounds have a high
reoreatlonal capability. Thé clean water, large sandy
beaches coniferous forest and surrodﬁdxng mountalns all *
contribute to this capability. : i

LI (lL) Priest Lake has long been establlshed as a
recreation area but is still experiencing growth in deman
There is a need for increased space for the public users in

N

21McLoughlin, op. ¢cit., footnote 17, p. 108.
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’Su&area;‘as early as 1966, for example, the peak weekend
usc of ‘public campgrounds on the mainland was almost’ twice
the developed capacity.

(iii)=Some planning has already been carried out
for the recreational use of the lakeshore. Both the
National Forest Service and the State of Idaho have formu-
lated some sort of plan for the development of those shore-

lines which are urer their respective jurisdictions.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE
= The objective of the stuay is to provide three
sets of data that could contribute to the formulation of
~goals for comprehensive planning in the Priest:Lake area.
These data include: |
(i) present land use patterns and jurisdictional
cdhvrols
N {ii) the phys*cal capablllty of the area to sustain
recreatlon and
(iii) the attitudes and expectations of preseént
tsers about the phy81cal qualities of ‘the lakeshore and of
thelr particular sites. , )
These sets of data are maJor inputs' to be considered
in making planning decisions for the Priest Lake area as
they all bear directly on its devglopment potentla] and -
prospects. In combination, they set substantial constraints
on the range of alternative use plans that can be ngéloped,
and the goals‘that can“realistically be .set. The thesis
therefore concludeg with some' suggestions for goé% formulg-
tion and possible courses of action. Also, the fact that
some planning has already been done ﬁroyides a rare oppor-
tunity to evaluate the plans in relation to the three sets

o

22
United States Department of Agrlculture, Forest
Service, Priest Lake Area Recreation Plan (Priest Lake
Ranger District, Kaniksu Natlonal Forest, 1967), foreword.

)
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. \
of data. This focuses attention on a critical q®estion: to
what extent do the management plans reflect the realities of

the physical and human environment of Priest Lake?

| ESTABLISHED PLANS FOR PRIEST LAKE

The plans, such as they are, that were established
for the Priest Lake area are limited and conventional. The
State of Idaho manages its land along the east shore of the
lake for an endowment fund. This requires that the economic
returns from the land be retained as invested capital, the
interest from which s used for the operation of the ub¥c
institutions of Idaho such as schools, prisons and.charitable

, . ' . o
institutions. The State Parks Department realizes

greater than the present through intensive mandge-
ment for income producing recreation of those ateas - .
best suited for this purpose.  The intensity of

this management must be Wweighed against the

possible loss of revenu¢ from timber production 23
due to incompatibility of certain specific uses.

e that there is’a potential for receiving ;hcomegéar“

There is appraximately 12 miles of undeveloped
shoreline which has potential for income prodhcing recreation«.
The state proposes-to take an inventory of the undeve]oped/ |
shoreline and then..to classify the- land accordingigﬁ=the
‘recreation uses which would provide ''the greateécﬁpublié‘ .

benefift. while maintaining the endowment principlé".‘”'.zl'_’:T t.
; i . . K v e -
is, a Ingle set of use recommendations will be made, after

the %ﬁbentoty and classification has ‘been carried ouf, and
goal formulation will probably nOt'§P béyond ihi;spayeméat
which has just been quoted. The convengional approach to -
planning, offering only one solution, is in practice here.
This'épproach does ngt consider social values ., and concerns,
only the economic réturnsuof‘the situation. )

‘ : N .

' 3

Comments from a’ Recreation Managementistatemeﬁt oh

Priest Lake for the.Idaho State Depar tmeri :
and author; unknown. _ ap mQQE_d? LﬁnfS. Date

24 ‘ - e . o
. Idaho State -Departmerit of Lands’ R . o
« ment Stgtement, op. cj%., Footnote 23, . o on Hanage

. .
¢ © v
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The management statement includes only one objec-
tive that is'specific enough to be used in making land use’
decisions. It was deemed\impefative to identify the poten- L
tial siggs/for éampground development because of the over-
crowded conditions of the one present campground on state-
owned land. The objective was to lease the land for brivate
campground development as. this would allow for the needed
expansion of campground facilities while étill majntaining
the endowment principle.

The majority of the west shore of Priest Lake is
under the jurisdiction of the National Forest Service in the '
Kaniksu National Forest. National Forest land is managed
on' the basis of muitiple use. This is essentially the
iﬁtegration of all uses related to renewable surface resources
so as to interfere with eath other as little as possiblé and
to supplement each other as much as possible without impair-\%
ment of the productivity of the land.2? _ a

- There are five .re‘cognized purposes for which’ ) "\
National Forests are managed -- recreation, fimber; range;
watershed, and wildlife and fisheries.. These are referred
to as renewable redources in Public Law 86-5175tha; deals
with the purpose of the National Forests and the concept of
multiple usg. To maintain produdtivity, the use of these
resources and-relatea actiyities must be controlled to the
extent necessary for the protectioh of 5611.26 In the
opinion of the Forest Service, in the Priest Lake area there.
is a particular need for coordination between timber use and
recreational use. There is urgent need to develop and use
27 4 problem-afises from having multiple

' 2S_United States Department of Agriculture, Forest '
Servige, Multiple Use Management Guide for Northern Region
(1972)), Introduction.to Chapter 100. R - o

both resources.

26, . - :
. .- - United States Depar tmedt of Agriculture, Forest
Service, op. cit,, footnote 25, p. 221. |

27ynited States Department of Agriculture, Forest: -
Serylce, op. tit., footnote' 25, Introduction to Chapter 100.



Iusers, jot mulc"le use. and balancing the demands for these
users. As pres ures for land increase this ngcw1ll become
moLe dlfflculv,as each group attempts to estallish itself

as the high 'prlorlty group.

"urgent

Thé;normatlve judgment, that there is an
need to derZOp and use both resources ' (put forwatrd by the

Forest Serv implies that they have madé a critical )

)
assumptlon., use there is a demonstrable demand, new
f30111t1es m St be supplied. But it can also be argued that
‘other demfpds mus t be glven prlorlty at'Priest Lake -- for
example, .the pr rvation of the wilderness env1roqment --
and'thahfrec eation demands, particularly rntensive recrea-
tional uses| have to be channelled elsewhere. The Forest
Service{QeemS'not to have considered-the different demands
that ca#:be placed upon the land. Choices between these
demandd%ban be made only by knowing the goals which have to
be satis ied. The conventional approach to planning taken
by the ‘Forest Service has not led to the establishment of -
goals 'u¥"~ / ‘

\VPollcv .guidelines concerning develcpment on the

Kanlksu Natlpqal Forest lands around Priest Lake have been

'j establlshéd The one that concerns recreation states that

. future recreatlon developments will be located along the

Iakeshone b cause of the concentratlon of public use. : From

t Outlet horth of West Twin Island, use will include the full

ﬁc range of recteation opportunltles and facilities. From

‘\West Twin Island north to the mouth of the Thorofare, use
W111 con31st ‘of forest recreation'in a natural environment.
CGmmercrai,publlc services, summer, homes, and growded com= ~ ! :
plexes w1il not be. permlfted t:here.28 : 2 “

' Another guideline concerns transportation: on- {he :

west side of’ the lake. It states that future increased use
o : | ‘x

T8 L
: Unlted'States Department of<g ricul ture, F
\Service, op. ¢it., footnote 25, S ¢y orest |
Influence Zdne 5. 14. Manag\ement Unlt 2, Wat:er

: . . .- . L
! {r‘z




4
of the area will necessitate reconstruction or relocation of
portions Af the lakeshore road as far narth as Granite Creek,
ltand in mosf cases this will an01VL movf{é the road back
from the” lake to allow more eff1c1ent development of the

lgkeshore. 1It'also stated that the road north from Grani

.

Creek'to Beaver Crgek would be essential for any srpnlflcantl

increase in public accesd-development. ? 0
‘ The‘final“poliey guideline which pertains directly
to  Takeshore use dealsvwith land occupancy. | A demons trated
need for public access, or the.eliminatiqn of non-conforming
use, has made it necessary to place some reslfidents on ‘term
permits to allow room for needed development. 30 Thia has
happened on the island sites. Future demands for publlc
access will requ1re more area now OCCUpled by summer resi-
dences but there have been no plans made to revoke the term
permits for any of these leased. areas. )
These gu1dellnes indicate that the Priest Lake
area policies have been developed to meet the loose national
goals of the Forest Service. T§§ main goal is to promote
and achleve a pattern of natural’ resource' uses that will .
best meet the needs of people now and in the future. 31 A
problem arises because there is too large a gap between the
loose goals and the specific local policies. Policies-have
" not been, developed to satisfy goals Whlch are relevant and
meaningful at the Priest Lake level. ‘
Management plans for the area indicdte. that there
will be an effort made to leave thenorth half of the western
’ t

29Unlted Stat Departmeht of Agrlculture Forest

Service, op. cit:, Lootnote 25, Management Unit 2 Water T
Influence one, p ‘16, : . .
- 30Unlted States Departmenf'of Agrlculture Forest

Servlce op. cit., footnote 25, Management Pnlt 2, Water
; Influence Zone, p. 15, - ' .

31Um.ted States Department of Agrlculture Forest
Service, Region One Multiple Use, Part One, Management
g;rectlon (Sandpornt Kaniksu National Foregt, 1972), ppi 12-

D)
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shoreline in a near natural state and that development will
continue along the southern half of the sﬁoreline, Access
will be improved along the entire shoreline in the form of
more roads. This could provide a managemgnt conflict |
bazause improved access brings more people and could cause
problems for, reLalnlng a near natural environment ‘north of
West Twin Island. The need to prOV1de more public beach
accegs has been demonstrated but the ‘plan for providing the
space might not be pOSSlble unless summer homes, .in areas
wher'e intensive use can be aUpported, are removed.

The guidelines of the National Forest Service and
of the State of Idaho both illustrate that these two govern- \’I ‘
ing bodies have reached their planning policies via a single ’
solution process. They have given no thought to alternative'
plans that could be impleménted if the aspirations held by
society were to change and thus make the single solution
plans inappropriate or completely unéatisfactory : Plannlag
via goal formulation provides for much better use of an' Co

K . TR

area. To have effective alternatlvea, the social values LI

" held by the users must be known. This illustrates the

importance of a user survey and clearly demonstrates the
ngon for undertaking such a survey at Priest Lake. The
results from this survey can provide information on which to
build goals for the planning area. o
RESEARCH METHODS S .
Field .Research ‘ S | 2 égﬁ
The sector of the Canada Land InvenLory that deals

with recreatlonal capablllty was applied to the entire shore-
line of Priest Lake, the Thorofare, and Upper Priest Lake
durihg the summer of 1972. This land inventory was used in

the study because it is designed to prtside an objecﬁiVé

estimate of the quantlty, quality and location of potential
recreatlonal lands. ' The Canada Land Inventory does not

"cons1der acce831b111ty or present land use which proves to

be both an asset’ and a dnawback an asset because ' the 1%nds . o};_g

*
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%\.hvlnﬁ assipned capabilities are rated on an cqual basis, a
"Qg(thd)nck"vduw1 plans forthe arca are to be developed on the”
;Jt hln\ﬁ of (\1sLinL access hind, where ultimately the land's

& aplhxllty will not hlvoxmﬁnh hodling on futurc dovolopmont
{* As pl ans {or thes Ilkoslm} ¢ have been b‘lh(‘d on accessibilivy

b and existing land use, results of the gpplication of the

[N

"-(anxda Land loventory could p10V1d0 a basis for amendments

h %

i

tTu the plans. ' N cT
Qgrjng the éummor,.cnmpor intervicws were carried
out at the five pﬁmpgroundS 0n'Lhe lake that charged user
fees as well as at some of tlie cmnp;;rownds on the islands.
The interviews wére to p;ovxdc Lniormntlon about the desires

of the users fdr the puxpoqos of. plannln& guidelines.

. _ RV .
Other Data g : 7H\\v! :'!‘»lﬁ
Qucstlonnners Wer e mn;lod to a seclect sample of

pthvcrq during the fall of 197 . The questionnaires doalt
with topics similar to those “of the camper questionnaires
and were undertaken for the same reason of providing infor-
mation about the desires of the users, to be used as guide-
lines when formulating plahs.

Data concerning land use and jurisdiction were
derived from maps belonging to the Forest SerQicoyand land
titles records in Snndpéint, ldaho. Information about )
blnnning polities and leasing policies, 2@ about the Priest

LAt

Lake area in general, came from both t aho State” Parks

and Recreation Department and the ldaha ﬁtate Department of

Lands atCoolin, as well as from the NaCLonal Forest Service

offices at Priest Lake @nd in Sapdpoint

PRESFNTATION OP’ THE THESIS
Chapter 2 will deal with the descriptiom of Priest
Lake, its site and situation, geology, climate; flora and
fauna, history, and user charactcrisths kg sbou§> provide
the neccessary information to tamlliarlze the reade with, the
area, 'as well as to 1nd1cate thq reasons‘for 1ts popularity

o,
o

?‘5&:»9
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for outdoor recreation.

The prus}'nt: land use and jm.‘irulicﬁ‘t.iun of the Priest
Lake shorelands will be cexamined in Chapter 3.  Ownership
pat teris will provide insights into whether or not preseat |
Jand use can be changed; that is, 'L‘f"tho land is under public
jurisdiction it is assumed that its use can more readily be
changed to meet planning objectives than if it is in private
ownership. Conversion of privately owned lots to public use
would be unlikely due to the small size of the holdings.
Leasing prbccduros also have an important role in decisions
about future usec. Broadly-defined use zones for the lake
will be cstablished to enable quick recognition of the
parcels of land. In this wdy capability can be partially
determined by present land use. Descriptions of these use
zones, according to Clawson and Stewart's land classifica-
tion, will follow this discussion. ¢

‘In Chapter 4 the capability of (the Priest Lake
shorelands for recreational use will be determined. The
method of application as well as the reason for the choice
of the Canada Land Inventory with raférence to the recreation
scctor will be presented. The inventory will be app}ied to
the lakeshore and the results tabulated. Examples of some
of the notable lakeshoré units will .be introduced. Finally
an assessment of the cﬂpbbﬁlity of tﬁé‘lakeshore will be

<

carried out. Ny e

Camper and cottager survc§s~will be the concern of
Chapter 5. The basic methodoLogies'usgé)for these surveys
will be discussed and an analysis of fhe data will be
carried, out. ‘Differences and similarities within the groups
as well as betwecen the groups wgll be investigated.

The Eoncluding éhapter will attempt to integrate
the findings of the previous chapters and relate them to the
management plans for the area. Recommendations for reérea-

tional use of the area will then be proposed.

\
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Pricst Lak i lscaLed in the Idaho pnghandle at
latitude 48° 30.0' North and longitude 1667 52.0" wWest. 1t ©
is situated in the structural trough between the Selkirk
Mountains on the east and north-east. and the Kaniksu Moun-
taips on the west; this makes for difficult access, eXcept
from the soutp. The lake system is aligned north-south along
the trough for a total longth of 24 miles. This includts
Priest Lake itseclf, the Upper Lake to the north-west and Lhé
Thorofare, ghe navigable channel which links them. Priest
Lake is much the larger of the two lakes: its arca is 37.5
square miles\aﬁd its circumference is 50 miles, whereas the
Upper Lake is only 1.8 square miles with a circumference of
7.2'miles. Both lakes are narrow, Priest Lake varying from
0.6 to 4.5 miles wide and Upper Lake from 0.3 to 0. miles.
Priest Lake is noted for its timbered shoreline and islands,
its sandy beaches and its clear, dccg water: it reaches a
max imum depth of 360 feet between Indian Creek and Cavanaugh
Bay along the east shore. The Upper Lake is surrounded by
forested mouﬁtains, but it also has several sﬁall sandy
?eaches. > '

Priest Lake is situated in the north-west corner
df Bonner County, 50 road miles from Sandpoint, the county
seat .(Fig. 1) .- There are three permanent settlements around
the lake. Coolin, at the south end has a resident population‘
of one hundred; Nordman, on- highway number 57 on the west
sidé of the lake, has 50 residents; and Van's Corner, which
includes the permanent residents from the area around
Kalispell Bay, also has 50 people. The closest town with a
population greater than 1,000 is Priest River which is about

18
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Figure 1 PRIEST LAKE REGION .
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20 miles sohth of the lake on state highway number 57.l The
nearcest large urban center is Spokane, Washington lodated
about 90 miles to the south-west on U.S. highway number 95.
The Washington-Idaho line is about ;evcn miles west of the
lake (Figure 2 - 2B).

~The Upper Lake is about 14 miles south of the
United gtatcs—Canadian border but there are no roads connec-
tiﬁg it directly with British Columbia. The route most often
used by persons coming to Priest Lake from the Kootenay area
in British Columbia is via the border crossing at Eastport
and then through Bonners Ferry, Sandpoint and Priest River.
Porthill, the border crossing seven miles south of Creston,
British Columbia, also connects with U.S. 95 north of Bonners
Ferry. A border crossing at Nelway connects the Nelson-Salmo
area of British Columbia with Metaline Falls in the State of
Washington by state highway number 31. A secondary road from .
Metaline-Falls runs €ast to the Rooéévelt Grove of Ancient
Cedars and connects with an improved road Which turns south
to Nordman, Priest Lake and paved State highWay number 57.

"a new section of paved highway was comnleted in éhe
summer of 1972 along the west shore of the lake from Granite
Creek north to the Beaver Cfeek area. This road will provide
access to an area formerly approached by a very rough logging
road. Other than paved,hi§hwgys; the rogjnquality ranges

from good graveled roads to Qumber roads and trails. Forest

Service roads, usually trafficable in summer, are surfaced

with dirt and gravel.2 veral roads of this type extend into
the area west of Priest Lake and onto the western flank of
the Selkirks, to the east of the lake:~w$he east shore road

\ !

lRand—MCNally and Company, Commercial Atlas and Marketing
Guide, 103 Edition, 1972 (New York,lN.Y., 1972), p. 184.

2C. N. S%vage, Geology and Mineral Resources of Bonner
County, (County Report No. 6, Moscow, Idaho: Idaho Bureau of
Mines and Geology, 1967), p. 1l. ' :

&
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Figure 2A PRIEST LAKE . IDAHO  TERRAIN
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Figure 2B PRIEST LAKE | IDAHO TERRAIN
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is a gravelled road which is extremeiy dusty during the dry
summer months but it prov1des the only major access to that
side af the lake. Upper Priest Lake and the Thorefare are
inaccessible except by boat or hiking trail, although the
+new highway to Beaver.Cfeek provides access for many more

p@gle- ' | | \

There are two landing strips for small planes in

the Priest Lake area,“but_wind socks are the .only facilities
provided. One strip is’loeated across the highway’ffom the
.Priest Lake Ranger Station, near Nordman, and thelother is
located north-east of Coolin near Cavanaugh Bay. Both' of
these air strips are wel} used by recreatlonal traffic du:;ng'

the summer, especlally on the weekends \

e

GEOLOGY OF THE AREA

Priest Lake is part of the physiogréphic area known
as the Nofthern_chky Mountain province. Part of this prov-
ince is composed of the Selkirk Range, "ahd the western flenks
of these granltlc mountains border the eastern shores of the
Upper and Priest Lakes. West of.Priest ke is'an area.
called the Prlest Lake Uplands, whid¢h is composed of both
granite and metamorphic rocks of relatively greater resistance
tq erosion thah the surrounding materials. - These re51stant
rocKs have béen eroded 1nto hlllS and low mountains’ but the
resultant forms lack the more massive ruggednes\ of the
Selkirks (Figure 3 - 3B). S

The ma]or}ty of the Prlest Lake area 1is underlaln
by~ the Kahiksu. Bathollthlc Complex which dates from the
Cretaceous to Tertlary eras; the batholith' is granitic.
Batholiths ‘afe -large masses of intrusive rock which reach the
surface of the earth when erosion has strlpped away the older
overlylng rocks. They have an economlc importance-as ,the
immediate or indirect source of 6rerbearing minerals in known
mineralized areas. ‘There is not ntuch information available
about the mineral® prospects in the Priest Lake district.

.Some mining act1v1ty took place during the early 1900's,

+

I
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Woodrat Mine, a lead-silver prospect on the west side of
Priest Lake at Luby ‘Bay, was opened up in 1905 (Fié, 3). In
1967 the National Forest Service was examining mining’claims
on the west side of the lake. Three separate claims that
occupied 1.5 miles of water frontage wete to be examizjé and

those' failing to show valid discovery were torbe conteésted. 3
‘ Late Wlscons in

Glacial ice and meltwater during th
ice age (Pinedale period). laid clay, 31fts sajd and gravels
along the Priest Lake valley as far north as Granite Creek.

The Upper Lake and the .area south to Granite Creek were
. cobered by late Alpine glaciers. These Quaternary deposits <i)
outcrop-along the east shoreline from Mosquito Bay south to
Bear C?jék, and from the area west of Pinto Point to Indian
Creek Bay. These deposits also occur along both sides of the.
Thorofare, and* along Priest River at the outlet of Pﬁ1est Lake.
EVldence of faulting is present along {he east

shore of Prlest Lﬁke and along the south west shore of Upper

" YPriest La&e "The disruption of drainage by the deposition

* of Pleistocene glacial‘deposits and through faulting causes
the Priest River to be aééiiggish) meandering_stream but it
is 'still a principal‘northern.tributary of the Pend Oreille

\. River. Toé’Pend'Oreille and Clark Fork rivergyare the

principal drainaye/for Bonner Caﬁn}y The ‘alo westward

ito the Columbia River basin which is I1daho's main dralnage

" “The soils in the area are relatlvely youthful and
immaturely .developed because théy are derived principally -
from glacial drift and relatively recent Muviatile dep031ts
Granltlc and silica-rich metamorphic rocks were the original

sources of the unconsolidated parent rock deorls.4 The soils

-
e ¥ .
. . -

QUnlted States™T Department of hgrlculture, Forest Service,
‘Priest Lake Recreation Area Plan {Priest-ILake Ranger DlStrlCt
Kaniksu .National Forest June 1967), p. 3. -

<

4-Savage, op. cit., footnote 2, 'p. 9.

———
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are 1ight—coloqedgpodzols which are usually associated with

well-drained, conifer-covered uplands, They are best util-:

N
-

ized for timber or for pasture.5
CLIMATE - : ; :

.The Priest Il.ake area experlences a modified contin-
ental climate with well-defined seasons. The climate is a
major factor in the area's economy because tfee growth and
forest productivity are dependent upon all climatic factors.
This area is about 300 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean |
and 4s located in the belt of the prevailing westerly winds.
The;e bring moist Pacific air and, with the mouqﬁain barriers
to the ngrth and easﬁ‘blocking out much of the Arctic air,
account ‘for the mild winters. Priest Lake also has a moder-
atlng effect on its immediate surroundlng areas.

During the summer, the average daily highs range
from 75° to 95° Fahrenheit and the average daily lows range
from 45° to 60° Fahrenheit. This makes the diurnal range
greater than 30° so-the nights are comfortably cpol.6 There
are B8 ﬁrosﬁ—free~days at Priest Lake annually. June 8 is
the average date for the last occurrence of tempefatures
below 32° Fahrenheit and September 4 is the first date for
occurrence of temperatures below freezing, - v

The average annual precipitation for the area is
32.8 inches and much-'of this falls as.snow (mean snowfall is

89.3 inches) as the areéa receives its heaviest precipitation

from November to April. July, August and September are\EEi;\
any ‘

dgiest months, although heavy precipitation may accomp:
convectional}thundershowers during this time.

" Priest Lake h&s sunny skies and a low relative
humidity during the summer. The humidity.is 25 per e;nt to

SH' H. Caldwell, editor, Idaho Economic Atlas, (Moscow,
"Idaho: . Idaho Bureau of’ Mlnes and Geology, 1970), p. 28

~6Ca1dwe11 _E c1t., footnote.&; p\ 20. : -
: 7N\
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30 per cent at mid-day with 70 to 80 per cent of p0581ble
. sunshine experienced. During the winter the relatlve humid-
ity ranges from 70 to 7S'per cent at mid-day and the sky has
a cloud cover of 70 to 80 per cent, 7 A
The water temperatures of Prlest Lake are an
ocCaéional source of complaint. The lake is qulte cool until
early July but it, becones comfortable for bathlng by the end
of the month. The water temperatures range from about 72°
Fahrenheit to 78% Fahrenheit (along shore areas) until late
August'or early September. The depth of the water body, its
size, and the fact that runoff for the Upper Priest River
and the lakes comes from ﬁountain streams fed by snow melt,
are major contributihg factors toucooier water temperature
(Fig. 3). - o
The lake has been complételyAfrozen duripgﬂthe
last two winters (1971-1972 and 1972-1973), but this is hot

a regular occurrence. In the prévious five winters there

o

t

~ had been only partlal free21ng

© FLORA AND FAUNA

. ¢ The United States Soil Consgeérvation Service has
evolved a classification system that identifies land -
‘ accordlng to its use capability as productlve farm land?

" Bonner County land around Priest Lake has a low use ratlng
and has been de31gnated for use as forestry or grazing land.
The land north of the lake and east lnto the Selkirks has
severe llmltatlons of steepness, roughnebs, and climate, and

is recommended for use mainly as woodland and wildlife.

cévier.9 |

7Rand—McNally, op. c1t.,‘footnote 1, p 187.

8Personal cormimunication with J. Joyce, Kallspell Bay 4
resident, January 1973 el - ; (. _ o

. ?Caldwell,ﬁgg. c1t.,_footnote 5, pp: 32-33.



.o

PRIEST LAKE

. Figure 3A

2
o
-

"

- N
) 3 o
o B Sy, :
.\'va.lwvm, S
< .
6] i N
£ 2

l

CPRIEST
“LAKE

LAKE

a4
. an
-

....... T R ..
- -

Distillery
Bay

p—
1%}
w
o

C o

(=N

e

R ettt

" =
- F * : .. !
g !
' H
1 . '
- M . '
. [ H
' [ -
. j ' 1 h
! ' '
¢ : ” “
; i TR
. ' . ' N
[} ! H
N [l ',
' L
. . t
. ‘ . i
i + 1
. 1 13
PR PP PRPRPRIRPPRGR S | S
3

Indion Creek
_’:ﬂ_g.‘ .

-~

September, 1973 .

]



The torest of the Priest Lake area (s predominantly

coniferous tl&uqh little remains of the original dense cover: '

" . much of this land has been logged and a seccond growth

otlinforior ffﬁﬂﬁ is becoming established on the cut over
lnnd."lo Native tree specics of commercial importance are
the Douglas t'ir, lodge-pole pine, ponderosa pine, western
white pine, western lavch, and various spruce and fir. Hem-
lock and red cedar also grow in the area around the lake. Red
cedar are the oldest trees in the 5rea'ﬁ forest, some of them
being close to 600 years old.

Variable temperature, precipitation nna soil condi-
tions control the growth of vegetation in the region. Two
biotic forest rones surround the lake. The most prominent is
the Subalpine forest located along the shoreland and cast of
the lake; the other is the Columbia forest located along the
Pricst River just south of the lake outlet for a distance of
about 12 milcs.;l The typical flora of the Subalvince forest
1s II'ngelmann spruce, alpine fir, white-barked pine, lodge-~
pole pine, aspen and huckleberries. IHuckleberrying is a‘
povular summer activity in the Pricst Lake arca and pﬁ"'ﬁohes\
ot the berrics may be found almost anywhere, along the high—/.
ways, near the cgmpgrounds, and in mountain meadows.  The
typical flora of the Columbia forest is paper birc?b red
cedar, hemlock and white pine. These two biotiJ ﬁghés differ
in length of growing season and mecan maximum and minimum
tomperatures. The Subalpine forest is a cooler habitat with
a dhorter growing scason. Lt is the flora of this forest
that generally surrounds the lake.

Smaller trees and shrubs in the area are mountain
a%r, dogwood, yew, hawthorn and juniper. There are many

plgnts in the area and the guide to the natqie trail at the

OSavagc, op. cit., footnote 2, p. 10. "

1Savage, op.Jcit., footnote 2, p. 10.
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llanna Flats Scenic Arca, located about one-half mile from

the Ranger Station, identifies most of them. To mention just
a few, there are trillium, fireweed, Indian paintbrush, lady
slipper or wild orchld, lupines, thimbleberry and bunch-
berry.

l Fauna of. the lake arca includes mule deer, white-
tailed deer, Amorlcan black bear, moose, elk, pine squirrel
‘and qold~mantlod ground squirrel. The fur-bearing animals
of the area include beavers¢ muskrat, mink, marten, weascol,
skunk and coyote. T most common upland bird is the Franklin
grousc. Migrats}y water birds in the arca are Canada geese, &
mallard ducks and swans. Other wator birds are oaprey,.
heron, gulls and loons. The western bluejay, grey jay,

pileated woodpecker, raven and the water ouzel are also

common.
Fishing is a popuiar pastime at the lake and in

1964 a 54 pound Mackinaw trout was caught. Rainbow, cut-

throat, and Dolly varden are plentiful but 90 per cent of .

the harvest is accounted for by Kokanee or land-locked sock-

eye salmon.
HISTORY

One of the first white men to come Lo the Priest
Lake area was a Jesuit priest, Father Pierre Jecan de Smet, s
who was in the area during the period 1444 to 1:46. He
named many‘of the lakes, streams, and mountains in the area
but few of the orlqlnal names remain in use ‘today. Priest
-Lake was named to honor him. The Indians called de Smet
"Kaniksu" which is an Indian term meaning "black robe, "
because of his clerical dress. This became the name of'the
National Forest.

The early towns of the county were created by
lumbcring and mining activities, and use was made of the
waterways around these areas for the transportation of goods.
Logging boats were used on Priest Lake to move logs from the

north end to the southern outlet and into Priest River as
~



early as 1900. There is an old logging boat, the Tyece, ‘/
which is partially submevged in the lake jusE south~-ecast of
Mosquito Bay. The Tyee was still Boiﬁg used to haul logs in
the 1950's. ’

.The economic base of the area still depends
greatly on logging. Bonner County has between one million
and 1.5 million acres of commercial forest land, from which
between 100 and 200 million board feet of lumber are pro-
duced annually.12 The land that is logged in the National
Forest is managed on a sustained-yield program which will
permit annual harvest to continue iﬁdefinitely. _Other
income for the Priest Lake area is provided througb recre?L

‘tion and tourism, especially during the summer months. 4
AREA USERS

Priest Lake is a destinétion area. Eighty per
cent of thé visitors stay overoigit or longer. The average
length d% visit for campers is three and one-half days. Two-
thirds of the visitors live within 150 mifes of the lake
with the greatest number of visitors!coming from the Spokane
area. In 1967 peak weekend use of bgat access sites was
neariy three times the developed camacity. Peak weekend
use of foad and boat access sites combined was almost twice
the dcvelopea capacit;y.13 Visitation to the area’ has
increased yearly since 1967, so the problem of overuse is
éreater than ever. Visitors are now coming to the area from
much further than a radius of 150 miles ﬁécause of the lake's "
unspoileld beauty and relative lack of crowding as compared

with parks in Oregen and California.

12Caldwéll ég. cit., footnote 5, p. 40. One hundred
and fifty million boardfeet will build 17,000 three—bedroom
homes,

13Um.ted States Department of Agriculture, Forest
‘Service, op. cit., footnote 4, Foreword. '

N
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There are more than 800 summer homes on the lake
and five devélQped campgrounds that provide more than 250
family use sitds. There are also cleven commercial fesorts
which provide lodging. . Campsites which are accessible only
by boat are » provided on the islands, and there are undeveloped
campsitaf at the north end of pPriest Lake and around the
Upper Lake. There are also day use areas for picnicking
throughout the shore zones on both lakes.

Boat traffic on Priest Lake is quite heavy and
during summer wecekends the Upper Lake and the Thorofare also
¢xXper ience heavy use. o

Wigﬁer use of the area is also increasing because
of the popularity of snowmobiles. The campgrounds arcund the
lake are closed dur ing the wintgr months although the manager
of Indian Creek State Park is working on a plan for winter
camping. On the west side of the lake, four resorts are open
dhring the winter season. Their clientele usually come to
snowmebile. A winter carnival boasts dog-sled and snowmobile
races, and draws winter users into the area. Schweitzer

Basin, .just north of Sandpoint, is the nearest ski resort.
SUMMARY

Use of Priest Lake is increasing and it is not
difficult to understand why. An unspOLIed lake with clean,
clear water and good fishing, surrounded by evergreens
covering the rolling hills and the Selkirks serving as a
backdrop; warm weather and sunshine; ®andy beaches and public
campé;tes present” an ideal type of vacation ground. At the
present time the major limiting factor for vigitation to the
lake is access. " A lack of facilities is another factor but
not really a deterrent. People who ~do ﬁnow of the area and
. want pto visit it, come anyway and over-.rowding results.
-Over-use of certain areas is 1ncr§a81ng and has? heen severe
enough to force closure of Papoose and West Twin islands for
the ‘summer of 1973. ?hese two islands are under National
Forest jurisdiction. Also, East Twin Island, owned by Burling-
%Qﬁ Northern Railway, will probably be closed. |

~N -7

34




.

CHAPTLR IIT
PRESENT LAND USE AND JURISDICTION OF THE PRIEST \

'

LAKE SHORELANDS /

P To determine the potential capability of an area

for recreational. use, thg preéent use of the land and the
jurisdiction over this land must be taken into consideration,
along with an asscssment of itp‘physical characteristics.

Land use and jurisdictional dbﬁa are important because present
1aqd use, and the controls on present land use, set constraints
on prospectiVe’development. Physgical characteristics, on the
other hand, influence the capability of the land to support
recrecational agtivities. ' ' -

' Land use, according to Clawson and Stewart, can be
defined as "man's activities on land which are djtectky\
related to the land."l To make land use studies as useful as
possible, fhey must employ techniques of tabulation wﬁich

are common to otfher studies.

Clawson and Stewart feel that there are nine major
categories under which land use can be classified. Thesé
are (i) location, (ii) activity-on the land, -(iii) patural
qualities, (iv) improvements on or to the land, and the
relationship betwcen the improwement and the activity,

(v) intensity of land use, (vi) land tenure and the relation-

ship between the owner and the user, (vii) land priqes and

"market activfity, (viii) interrelations in use between differ-

ent tracts of land and, finally, (ix) the interrelations
between activities on the land and other social and econémic
L . ‘

activities. .
To apply this approach to Priest Lake, the lake-

‘'shore has been divided into major use zones. Though broadly

lMarion Clawson and C.L. Stewart, Land Use Information,
(Resources for the Future, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press,
1965), p. 29. .

4
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defined, the zones providé a meﬁhod for q?iékly recognizing
the use of parcels of land. 1In this way capability can be
partially determined by present €and use. Intensity of land
use is. di£f

because the agtual numbers of peop}e using ﬁndeveloped sifes

are unavailajle, although a cottage density could probabigéilli..w

ed. Figures concerning intensity are valid only .

11t to measure for most of thék}akeshore ‘ .

ba calc
for the developed campgrounds, andl:o not include the water’
§céess sites. Those sites which ar accgssible only by
water are-termed "water access" and they refer both to sites
on the mainland atothe north end of the lake as well as on
the islands.
Because 77 per cent of the shoreline is owned by
-either the federal or Idaho governments there is little
mark activity. This characteristic of land use has not
been estigated. ‘ ‘ -
Interrelations in use between different tracts of
Land,.éhd between activities on this land and other social
and economic activities, have been confined almost entirely |,
to lakeshore tracts. Exceptions ard-the areas around Granite
Creek and Reeder Bay, on the west side of the lake, which
have some interaction with the village of Nordman.. Apart
from these few problems with gathering the necessary infor-
mation, the land use data have been recorded in accordance
with Clawson's inclusive outline, i, ,
OWNERSHIP PATTERNS AND LEASING PROCEDURES ’ »
It is useful to conslder the basic ownership
pétterns on Priest Lake, as rights to lake-frontage are
factors controlling the amount of wéter-based activity that
can. be blanﬁed. The two lakes, the islands and the Thoro-
fare Have a total of 80 miles of shoreline. The National
Forest Service owns, and manages 34.5 miles of this total and
the State of Idaho owns 27 5 miles. The remaining 18 miles
ar 1vately owned, the most substantial block (4.5 miles)

ing to Diemond International Corporation (Figs. 4C-4D).
: ' >




Diamond International once owned 7 miles of the shoreline
along the east side of the lake but sold 2.5 miles of this
for waterfront lots. "Diamond reportedly intends fo hold
the balance of their frontage in anticipatien that the value
will continue to escalate. "2; i ‘
The majority of private land in cottage use on the
lake-was developed after World War Two.> Most of these
private lots came from homesteads or from land owned by the
rail companies. Some of the areas of very fragmented private
. ownership were once homesteéés. Established from these home-
steads are the private cottage RBts at Coolin, Kalispell Bay,
Granite Creek, Outlet and Bear Creek. Burlington Northern,
Great Northern and the Northern Pacific Railways were ¢given
alternate sections of land along the rail lines ‘that they
laid in Idaho. Some of these sections were occupied at that
time and the rail companies were allowed to choose other lands
to reach their quotas; in this manner they came to own the
land arodéd Priest Lake. The timber companies now in the
area bought this land from the‘rail companies. This is the
reason for Diamond International Company owning sections of
land along the east shore of the lake. A tract of private
land on the west side of the lake near the Thorofare is
cwned by the Beaver Creﬁh Camp Association. This land was
presented .to the founder of the Association by ‘the timber
companies in the area. This fragmented pattern of private -
ownership causes problems in plangﬁng for sections of the
lakeshore because the land use in these areas does not
always coincide with the use under the jurisdiction of either

the state or federal governments.

r

2Unlted States Department of Agrlcuiture, Foresggservice,'
i

Priest Lake Recreation Area Plan (Priest Lake Ranger istrict,

Kaniksu Naticnal Forest, Junhe 1967), p- 29 '

3Personal Communication from C Q. Troxel, Resource
.Assistant, Priest Lake Ranger Station in August of 1973.
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Both the Forest Service and the State of Idaho
lease land with water frontage for recreational use such as
summer cottages, tourist resorts, and marinas. There are

135 summer cottage lots now under lease from the Forest

Service and 355 of these lots under lease from the State of _

Idaho. The latter group occupies approximately 80 per cent
of the total étaté—managed shoreline.. .

‘ Leasing procedures and costs, as well as other
controls, such as building codes, and restrictions on the.
removal of vegetatlon or other natural features from the
lots, vary conslderably between the two levels of govern—
ment. , The National Forest Service has issued leases on an
annual basis which are renewed by the payment of yearly

fees. Term permits accompany the leases. As of December 31,

11972, except for island- permits and permits for some of the

water access sites, the term permits were renewed for a
period of 20 years.4 The general practice is to give

the permit holders ten years notice if the permit is to be
terminated. This means that 1982 would be the year of
notification for holders of the new term permits. 1In

addition, the lessees can be required to leave their lots

M
~within 30 days of receiving wrﬁ@ten notice, if the Forest

Service determines that termination is required in the

public intefest. This would be an exceptional procedure,

bqf it has already been established that term permits for
island lots and for some of the boat access sites will not

be renewed when they expire. A few of the boat access lots
are terminable now while most of the island sites become
terminable in 1986. After termination, the improvements on
the lots will be removed by the owners and the areas will

be turned over to public use. The day use area in Ledge-
wood Bay is situated on the former site of four cottages. The

term permits for these cottages expired in 1968 and the lots

4

4Trox‘e’:l, op. cit., footnote 3, January of 1973.
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were cleared for a publlc plCﬂlC ground \

3 The Forest Service uses a rating scale’ to\qet<;m1ne

lease\coqts at Priest Lake The lots are rated as "excellent,"

"good, " "poor or "boat access. An "excellent" lot would

\

have a sandy beach with a dry beach evldent " gentle backshore

‘and offshore slopé goed ground.cove and upper storey, and
zs inftuenlced by aSEECt

The ratings drop as one or more of the condltlonq .are nwt

favorable micro- Cleath condltlons(

met. A "poor" lot\could have no beach, a/§;eep backshore
slope, contipual on—shore.breezes and exposure to the sun’
only in the early morning. The annual charges for the past
five years have been as~follo%s: $270 for an "excellent"-.
lot, $210 for a "good" lot, '$150 for a "poor" lot and $210
for a "boat access" lot./The "boat access" sites are all
rated ?S "excellent" buf, becaﬂge they can be reached only
by boat or seaplane, theMessees‘have been giyEn a discount.
Oon Januany 1, 1973, new leasing prices werec introduced. 1In
all cases, the increas€ has been greater than 100 per cent.
Those lots with "excellent" ratings are now being assessed
$600 annually. This is an increase of 122 per cent over
last year. Lessees with lots that rate as "good" will be
paying $540, a 157 per cent‘incnease over last year. . The
M"poor" sites and the."boat access" sites are ‘both being
charged $470 annually, or' increases of 215 per cent and 124
per cent respectively. -

* The lands on the east shore of the lake that are
owned by the State of Idaho d&dre "grant lands."” These lands,
sections 16 and 36 in each téwnship, were originally granted
to nine separate institutions.by the Federal Government when
' Idaho became a state in 1690.

Most of tHe lands are or were "school sections...."
The lands fwdte granted to the state for the purpose
,of supporting public .schools.

The Idaho Constitution charges- the Board of
Land Commissioners with the responsibility of

administeripng these lands. The object is to manage
them in a fashion that will maximize the return to

-
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\ the. endowments but in a manner.that is consistent RS
with good resource management.

Income from rental and leasing agreements, as well as w
interest on land sale and timber sale contracts,’provides a
direct source of revenue to the various institutions bene¥
fitting from the endowment lands.6 It is a privilege, not a
right, for the public to use Yhese grant lands.

Leases for state endowment lands can not exceed
ten years, but they are renewable. The state has no system
of rating waterfront lots and all lgsees pay a standard
fee of $125 yearly. If the lot is §§t on lake frontage, the
rate is $96 annually. There are still some lots available
on the state lands. People wishing to purchase a lease on a
parcel of land already under lease toﬁénother lessee may
apply for the expiring lease prior to November 30th of the
year it explres”QgThe lessee has no preferential right. VIf
two or more parties apply for the l?ase, an auction must;be
held and the land is leased to the highest bidder. If the
former lessee is not successful, the hlgh‘bldder must pay
him the appraised value of any recorded improvements he has

piaced upon' the lot.
There is a large dlfference between the lease

‘rates of the Forest Serv1ce ‘and the State of Idaho. An
" excellent site- on'the west side of the lake costs 380 per
cent more per annum than a sinilar site on the east side of
the lake. A’ poor site on. the west side costs 276 per cent
more. _

- Permits frmﬁ"maForest Service are non-tyansfer-

able but state lessees may sublet or assign the lease once

5

o G. C. Trombley, Commissioner, End wment Lands of Idaho
(Boise: Idaho Department of Public Lands, 1971), p. 4. )

6Trombley records only one exception to this management
policy. (Endowment Lands of Idaho, op. cit., footnote 3,

p. 10). This is Indian Creek State Park about mgdway along

the east shore .of Priest, Lake (Fig.
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the written consent of Hhe lessor has been obtained. The
<SLate of Idaho lease and the National Forest permit are
quite 51mllar in the baSlC requirements that relate to
landscaping an8 removal of vegetatlon, ‘maintenance of prem-—
ises, sewage, garbage and ljitter, and construction and ,
improvements.' Both'goéernments require that written consent
be given before 1mprovements are allowed to the land or to
be put on the land, but’the Forest Service outlines certain’
.areas where changes Wlll not be allowed even 1f applled for.

One such clause states that no constructlon of 1mprovements

will be made along the beach except as- needed for access and
I . / .

aintenance of a doek structure. This includés, but is not

/’jgjnited to, removal of brush and trees, constructron of
retaining walls. and patio type development b : '
The ‘Forest Service also states that thé lessee

must leave the beach open to the"public and place no obstruc—

'
|

tion across any trail which crosses the area. Strlcter
building codes are also in effect under Forest Service -
management; cottages and Boathouses must be lnconspicuous\
and painted green or brown.

It is evident that the lessee under the" jurisdic-
‘tion of the State of Idaho enjoye a much more lenient lease
poligy'at a greatly reduced annual fee. One result.of the '
différences 'in lease regulations is evidenced by a visual
comparison between- the east and west shores. Fron the
" middle of the lake it is difflcult to pick out the eottage
sites on the west Shore, because the buildings" are -well’ |
camouflaged. - On the east shore{ however, brighter colors,
aluminum boat houses, and various breakwafers are prominent
and Visible features. Many of the cottages on the east
‘shore are built on prlvately owned land and cquld ‘ther re
‘be more v1sually prominent, but even 'in areas of totally -
state ‘leased lots the cottages and boat houses are not as
_well eamouflaged as on the west shore.' - ’ ;i

b

J | ..' ’ N . | ' '.
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_DESCRIPTION OF USE ZONES
2
\

s

Qnes have been numbered from thé south

end of the lak@ beciuse publlc access 'to the shoreline is

. easiest here. Coolin Yas de Lded upon as a startlng point

as access to the towné1te i excellent The west side of

‘the lake, mainly under the j urlsdlctlon of the Forest

Service, is treated first)fecauSe state hlghway 57 prOV1des

much better access to .the /lakeshore thah does the unpaved

east shore road.

v

Four general use' zones have been descrlbed for the

" lakeshore. lThese are (1) the undeveloped recreational use

!
v

. f
- zones, (ii) ‘the' non- recreatlonal use ZOneS,(lll cottage use

LA

-Use Zone 1 (Nonerecreatlonal) T - . W-\

zones, and (1v) the resort, ‘COttage and campground use

gones (Figs. 4 4D (/”ﬂﬁhe und veloped recreational zones are
for the most part nlnhablted -\ They. H%ve potential for
recreatlonal development becausg\the physical qualities of
éhese areas, such as gentle backshpre'and offshore gradlents
and sand or gravel beaches can support us . The non-
recreatlonal use zones are \also uninhabited but these areas
dO‘not have potentlal for recreatldnab\d:ieigpment betause"

(A7

of unstable banks; steep offshore g;adlents or because of

- a lack of space for development Cottag use zores are
0.

areas along the shorellne that are used e lu31vely for
prlvate cottages. The resort, cottage and campgro%nd use .
zones are areas ofF 1nten51ve use. In some a%eas all three -
types of use will be encountered whlle in others only resor&s
and ¢bttages or. cottages and campgrounds will be encountered.
These variations have been de31gggted as separate zones but

are part of the fourth general zohe.

~

This zohe s for the most part unlnhabltedq A

G \

;wampy area at the southern end 1s the locatlon of the only

~_cottages. Here the backshore is very flat and treeless, ‘ N

The gradlent at the north end of the. zone is very steep\and
: DR ' \ &

PR
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LEGEND FOR FIGURES 4.4D.
LAND "USE ZONES AND JURISDICTION

SCALE 1:48000 ) e

USE ZONES:

Non-retreational

+ . Recreational, undeveloped
Resort, cottage, campground
Cottage, cgmpgroun'd
Cottage, resort
Cottage

JURISDICTION:

v National Forest Service
* State of Idaho '
Diomond International ¢4
Privately awned 0.
Beaver Creek Camp Association
Coolin - .

Source: Use zones~field study

SEPTEMBER 1973

(Lt
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M
v
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Jurisdiction —National Forest Service recordse.

o

Bonner County ,Idaho.Land Titles
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Figuie 4A
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N

includes the lower slopes of Outlet Mountain, which are
heavily trced down to the water leQéi. The zone has shallow
offshore-waters. The land along the southern-most portion
of the shorc¢line is privately owned, and the remainder
belongs to the State of Idaho. There is no road into this

area.

Usc Zone 2 (Resort, Cottage, Campground)
Zone 2 includes resorts, campgrounds, cottages,

and a marina. These varied uses have been grouped toéether
because they are interspersed throughout the zone and
together they form an intensive use zone which is quite
distinct from the undeveloped zones to north and south.

" The zone covers the shoreline from the outlet of
the lake to the north end of Shoshone Bay. Land on the south
side of Outlet Bay is owned by the state and leased to 13

- cottage owners. A gauging station that measures the discharge

of the lake into the.Priest River is also situated on state
land. N gentle backslope, a shallow bottom and afternoon
sun make this a pleasant cottage arca. The residents use
the store at the Outlet Resort for subplies or clse travel
by boat to Coolin as therec is no road into the area.

. Across Outlet Bay to the north is the Outlet Resort
and marina, and some private cottages. Thesc are all
situated on private land composed of small holdings. Thefe
are 43 bujldings, about 20 of which are private cottages.
This land{has a good sandy beach, 5 flat backshore and large
" trees growing on it. -

o Immediately to the north again are two of the four
Forest Service campgrounds that are situated on the mainland
of Priest Lake. Outlet Campground is located'nearer‘to

the marina and the resort. It has 26 units while Osprey
‘Campground hag 17 units. The Forest Secrvice provides
drinking water, vaulted toilets and tent or trqiler sites in
these campgrounds at the cost of $2.00 per .site per night.
There is a length-of-stay limit of ten days at any one loca-

tion for one summer, but this is not well enfor¢ed. Neither

19
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N
'of these campgrounds has a dry beach although the Forest |
Service has constructed a breakwater St the outlet site and
a beach is forming. A shallow, sandy bottom is character-
istit of both sites.

- These are relatively new campgrounds and are not

as well known or used as the Luby Bay and Reeder grounds.
During the summer of 1972 Outlet had over 100 pef cent usage
during the periods July 25-30 and August 8-16 (Fig. 5).
Osprey had greater than 100 per cent usage over the weekends
of July 4 and July 30 and on August 16 (Fig. 5A). One ’
hundred per cent usage refers to the number of parties that
the campground can hold, allowing one site for each group of
éampers. If this number is eﬁceedcd, some of the individual
sites had more than one group using them. During the rest of
the summer, usage was between;IS and 95 per cent.

North of Osprey Campground is a series of cottage
tracts also on lecase from .the National Forest Service. These
extend into the north end of Shoshone Bay and include the
Osprey, Neopit, Neopit View and Shoshone' tracts. There are
70 cottages in this area. A steep, heavily treed Bank is ‘
evident along the shoreline byt the slope decrcases about
20 yards baék from the water. | The offshore gradient is‘
gentle. A dirt road connecting state highway 57 to the
Kalispell Bay area passes through this zone and provides

access to the campgrounds and gottages.

Use Zone 3 (Recrecational, Undeveloped)

This zone extends fyom the north end of Shoshone
Bay to the south end of Luby Bay. Woodrat Mine and the two
cottages which are located hepe come under the jurisdiction
of the National Fofest. This|is a zone of little use
because of the steep offshore|and backshore gradients, bed-

rock down to the water level and few small beaches.
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Use Zone 4 (Resort, Cottage, Campground)

The southern section of this zone, ffom Luby " Bay
north to the Priest Lake Marina, is owned by the Natfonal
Forest/ Service. It contains a campgroupd, a public boat
ramp, a resort, two.méfinas and most of the zone's 70 leased
Cottages. - _ B

- Luby Bay Campground with 52 s&gés is the largest
one ogerated by the Forest Service. Drinking water and
washrooms with running water are provided. The tent and
trailer sites have picnic tables and fire pits; chopped
firewood is provided at a few central locations. The camp-
ground is split into two tiers. The upper one is locateqd
across the unpaved road thHat connects the Outlet area with
Kalispell Béy. Shale paths are used in both tiers to stop
people from walking'on the underbrush. The ground cover is
~almost non-existent and a.dirt through-road makes the camp-
grounds very dusty during extended rainless periuds.

The area has excellent beaches and is popular with
young families because of-the warm, shallow water and the
sandy bottom. The yater i's unly 3.5 feet deep 200 yards
ffom shore. The swimming area is roped-off so that boats
and water skiers are not a hazard. Use of this camp51te
reached or exceeded lOO per .cent during the summer of 1972
on the weekends of July 4, July 30, August 10 and
Septenber 4 (Labor Day), as well as the week of August 3 to
8 (Fig. 5B). ! ‘

Hill's Resort is well known and well used and, has
no vacancies for most of the summer. The marina is run by
the resort but the genefal public_can‘reqt boats. Some of
the campers make use of this. service. The public boat-load-
ing ramp was built by the Forest Service and is over-used on

the weekends. Many people who make use of the island 'camp-

A resort is a place frequented by people for relaxation
or recreation and whose economic v1ab111ty 1s largely based
upon the tourist 1ndustry.

o
r
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"“Uée zZone 5 (Recreational, Undeveloped)

f“;rdlfflcult to approach from the water. '
4" glyphs is a small cove with a beacdlthat could be develgped*

"a,as a mooring site.
/ t

S .
—

51t¥$ ieave their vehicles in the parking lot provided at

tHe ‘ramp. A fee is charged by the mar inas for boat loading

and1unload1ng SO more people tend to use.the public ramp.

dp Sunday evenings, however, most of the marinas do a brisk

bu51ness The Priest Lake Marina is also located on National

st ‘land and provides service to the Kalispell -Bay area.

Font
lA‘b‘at show-room, store and cafe are part of its operations.-

,‘; ‘ The remainder of use zone 4 includés the shore-
north of the priest Lake Marina in Kallbp811 Bay to

ilnF
Indlan Rock. This half of the:fpne is prlvately owned. A

cottages, and permanent residences are located in

thls sectlon It has a airly flat backshore and offshore

«gf [dient and the quality of the beaches is fair.
There are approximately 80 cottages and permanent
The entire lakeshore, except'

)
1' . ,u

%omes in this northern section.

is in small properties.: Improvements on or

fox the resort,
4~to 'the land must be approved by the State of Idaho. Linger
“nonger Resort and the tract of land north of it are owned by

;the Pioneer Education Society. This area has a large bewach

'rw; h very fine whlte sand, but it suffers from a steep drop-

¢

N'of W1th1n 40 feet of the shorellne./

all of which falls

‘1 ’ This is a zone of limited use
: q’Withln the Kaniksu Natlonal Forest except fof‘a small piece
f‘%'df prlvateby owned land on th% south ‘shore of Reeder Bay.

Eor the most part, 1t has small beaches with rocky bottoms,

#teep offshore gradlents and backshore slopes of intermediat
"rades. “d 40 year old stand of mlxed tlmbercovers the-

lgrea.~ Indian Rock is of hlstor1C\1nterest because of its

e\r’ﬁ

,J»
%f"f
s W,petroglyphs, though the rock wath the paintings on them. are

West of the petro~

' i The shoreline in Reedeér Bay is more

protected and there are’some'sandy beaches here. Three

o . L : S : : . 4y ¥
.cottages have been built on the privately owned landi

Lo
N :
¢
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Use Zone 6 (Resort, Cottage, Campground)
This is a zone of intensive_use. It is comparable

to Zones 2 and 4 in intensity of development though it differs
from them in having no campgrounds; It extends from Reeder
Creekuto Hangman's Resort, which is about one mile north-
west of Granite Creek, and can be-reached by turning east
at Nordman on a paved extension of highway 57. \ '
That part"of Reeder Bay which is under National
Forest ‘Service jurisdiction includes Elkin's Resort and
Marina, Reéder Bay campground Ledgewood picnic area, and
some cottages (see Plate 18). Most of the resort site is
prlvately owned but the Forest®Service owns the land along
the shorellne. Reeder Bay campground has l9 camp sites
and 51x plcnlc units and all are over-used. Greater than 100
per cent usage occurred over thé‘July 4 weekend and from
July 21 to-August 15, 1972 (Fig. 5C). This campground has
paved roads, which eliminates much of the dust problem, and
is also completely accessible by paved roads  The. Ledgewood
picnic .area, located about one-qguarter mile east of Reeder
Bay campground was built for day use only and provides
twelve plcnxc sites for ¢he publlc. The sites come equipped
with tables fireplaced and grrllsu and chopped flrewood |
Vaulted toilets were 1nstalled durlng July, 1972. Both the
campground and picnic area have rOped off sw1mm1ng zghes.
There are nine cottages in. thls area on lease from (iﬁ

Natlonal Forest Serv1ce.
»

‘The shore* area in Reeder . Bay is covered with white
pine and cedar ‘and much coarse white .sand. There is-.a steep
bank down ¢o the shorellne at the RZEder Bay campground but
a flat area behind the bank is used for camping sites. The

offshore gradient is quite‘steep at the picnic area but it

.is*shallow,along the'shoreline of\Elkin“s resort'andvthe

campground. The promontorles of the sma&l bays w1th¢n L e

Reeder Bay are very rocky. ‘
: ‘ . Y
,Theoremalnder of the shoreline in thig zone is

Y

' vy : 4 . (v RS
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ownaed by var tous suall owners and isdn intensive use,
There are six vesorts, all of which have docking facilitios,
and a mar ina at (‘-x'il\niln Crgoek .  There are stores, bars,
gasoline outlets for boats, rooms tor ln‘dqinq, as well as
private homes and cottages. Mach ot the activity in this
area takes place away trom the beaches as many of the private
homes are not losated on watorf ront lots. A condominium
houwsing project was started two years ago at the Kaniksu
resort but it is, as yeot, anf{inished. ‘Ifhvr(‘ is also a
. h
traifor court near the I%nrrif‘L‘S'T}:mrtv.:_i_}’;\’.l‘hv roads are
aqravelled and the min road Lsi.,‘,dil;(:d ‘\:‘ﬂw arca has a flat
PR

backshore that extends in séme pln (‘§,”ﬁd"70n(\ and one-half

mides anland.  The beach Matepi¥Ts vaty from fince sand to

-

coarse pebbles and rock.

Use Zone /7 (Recreational, Undeveloped)

this is an undeveloped recreational rone that
extoends from Hangman's Resort north to Tale Bay. It is
entirely within the K znik::‘u Mat tonal Forest, and ;:: for the
most pact uninhabited: there are only 12 cottage leases
in this entire zone. Boats provide the main mode of access
although jt is possible to walk to the lakeshore {rom the
new Beaver Creck highway, conmpleted in Agujust, 1972, The
arca 1s open to the public for camping and day-use purvoses
but, because of the access problem, iU receives less use
than the south Onc‘iv ot the lake. ,)

There are a Few long beaches and protected bays
for swimming, There are also some Llat areas for camping,

. .
but for the mest part the zone ds heavily treed to” the
shoreline.
_ Vo The Tepee Creek tatural Area 1s located in the

north end of this use rogh, south of-Tule-Bay. It was

established to preserve a rornant o!f the western white pine
s 1

)
re
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climax vegelation for scientific study and is not intended

for recreational uso.

Use Yone 8 '((Tnt tage, Campground) 'y
. This zone oxtends from Tule Bay to the mouth of
the Thorofare, then castward to the end of Mosguitg Bay. The )
land in novth Tule Bay is part of the National Fovest and is
scheduled for development as a chmpground whoen' funds are
N

available. 1t roecoives some use nuwg}_but_ the sige is unim-
proved according to National PForest Scervice Standards and
no fees are charged tor users.  The only access usoed to be
by boat but the new highway to Beaver Creck now provides a
paved road into the camp arca., A fairly tlat backshole, a
gravel beach and a steep oftshore gradient characterize this
s1toe. :
The Beaver Creck Camp Association owns the parcel
of forested land north of the campground, to the sandspit at
the mouth of the Thovotare. The 23 cottages on this land
are owned by people who teoach or who han taught at
Washington State University, In 1948, the land was given
to Milson Conpton in roturn for his scrvices as a lobbyist
for the loqgging industry in Washington, D.C. Thﬁ National
Fore:st Service would like to incorporate the arca in their
proposed campground, but this is most unlikely. The
people of the Beaver Creek Camp Association consider the
arca a retreat and are unhappy with the opening of the high-
wny.g They feel the increased number of campers will bring
much noise and untidiness. ’

The property on the north side of the mouth of the
Thqrbfaro. is divided into small holdings. Tt is very flat,

both backshore and offshore, and is almost compleotel covered
i Y

- . » .
Ptiest Laky Recreation Avea Plan, op. cit., footnote'
2e P- 5. , . T -
(e
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with fince sand.  There are cottages on the landl/and some of
the owners have started subdividing the lots for public
purchase in a development 'km‘)wn as Sandpiper Shores. 1t is
the only arca on the lake in which lots are being offered
for sale. X
The last portion of this usc zgpe is Mosquito Bay.
It has a long, wide beach and soft sand and usied to be tho‘
site of a campgyround run by the State Parks Department. 1t
was closed in 1971 because of over-usce, lack of proper

)
facilitics and lack of personncl to'police it. There was a
poor relationship between activity and improvemeonts in
Mosquito Bay and pollution ot the Bay's water resulted. The
s,ig‘t_o s still used, the toilet facilitics are still there,
Bﬂt now there is no fee charged and no garbaye collect ion.

The arca still sutfers trom over-use as the road remains

open. .

Use Zone 9 (Recreational, Undeveloped)

The land in this extended zon belongs to either

Diamond International Corporation or the S\ate of Idaho. It

is an undeveloped recreational use zone except for 14

State lots and a few cottaqes occupiced by Diamond's ¢moloyeces.

South of Mosquito Bay, in the area north of Lion

Creck, the Idaho State parks Department wantls to develop a

campground, despite a poor beach and frequent on-shore winds.

The idea is to have the campers use Mosyyito Bay for their
water-based activities.

Large beaches with flat backshores and slightly
grainy sand cover both uﬁds of Squaw Bay. Diamond Inter-
national owns the land on which theue beaches are sittuated.
The State of Idaho owns the shoreline a*gund the middle of
the Bay, but this section is not in use as there is no beach
and a steep offshore gradient,

tleavy day use and illegal camping at the south end
of the bay have prompted Diamond to erect outhouses and

provide garbage pick-up. <Careful celective cutting has also

60
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enhanced beach quality by providing more light. However, the
company is being very cautious about providing too many
facilities. In a_similar situation in Caljfornia, a paper
company found itself penalized for providing public facilities
on part of its ian@ for more than 20 yon;s. when it cvqgfu—
ally tried to ond. the public access, the uscers obtair'l(‘d a-\)
court order which frustrated the company's plans and effective-
ly transferred the land to the public domain.lo ! |
) Diamond International owns the land on the south

end of Squaw Bay which includes Canoc Point. This areca has

no development on it although the beach is excellent. The |
State of Tdaho owns the mile-long section (Lots 2:45295)

south of Canoe Point. The areca has a poor‘waterfront with
steep backshore qradients‘und rocky shorelines. Diamond
International owns the land south of the State’ lots to Two-
Mouth Creck. This stretch of land has a flat backshore and
large trees but not very much dry beach; there are a few
cottages. .

The land on the north side of Hucklgbcrry Bay west
to the southern outlet of Two-Mouth Creek belongs to the
State (Lots 270 to 283). This area has an cxcecllent beach
with fipo sand, a ncarly flat backshore and an easy offshore
gradient.

The southern shoreline belongs to Diamond Inter- .
national, except for one State lot on the south side of )
llickleberry Bay. A logging road provides access to the lake
near the Goose Creek outlet in Huckleberry Bay, but the lake-
shore south of the Bay 1is not'used by the public beéause of

the heavy tree cover and the steep backshore gradient.

Uié Zone 10 (Cottage)

This 1s a cottage zone which is favored by steep

\

0 * : . . . .
Personal communication, -Jim Blaine, Resource Special-

ist, Diamond Lumber Division, Diamond International Corpora-
tion. . \ '

-
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backshore and of(shore gyradients, bedrock outcrops and a
heavily treed shoreline. . There are nd public beaches here.
The 71 cottages are built.on land that is owned by either
Diamond Internafional, the State of Idaho (12 lots, 265 A
to L) or private owners. The private lots are located in
Bear Creck Bay, the state lots are immediately north of
these and Diamond International owns the rest of the land.
Bocause of the narrowness of the -lake at Lhis point, the
cottagers are able to obtain servi-ces, such as gasolihe

and food supplies, from use zone 6 on the west shore.

]
Use Zone 11 (Recreational, Undoeveloped)

—_—

"4

This is a zone of limited use that hps no cottages
id it. Timber Land Rgéources owns the land along Bear Creeck:
a very small scction ‘of shoreline immediately southeast of
the cottages in Bear Crtek Bay belongs to Diamond International
and the rest of the land belongs to the State of Idaho. The
state land south of the bay has no beaches and is character-
ized by steep offshore and backshore gradients. Bear Creek
Bay fahé flat marshland and the .shallow basin~like bay

collects sediments. ' . .

Usc zZone 12 (Cottage, Campground)

* A zone of intensive use extends from Cape forn to
just east of Indian Creck. The entire arca is under tpe
jurisdiction of the State of. Idaho. There arc 128 cottages,
a campground, and a marina. . The marina and public beach are
located on lots 178-194.

ln this zone 128 cottaqeskhave been built on 117

¢

lcased lots (lots 1$5-265, 214 A-7, 220 A-U). ~Indian Creek

Bay. and €apce Horn have gentle backshore slopes, but the area

in between is steceper. The submorine slope is quite s&eep
except for the shallow area in Indian Creek Bay. Sand is
the principal beach material in the bay; the rest of the

1)
arca generally has a rocky shoreline. Breakwaters have been

built throughout to improve beach quality.

-

s
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indian Creek State Park provides 22 trailer sites
and 115 camping sites. The trailer sites have running
watef,'gewage disposal and electricity. There are six
additional sites in an overflow arca, and a picnic arca
which reccives little use because of a poor access road.
The park has a roped-off swimming arca, a wadingy pool, and
a water-ski beach arca. Lifeguards are on duty daily. A
store is located just outside the park. One of the main
attractions'scems to be the hot showers that are provided
for a nominal fee to the user. -

The sta(e park has a large beach area covercd with
very fine sand, a flat backshore and a gradual slope off-
shore. These physical attractions, along with the extensive
range of facilities, bring in large pumbers of pcople. The
campground was completely filled over the July 4£h weekend,
and from.,July 23rd to August l4th inclusive. Accdording to
unpublished statistics gathered by the Parks Department,

‘*managcment at the gate turned away 1,075 campers during
the latter period. Usage during these periods was greater
than 100 per cent (Fig. 5D). Betwcen 50 and 100 cars daily
were parked outside the campground; park officials allowed
their owners to camp with.families and friends already

ocoupying a site within the camp ound.

Users of the Indian Crgek State Park are charged
daily rates that are dependeht on the facilities provided
at the individual sites. T harges for the summer of 1972
were as follows: @2.00

water and electrical hookups, and $3.00 pér vehicle with

r vehicle, $2.50 per vehicle with

water and electrical hookups as well as sewage disposal.
The rates will increase for the 1973 season. "The . length of

stay in the park is 15 days in any 30 day period.

Usc Zone 13 (Recreational, Undeveloped)
This .very small zone has no presenf usc other than
as an access route to Indian Creek via the east shore road.

The area has very steep banks, a rocky shoreline and a steep

63
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offshore gradient. It is State-owned.

‘ Use Zone *14 (Cottage)

This zone is dominated by cottages, 104 of them on
State lots §6 to 177. The area has vafied physical site
characteristics which range from sandy becaches with gentle
gradients to rocky areas with very, steep gradients. The
area south of Eightmiie 1sland to Hunt Creek has a very
steep offshbre gradient; in some places it also has a steep
backshore slope with serious gully erosion. : The narrow
passage between Eightmile Island and the mainland is the site
ofea sandspit and has to be dredged annually to keep it open

for through boat traffic.

Use Zone 15 (Non-recreational)

The shoreland in this zone has very severe~physical
limitations. . A steep backshore slope dropping rapidly into .
the.decpest part of the lake, coupled'with a rocky shoreline
and no beaches, leaved the area with little use potential.
There aré no cottages and the only improvement to the land is
the east shore road which runs parallel and vefy close to the
shoreline. This gravelled road provides the only through
road along the east side of the lake. "It is full of potholes
and.is very dusty, but the State Deparﬁmcnt of Lands is
reldctant.to iairove it because of the increased number of

1

visitors that - would bring into the Indian Creek Area.

Use Zone-l6 (Cottage, Resort)

This small zone at 'the head of Cavanaugh Bay

includeé cottages, a resort, a store and a marina. It has a
sandy beach, a flat backshore and a fairly gentle offshore
slope. Eleven cottages, the Cavanaugh Bay resort, and the
store and marina are on privately owned land. The Idaho
State Departmeﬁt of Lands offices are located across_the
road from the resort area. North-oast of these buildings
are 20 . state lots that are managed for the endowment

fund (lots 65-55).
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Use Zone 17 (Recreational, Undeveloped) :

The land at the southwest corner of Cavanaugh Bay
is owned by Diamond International, Corporation, but otherwise
the zone is under the jurisdiction of the State of Idaho.
There are remnants of past use, in the derelict remains of
a marina and a loading dock, but present use is restricted
to two cottages on the Diamond International land. Along
most of the waterfront, the offshore andxpackshore gradients
are very stee%&'but they become much gentler at the head of
the bay. .
use zone 18 ((Btage)

This zone extends from Rocky Point to Coolin. It
includes the town of Coolin with a marina, pdét office,
liquor store, géneral store and private residences, and haé
the longest stretch of cpttages on the lake, ‘213 in all.

The Town of Coolin owns about seventtenths of a

"mile of shoreline; this is part of a beach which extends

both north and south of the townsite and which houseé 32
cottages. The land in this area has a flat backshore and a
shallow offshore gradient. ‘

North of Coolin to Hess Point is a zone of 128
summer homes. Most of the waterfront has gocd sandy beaches
with'shallow offshore and backshore slopes, but there are
some small areas of steep gradient.

~ The state leases endowment lands to 23 of the
cottage owners in this area. These lots are located just
south of Steamboat Bay (State lots A-M), and north of the
bay about halfway to Hess Point (State lots 1-10). The
rest of the watérfront is occupied by private owners who are
under state control with regard fo the-improvementé made to
their lots.' o A et
“  North of Hess Point to Rocky Point“thefe are 53
cottages located on state. lénds (lots 11 - 64) . The beach
conditions vary; some sites have sand while others have

breakwaters constructed on them to stabilize the beach
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materials. A shallow offshore gradient is found in the area
east of Fourmile Island but around Rocky Point it is very
steep. ‘ .
Island Zone

-

The is%ands in Priest Lake are under the jurisdic-
tion of the National Forest Service, with the exception of
East Twin Island wliich is owned by the Burlington Northern
Railway Company. | i

Kalispell Island is the largest island. It has
many beaches with coarse sand, large trees, and a gentle
offshore gradient. There are four [ferm permit holders whose
cottages will have to be removed in 1986. There\are also
five campgrounds which offer sealed vault toilets and
garbage pickup, but 'no firewood. A hiking trail provides
access to the various campgrounds. These are very popular
because they are free and because the island is easily
reached from the public boat ramp in Kalispell Bay. Usage -
for the 1972 sumner scason for the cntire island was close
fo 45 per cent.

Bartoc Island is the second largest 1sland Its
beaches have fine sand but they are small and those on’the
eastern side have a.very steep offshore gradient. Nonethe-
less the island‘is popular for day use. Three éottages have
been built on National Forest land and will be removed in -
1986. The sites will then be developed for public use if
the land can absorb the increased usage. There are also
two cottages on a privately-owned parcel of 24 acres,
the only privately-owned land on the islands. A Forest
Service campground was located on the iéland; the owner
of the private land requested *t the east boundary of His
lot be resurveyed aﬁd‘it was determined that the campground

. was located partially on his land. igbsgqﬁéghﬁqrEhe grounds

were closed. However, day use of this area is still popular

ahigihe Forest serv g does~provide garbage collection.
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Eightmile Island has a stecp offshore slope on.its
west side, but it is almost joined toﬁuse zone 14 to the east.
Therirare some becaches on the island, and one cottage which
is on lease from the Forest Service until 1981. There is
not much use by campers or picnickers, perhaps because the
nearness of the mainland taﬁzs away somecthing of the feeling
of being on an island. ) A

Fourmile Island has only one small beach and so
hag limited use for camping or picnicking. Bedrock extends
below the waterline along most of the shore. There are no
cottages and the only building is a rock hut that has been
built into the side of a hill. '

Papoose Island is a very small island between
Kalispell and Bartoo Islands. It is used for piénics‘or for
camping (by a small group). There are no beaches but one
Sspot is available for beaching a boat.- The island is covered
with shrubs and trees growing on a thin soil that covers some
of the bedrock. It has beeﬁ badly abused through over-use
and will be closed to the public in 1973. |

The remaining two islands are East and West fwin
Islands. They are situated in the neck of the lake south of
Huckleberry and Distillery Bays. The bedrock is.exposed on
vtheSe islands. ‘West Twin is part of the Kaniksu National
Forest and the Forest Service will also érohibit usé of this
island in 1973 bedause of damage to the trees through public
abﬁse) Burlington Northern Railway Company which owns East
Twin xéland 1s considering closing this island s well to

protect it from public abuse.

"Upper Priest Lake Zone

Upper Priest Lake was designated as a scenic &rea
by the National Forest Service and the State of Idahp in
1965, and is jointly managed by them. The area is to be

kept in a semi-wild state, and no roads or private leases will-

be allowed. Access is now provided by a hiking trail from

Beaver Creek to the two Forest Servihe campgrounds on the
i i N

- .

-
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west side of the lake. There is also boat access through
the Thorofare. ' .

~The west side|of the Upper Lake north to the out-
let of the Upper Priest River is under the.jurisdictibn‘of
the National Forest Service. There are two campgrounds
along this shoreline, Plowboy Campground at the south end
and Navmgatlon Campground at the north end *They provide
toilets, firewood and fire grllLs, and picnic tables. No
fges are charged for their use. Both of these campgrounds y
were used to about 20 per cent of their theoretical capacit?
during 1972. plowboy has a small beach and Navigatioﬁ‘has |
~none. The shoreline between thenxhasvgrylsteep bagks that
‘are generally treed to the waterline. A deserted cabim on
the west side of the mouth of the Upper River is 3aituated
on a sandy area that has a very shallow offshore gradient.

The east side of the lake is under the ﬁq;isdic—

tion of the State of Idaho with the exception of tﬁp sections
of National Forest land. ’One section is loeated-éz the north-
east end of the lake and the other section on the north-east
side of the mouth of the Thorofare (Fig.4D). A batholith
outcrop occurs #bout one mile north 6% the Thorofare. There
are some sandy beaches on this side of the lake. nisr
" hours of sunlight reaching the shore areas, gentler offshore
gradients and a gentle backshore slope make this side of the
lake more highly used. The watef in the Upper Lake is
colder then in Priest Lake and people do not swim until early
August.. There®re no improvements to the land on this side
" of the lake, except for a hiking trail at the north end. The
'Foreet Serviceipicks up garbage from this shore as well as

from the west Ehofe of the lake.

»

The Thorofare

The Thorofare is a small, navigable waterway Wthh
connects Priest’ Lake with Upper Prl!gt Lake, and generally
separates the National Forest Service land on the west from
the Idaho State land on the east..’ There are -no buildings Q
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located in this area, and dense growth lines the waterway on
each bank. The banks themselves are composed mainly of soft
sangl and require protection from erosion. The problem is
- exacerbated by heavy motorﬁbat use on weekends and has ™
caused the placement of gabion mats on the east bank at the
south -entrance. A hiking trail along the west side of the

Thorofare connects the Upper Priest and Priest Lakes.
‘ SUMMARY

’Tﬁe application of use zones to the .shoreline of
Priest Lake provides a valuable interpr#tive . tool for
‘determining patterns of present use. The zones reveal that
the lakeshore undérgoes‘both recreational and non-recrea-
tional use. ' This study is concerned with the land used for
recreational purposes, whether developed or undeveloped at
piésentf Developed land for public or private use includes

campgrounds, resorts and cottages.

Table 1 4

PRIEST LAKE: JURISDICTION AND USE OF SHORELINE

Jurisdiction

Land Use ‘ ' nglles of Shorellnel
Forest State of
Service - Idaho , Private Coolin: Totals
Undeveloﬁed S . ) :
Recreational 10.6 5.1 5.6 - 21.3
Developed o ’ _ :
s Reereational 6.4 11.6. . 9.4 0.6 28.0
-~ Q '
Jregreatlonal L - 4.8 -+ 1.2 - 6.0
6TALS - 17.0 21.5 16.2 ° 0.6  55.3

’ . . R - /

&

The two lakes, the fhotofaie, and the islands
have a total of elghty miles of shoreline. ,Priest Lake
“itself accounts for about 55 mlles which is classifiedliﬁ

\ Table 1 as "non-recreatlonal“ land (6 miles), "qndeyeloped"

recreational land (21 miles) and as ”deve}oped"‘récreational7

A d



" land (28 miles). About 10.6 miles of undevelOped recrea-
'tlohal shoreland belongs to the National Forost Service
whlle 5.1 miles belongs to.the State of Idaho and 5.6 mlles
is privately owned. Developed recreational land has 1LING
miles of state ownership and 6.4 miles of-Forest Service
OWnershlp. Private owners control 9. 4 miles of developed
recreational land and the town of Coolin cohtrols 0.6 miles.
The developed recreational land has been zoned
under four different groupJngs _Resorts, cottages, and -
campgrounds 1is the group with the\host.intensive use of the
developed shoreline on the lake. This use gro@ accounts
for 10.0 miles of shoreline. Cottages zoned as entire use
groups cover 9.8\miles of the shore, the COttages.and camp-~
ground use zones cover 7.2 miles of the shore, and the
smalleet use zone,ecottages and a reﬁért, occupies one mile
of lakeshore. ® ,
There are.ll improved campgrounds on the lake;

all are located on land developed for public use. Five of

the sites on the malnland charge fees one of these is under

state jurisdiction whlle the rest aéé under the jurisdiction
of the National Forest ‘Service. No user fee is charged at

- the six remaihing sites. They are,acce%bible only by boat
with ‘the exception of the tWoJcampgrounds on the Upper Lake
which are also aﬁ§essible by a, hiking trail.  All of these
sites are managed by the Forest Service. There are also two
51tes on the lake that were-once camogroundq and are now -
off1c1ally closed; MoqultO Bay, under jUILadJCthn of the
1

State of Idaho, and the Forest Service campground on

Barltoo Island.’ These areas are Stlll used.
i Secbaons of the lakeshore are also ‘used for
Camplng by small groups, though no faci- ities are prov1ded
here. ~Most camping of th1s type takes placde in the undevel—
-oped recreatxonal use zones 1n the north end of Prlest Lahe

~and in the Upper Lake. -

14
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The ownership of Tand atong the Takeshore han ad much to do
' .

with «determinaing the prosont use ol land., Futuroe gpe ot the

Pakeshiore wil o depend great Ty on owvner ship. Although the
Capability o the land tor recreational use determines the
amount ot use the aea can withstand, the question of tuature

development off the area rests in the long tan, with the

’
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CHAITER 1V
CAPABTLUTY O PHE PREEST TAKE SHORBLANDS
FOR RECREATTONAL USE

The neod for land capability inventories has been
created by years of social and technological changes which
have put increasning pressuare on fanite land 1 esources,
Increased leisure time, groeater numbors ol vehicles travelling
at increascd speoeds, more facilitiesn for public use and
cnjoyment, botter tomporary m‘(‘ommnd;n.,i,.on and greater acces-
sibility arce some reasons tor change an the demands tor space
outside the caty.  All land must now be put to its optimum
uge and Cﬂ}“‘bi‘lit,y inventories are invaluable aids in detdr-

!

mining these optimum uses. |

Ty CANADA LAND INVENTORY

|

The Canada Land lnventory (hencetorth retorred: to

as CL1) is a land evaluation and classitication-systoem thot
o
was developed under the Agracultural Rehabilitdtion and
Development Act in 1965.  The inventory was designed for
nlanning rather than for management.  I[ts broad objective is
to provide comprehensive information abouJ land grapability as
~

a base 1'6r resource and land use planning.  Assessments of
physical land capability for agrpcalture, forestry, wildlife
&}nd recreation are included as s‘::snarm.o sectors in the
survey. Specific objectives are defined for each sector of
the inventory so that l&ndfdapability can be dotermined with

. . \ . cog .
great accuracy for thé surveyed @reas @f the country.

L &
- . N i -

Recreation Sector ‘ e

The recreation scctor of the CLI was designed to
provide an estimate of the guantity, qu&lity and location of
potential outdoor recireational lands. The.capability of the
s1te i3 rocogniced and cvalua€¢d>in terms of supporting anpd

providing optirmum conditions for recreational activities.
<
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Phoe Lollowing owt line of the oporating conditions

for the CLl's outdoor recveation study has boeen adaptoed from

: o1 . ) . :
Nowicki. - IHis review ot the procodures involved in tho
capability iuventory is oa logical one and this author could

not substantially improve upon 1t. A more recent odition of
o

(he Canada Land Inventory 1oport condegning vecrceat ional
capability has been published sinee Nowichki completed his
Chenis in 1909, This accounts for some of the changes ip

the material preseonted hoere. ) 3
N
¢ The basis ol the olassitication for outdoor recre-

ation is "the quantity of recreation which may be gqeneratoed
Lthe duant a by o6 UeeiSar 2 Wi A 22 goeneratod

+
and sustained por unit_arca of  land per:yoear under pertect
Cy 2 : .

market conditions. " .

. ’
Some of the main provisions of the classit idation
- . !
system are as {ollows: - I
Land is ranked according to natural capability under
xisting conditions, whether in o natural or modit ied
state. . . . No assumptiods are made concerning its
capability if it is given tfurther major artificial
noditications.

N
L.ocation and prescent access develovment do no‘é
int luence classiticqtion (i.c¢. perfect market con-
ditions prevail, whikh wmplics uaiform demand and
accessibility throughout the inventory arca.) ,

Proasent use of managemrent factors do not int luenge
ratings except that . . . land at present firmly
comnitted to intensive urban or industrial use 1is
not normally classified. . . .

Sound recreation land management and development

practices are assumed for all arcas in practical 3

relation to the natural capability of each . . . .
L4

.

Y )

North-Centrdl '\ertu 1__““ (Unpuh]xuhrd M.A. Thesis,
D(pdemonL ol b(og‘aphy, University of Alberta, 1969), pp.

L]
2 -
The Canada Land Inventory, Department of ‘Regional aund
Ecopomic Expansion, Report No,. 6: Land Capability, Classifi-
cation for OQutdoor Recreat.ion (Ottawa, 1969), p. 7.

3 - .
canzda Land Inventory, op. c¢it., footnote 2, p. 7.

J. J. Nowicki, Recgreational Capability . (md Use_of fome
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Land boing assessed Lor CLE purposes as split into two broad
divinions:  upland and shorveland.
Shorcland is a broad term embracing the various

component s ot land fironting on a water body which
i cithor capable of supporting recreational activity,

or is large enough to do so. In practice, water bodices
capable ol supporting family boating ave.cons idered
necessary for a shoveland (8) de tignation.  Shorve land

axtends trom the S-toot depth contour at normal low
waler, imland from the shoreline to a natural bound-
ary, or Lo a boundary which cncompasses the dipect
«one of intlucence of the water body. In this inventory
the zowe of  influence i1s assumed to reach a maximum
of one mile in width for a ¢lass one unit on a large
lake: otheor shorelandxunips will vary in width from
about. 800 recet SRR tw onc mile, depending on the
nature of the shorcoland and on its capability for
recrcation. . . o« Shoreland components are defined
as rfollows: - ‘

(a) Wet Beach: the arca of a beach below the
normal high water' line, ushally outward to the S5-foot
depth contour at normal low water;

(b) Dry Beach: the area of a bedch above the
normal summer high-water or high-tide level, but
normal ly subject to wash by high/water, or storm
waves; " '

(c) Beach: the width of the shore zone which

U jncludes the wet and dry beaches; .

(d) Backshore: that part of the shoreland
rcaching inland from the dry bedch normally as for
as the extreme extent of storm action or ice crosion.
four purposes of the inventory, however, backshore
refers to the zone of influence of the water body
embracing the associated development area,

Upland is all land other than shoreland.®

. . . water bodies which are not considered large
cnough in terms of arca (a pond or small lake) or
wide enough, as in the case of stream corridors,
are considered @s ypland even though the dominant

© rccreaticnal feature {e.g. angling gr canqeing)
may be associated with water. . . .

4Canada Land Taventovry, QE' cit., footnote 2, pp; 110.
and 111.

o !

“canada Land Inventory, op. cit., footnote 2, p. 10l.



Accord il\:} to the L1 classitication, the Thorotare
Loetween Pricst Lake and Uppor Priest Lake should be labelled
as upland, but this passageway préwides ‘A unique roecreational
oxpoericnce for family boating between t he two lakes and has
therotore been considered as shoreland. ’I‘l‘ﬁs illustrataes a
problem that ariscs rom the rigidity of the CLI classitica-
ions.  The Jand should be rated as shoreland rather han
upland not only because ‘of its capability for supporting
family boating but also because of its impor tance as the
watcerway linking the Upper Pricst and pricst Lakes. Rating
the corridor as upland would indicate limited dapability as
a water-way, which would be crroneous.

The entire study arca at Priest Lake has been
designated as shoreland. The letter "S" that indicates
shoreland has been dropped tfrom the mapping analysis.

1t is basic to all the CLI iaventories that the
capability of the land is cvaluated according to a predeter-
mined %Ot of conditions and classificd according to a 7-

class rating scale (Table 2). ” '

Table 2 ]

1)

THE SEVEN CAPABILITY CLASSES '

Class Lecvel of Capability
———— - : — - S e —
1 very high ’
L, high/
b 3 ' / moderately high
4 " moderate
5 moderately low
b low
7 very low
_- . S . |
Source: Canada Land Inventory, Department of Roqxunal aJd

‘¥ﬁEconomic Expansion, Report No. 6: T.and Capability, Class lfl—

cation for OQutdoor Rccfeafipn. (Ottawa, 969L, pp. ©5-9.

Pthe CLI's attempt at a quantitative approach in analybls.

For example, C pabllxty classifications for shorelands are

. ?

- ]
. &

TN T .
Assignment of the canab%llty claqses illustrates *
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basced on mecasurcments of different physical aspects that
ihcludo lake siio, wa' quality, and bcach'and backshore
Zharacteristics.' T. réquiromunts for the ratings of the
shoreland subclasses, other than the specific controls out-
lined for beaches (Table 3), are not preciscly laid down and
depend upon the downgrading of capabilities according to the
limitations of individual sites. In reviewing the qualitics
necessary for the varicus class raLingﬁ it becomes apparent
that only the first and sccond capability classcs can be
quantitatively assigned. Subjectivity incroaées as the
capability levels decreasce. This presents a problem because
the final ratings will be influcnced by the background of
the field worker; what one surQeyor views as an asset may
be viewed as a limitation by somcone else. ThiSamq?ns that
the lower capability beaches which have been determined®Eor
Pricst Lake arc not noecessarily comparable to beaches with
similar rankings on differoﬁt lakes.

The next section of the classification is a group

of symbols which identify the recreational attractions.

There arc 25 rocreational features which represent
the major uscrs of ‘land for rcercation as indicated
by present popular preferences [Table 3).. The .
opportunities for recrdation provided by a feature
or combination of features, and asscssed in terms
of quantity of use, detgrmine the class of land
unit. Although the recrentional features are des-
cribed indivigually, it is the exception rather
than the rule that a land unit is ranked on the
strength of a single fecatuye. The class of a unit
depends on the total quantity of recreation which the

particul5?‘association of features within the land >
unit is judged capagle of genecrating pd&r unit area
on an annual basis.” » .

~

A maximum of three symbols can be recorded becaugel

of mapping limitations. Use of three symbols is not manda¥yges

tory but usually all are applicd unless an areca does not'havé

5canada Land Inventory, og. cit., footnote 2, pp. 9-10.

» .
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symbol

t

H

-Deep

Table 3

CLLI RECREATLON IPEATURES

‘
OR LUBCLASSES

e smmim m T TrIeaT — J—

h(g1<ntxon P 1ku10
or Subclass

Angling

Beach

Canoe Tripping

Inshore water

Vegetation

Waterfalls and Rapids

Glacitr
liistoric Site -

Gathering and

Collecting 0
AN

Orafhized Camping
|

Landfofms

Ao

~ Small Surface Waters

L

' Lodging

‘Upland Wildlife

A

- PO —— mage

‘I)&‘H\ ription

Land providing access to-water
with natural capability for
productign, harvesting and/or
vioew i_ng/:)f

sport tish.
Shoreland capable of supporting
beach activities

Land which fronts onto and
provides direct access to
waterways with capability for
canoe tripping.

Shoreland with deeper water
inshore suitable for swimming
or boat mooring or launching.

Land with significant vegegta~
tion.

Glacier or area offering :a
glacier view or experience.

. ' . . . . 3
Land with historic signifi-
cance.

Areas offering particular |
opportunities for gaLherlng
or collecting items of popu—
lar interest.

Shoreland or upland assoclated
with a recreation feature
suited to organized tent or
trailer camping. '

Areas contaifning natural land-
form features other than rock .
formations.. :

Frequent small water bodies or

;cohtinuous streams.

lLand suited to family cottage
or other recreation lodglng use.

Land with" capability for v1ew1ng
‘'or hunting of upland w1ld11fe.

v k)

L
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Symbol

Table

h(QLOOtldh Feature
or ollelaoo

1)

R

95}

Cultural Landscapce
Pattern

Topographic Patterns

Rock Formations

Skiing Area
-

[}

Thermal Springs

Deep Water Boat
Tripping

Viewing

Wetland Wildlife

Miscellaneous

~

Family Boating

LY

° Man-made Features

i

3 —-- Continued

Descy iption

Land exhibiting diversity of
cultural landscape.

Pat.terns of topography and
landform, or land and wator,
exhibiting diversity of natural
landscape.

Rock and rock formations or
assoclated geologyical or
crosional phenomena.

A combination of slopes, “snow
conditions, and climate,
capable of providing downhill
skiing opportunitics during a
normal secason.

Land containing thermal springs.

Shoreland fronting water suit-
able for yachts and other large
craft; yachting or deep water
boat tripping.

A vantage point which provides
a Superior view or 8n area
which provides freduent good
viewing opportunities.

Land with capability for view-
ing or hunting of wctland
wildlife.

A feature with recreation
capability not adequately
covered by any other symbol.

_Shoreland adjacent to water
suitable for popular forms of
family boating act1v1ty

Areas exhibiting major¥ perma-.
nent, n@n-urban, man- m@le struc-
tures of recreational interest.

I'4

.Source:

<%  Etonomic Exnansxon, Report No. 6:
Qutdoor 'Recreation,

cation

Ty

”anada Land Inventory, Departmenr of Regional and ~

for

I.and Capabilit {L4C1a831f1-

pp. 9-95.
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three clear aLLrthions.‘ There are some aréas on the shore
of Priest Lake which have been given ohly oné or two sub-
class symbols baog qwsc of a lack of attractions.

The ordering of thoe subcelasses depends on the
judgment of the surveyor. There is an élcment of subjectivity
present even within the high capability classes, as can be
scen in Table 4.  One of the c¢riteria for a Class 1 beach is

that water temperature is to be comfortable during the scason

of peak use, but "cowmfortable" is not defined. Does it mean

a water Lgmp(xature of greater than 65° or 729 or 807 v¥.?
"ALaLhCLlpdlly pleasing” vegyetative cover is anolher criterion
for a Class 1 beach: this, too, is not dofined.

To assist the reader to recognize the differences
between the capability classifications for each,subcléss,
Table 4 hés been constructed. Although just the subclasg*
for beaches (B) has been described it should illustrate &he
differences in the requirements for the capability classes.
The bgach‘subclass for capability classes‘l,,} and 5 was
chosen because it demonstrates the range in requirements f{or
levels of capablllty A Class 1l beach has the most cleArly
dxflned criteria; a- beach*Lﬁ this class must be outstanding.
Lesy stringent terms apply @B Class 3 beaches. A greater
range in the critceria allow for more sites to be rated at this
capability }evel. A Class 5 beach has loosely défined
criteria; the area needs severe limitations to achieve this
level of élassification.,f_ )

‘All classification amd rating is done on maps.

Land units are assigned a combihation of symbols indicating,
in.order of signifiéance (1) their capablllty class (1 to 7),
(2) whether shorelﬁpd (S) or upland (U), and. ( ) up to three

subclasses. These symbo]s can be written hor17ontallv or .

vertically. An example of symbols for "a shoreland unit would
be: 25‘3 or 2SBKY. This indicates a Class 2 sho.land unit.
with a bathing beach (B), terrain sui;ed'for camping (K) ang‘

adjacent water suitable for popular forms of f?mily boating
N ‘
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activity (Y). 1In the above eymbollzatlon "K" and "Y“ are

the subordinate oubcldssee

APPLICATION OF LAND INVENTORY TQ PRIEST LAKE .

» The CLI provides an objective basis for assessing
the outdoor recreational capability of Priest’ Lake because
it considers neither the present land use nor eccessibility
but ranks ﬁhe_area strictly on its physical qualitics. The
Recreation Areca Plan for Priest lLake deals with the division
of the lakeshore into management zones.7 These sectors were
hesignated according to accessibilit§ and present land use,
not according to capability. Obtaining a recrecational sﬁudx
of the lakeshore that is dependent upon physlcaL/qualltles
could provide a ba51s for changes +in management zones ‘
according to this capability rather than to the presently

used criteria of accessibility and land use.

‘,Fggld Procedures .

The first step in the priest Lake inventory was a ”
élassiﬁication fro£ aerial photographs. fﬁeie were taken
during the'summers of 1968 and 1969 and were used to deter-
mine the beach areas and a preliminary refing'of the. I'ake-
shore. The entlre Yakeshore was then checked }n detall in
the field. The follow1ng charactcristics were. noted:
location; length of beach; backshoeore slope; offshore
gradient; type of beaeh'materia‘}; and outstanding qualities

or problems. Location was checked on a map of the area an@
neted.on the;field sheet (see Appendlk,A).‘ Beach length was
measured by.pecing and was recorded 'in yards. Backshore © e
"slope'was measured with a simple elinometer. Offsho;e .

gradient waS~measuredﬂby'depth‘in feet at 30 feet and 50 e

6J J Now1ck1, op. c1ts footnote 1, p. ‘§l

7 "“

‘ ‘Unlted States Departmont of Agrlrulture, Forest Service,
Priest lLake Recreation Area Plan (Priest Lake Ranger District,
-Kanlksu Natlonal)Forest-'June 1967) 52 pp :

- ]
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feet offshore, using'a woighted line marked off in half-foot
ﬁcctigﬁs. The distancé of 30 feet was chosen because young
~children usually play safc¢ly in water up to a distance "of 30
fert from the shoreline.  Fifty feet from the shoreline is a
goqe distance at which to swim parallel to the shore. The
types of beach materials were noted according to texture,
size and quantity for both the wet and dry peaches.
| After the fieid‘ohecking was completed, capability

ratings were a851gned to the geparate segments of the shore-

line. These havo bcon mapped in large scale sectlons L?

"vsrve thelr detail. . ) . >

Subclass Ordering

The CLI study for outdoor recreatjon capability
has not becen altéred ih.any way because it was meant to
“Brovide an inventory of the area through the use of aerial
'tphoto‘ihterpretation; field checking and alailable records.
It showuld be rea}izedt however, that shoreland units with thg‘

same‘:atipgs will not necessarily have the same qualities. \
|

_ Table 5, showing three different locations with the same .

classificaticn (3BNY), provides evidence of this fact. The
':Length of bedch ranges from 100 yards to 320 yards. Beach

materials are varied. Offshore gradients for sites 1 and 2

are’quite similar, but site 2 has.a substantially steepér ﬂ

backs shore. The steepest backshore of 511 is found at site 3

but it shows no offshore gradleol between 30 and 50 feet |
. , Orderlng hepends upon thg\prlmary capablllty of

the lOC3t10n' the secondary and tertiary subclasses are RN

assighed as the next most prominent capabllltles for use.

The significance of this can be’illustrated by reference to

;nree'separate beaghes which have boen assigned to capablllty
‘ ‘ .

class 3 (Table 6) The subclasses are BNY, YNB, NYB which -..°-

'_means that each of the three has the Lapa01ty for (in varyxng
deg ) famlly bcach act1v1t1es\(B), famlly or other .recre-

atlonal lodglng yse (N), and access to water su1table for

4 -
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) - . r . e : - y
. A ¢ Table 6 . T
- CAPABILITY CLASS 3 -- SUB-CLASS DRDERING
./ _ .- - ~ oo . - .
) . i B N * ' - . .|\
Characteristdcs _Site A: BNY - . Site B: ¥YNB ° Site’'C: NYB
H - - L - TR — pa— ' ‘ o ' i i ¢ -
Location - East shcre -- across Squaw Bay South end of Wwwmwdt. .
- from Teacher Bay . Lake, end of bay . -
Length of Beach - 100 yards 200 yards m .110 yards . SR
Av 1 d - - L ) -
Type. of Beach Sand and rock beach, Smoéth beach and Clay bottom, weeds
Materials extensive under-~ . -~bottdHm, some piant - - s _
growth, lake bottom materigl on bottont ®

mmnNmWOHm Slope

ommmsowm Gradient

rocky here

26 per cent

(ww.o feet Qmmm

.wnﬂmw per cent

“~ ‘ ° v_- ._ . .
Flat no-bmmmﬁw<m mw&wm‘

10.2 feet Qmww R

- At 30 Feet Shallow = -
,- At 50 Feet 5.0 feet deep Drops off 1.5 feet deep -
-3 L“iv
Source: Fi€ld Survey . ’ _
; « . . . E
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Plate 1. Indian Creek State Park, 1BKY
"y v . o T

‘Plaﬁe'z. The 1BKY site in Reeder Bay looklng

, to the north-east

4
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rocky bottom and shallow wafeors

.Site is Y. Boat access is relatively difficult because of

\ . 86

AN

populh; furmﬁ of tamily boat ing (\’).U - \j
(1) Site.A is vrated 3BNY. B is the pr imavy sub-
class because the shorel n1\<] has a gentle, coven gr f}\ll onl;
sandy and vocky beach mntvxlal, could support Camily beach . N
N : “
steepness of the backshore slope. “The slghbe is too steep

H
for intensive use such as camping and is therefore more

activities. N is in tha sccondary p()h‘it.i()}\ because of the
$

suited to lodging (c.qg. cottaging). Y is the tortiary sub-
N i
Cclass because access to the wator for boating activities is

only fair, again because of steep 'backslope. Also, conditions

fov beaching a boat here are not very good L&cause of the

(i1) Site B is clas Slfl&%>3YNB The sandy beach
and steep offshore gradient make this shore area casily
accessible by boat; subciass Y was, therefore given priority.
N is the sccondary subclass because a backshore slope of 23 °
per cent is too steep for intensive, use. The ogfshére
gradient 'is also important hore-‘jt is too'stcep to be safe
for young children (naturally OJSOClatOd with intensivp use
in caﬁbing areas). The capability for supporting family
beacﬂ aotivities (B) rates as the tertiary subclass. A
smooth sandy beach and bottom are excellent qualities but
the steep submarine slope limits fanily use.

: . (ii1i) 91t04: has a classification of 3NYB. Land
;suited to family or Lecrcatlonal lodging use (N) is the
primary subclass because the backshore has a negative grade

from the shoreline and, under intensive use, waste disposal o

could be a problem. The secondary subclass ‘assigned to thg

shallow of fshorge gradient; long docks would have to be bf
before boats could be moored. The lake bottom material
soft and full of plant matter and cannot withstand intenstve

use; for this reason the tertiany subclass is B.
"

8canada Lahd Inventory, ‘op. cit., footnote 2, p. 114.

.
N | . .



Evdluation |

The maps (Figs. 6 =~ GI) ) and Table 7 give the
total capabilily rf.\ti_nqn tor .th(\. study ‘arca; The large
scale maps illustrate the site locations and their L{é?blllty
ratings while the table gives totals Sor the various sub-
class types for each shoreland capability class. The graphic
presentation on the maps is élsplnyod with rclative ease;
this is a positive feature of the CLI classification.

Table 7 shows the subclass BKY as the most frequent

category in Class 1 to Class 4. 1t is also the supclass
which is most suited for intensive use, because of its
primary emphasis on family beach activities. There are 244
sites in these four capability classes; 116 of these, or
‘approximataly 47 per cent, are Claq)lfled as BKY. Areas
with low Capablllty classifications can not support large
numbers of uscrs, so the‘BKY subclass disappears in cdpa—
bility classes S and 6:

Subclass BNY is the second. most frequent on Priest
Lake (Table 7). It is found in capability classes 2, 3 and
4 where it applies to 44 Sites; this is almost 20 pér cent
,of the three classes and 17 per cont of the total sites on
the lake. The difference betwaen BNY and BKY is that tHe
area is more suited to family lodging than to camping.

The subclass A, ."land provading’ access to water
thh natural capability for productidi hatvesting and/or
viewing of sport fish," generally hag;Lot been used for the
classificatign. This is because most of the fighing on
Priest Lake is done 'offshore. Angling could take place
- almost anywhere offshore and certainly does; it is one of
the main reasons for tourists coming to Priest Lake.

‘Use of the subclass C which d' als with canoe

trlpplng has also been limited because of the criterion that

\ ] : . s
10 L
Canada Land Invehtory, op. cit., footnote 2, p. 11.

o
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< »
R
¢

OUTDOOR RECREATION CAPABLILITY CLASSIFICATIONS

FOR PRIEST LAKE

-

. -
o S R B S SR =0 S Pt TR TS RS ST I T

Capability Class 1

Subclass . . No. of Sites
BKY .

BYK
Total 2

-
~— &

Capability Class 2 : o .

Subclass , No. of Sites

BKY
BNY -
- BYN /
BVC
Total 4

(O
PNVl S o oiR-N

Capability Class 3

Subclass : . . No. of Sites
BKY
BNY
BYN
NBY
NYB .
BYK *
KYB
YNB
KBY
BY
YB
Total 11

A cafability Class 4 o
Subclass No. of Sites

BKY : 15
BNY )

BYN

BYK . ¢

YB . .
"YKB .
- YNB

Y . .

KYB - e

RNY

E

SN
NN WD O

|

O
)]

i
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Table 7 -- Continucd

~

_— o e e e e e e e e e e e e et s e o i e e =&t = s e

Capability Class 4
(Continued)

Subclass No. of Sites

LA
YA
NYB.
NBY
BY
/ VCB
AYB
aYy™
NAY
YAB
YBA
YBK
YND 3
QYW .
, Total 24

N

~
~

‘)—‘}—')—‘)—"H)—‘)—*‘—‘;—‘N)—‘

~J
~]

:

Capability Class 5
Subclass. No. of Sites p)

Y
AY . .
YBN

WAY

YAB P

YB «

1]

-

w .
?N‘H&HHHI—JHH}—‘P—'P—‘I—‘NWI\[waﬁ

o
Total - 19

. Capability Class 6
Subclass No. of Sites

¥

L]

N
il

‘Total

Source: Field Survey .A | by
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- LEGEND FOR FIGURES 6-6D .
LAND USE .AND CANADA LAND I[;l\/ENTORY RATINGS
SCALE 1:48000 SEPTEMBER 1973 - - “
" LEGEND T
P o \ 4 Cottages
Cro A Campground
T Paved highfvoy
, T Improved road

CLl ran-eg. 3 BKY
i )

Source: CLI field data
U.S. Geological Survey 1967-1971
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Figure 6B
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"k . ‘ . ‘. Al
a varlatlon in water course 1is lmportant.ll‘ While width,

-

current and grad:cnt are not factors on the ‘lakes, there is v

a deflnlte varlatlon in the shore and backshore alomg the .

=1

lake, and scenlc terrain abounds. The whole lake could be

.

used for canoe tripping. ' .

Notable Lakeshore Units

Thé\ggﬁlOW1ng photographs 1llustrate some of the .

capability classes and subclasses found on Priest Lake.

(i) Capability Class 1: . ‘.

There are 17 land units that rate capability class 1 on' °
Priest Lakeg; all of these have a beach ‘ag the primary sub-
class. This” lS a- large number of outstandlng beaches for one
area and demonstrates one reason for the populafity of the
lake as a recreatlonal area'. These beaches are accessible |
by road and ‘all but three of" them are located south of the
Tw1n Islands.

There are photographs of three of the characterlstlc
Class l,beaches ‘on the lake_ One outstandlng beach 1s ’
Indian/Creek State Park, the Class 1BKY in Plate 1. The
photograph shows the long stretch of sand and developable'
oackshore indicative of Class 1, The grainy sand beach .
extends for 520 yards along the shorellne ~The dry beach

abetages 15 yagds in W1dth but it extends to a maX1mum of

/50 yards. The lake bottdm is sandy;’ and the offshore gradlent
is gentle. At 30 feet from shore the water is 1.5 feet deep

and-at 50 feet %t is 3.0 feet deep About 125 feet offsbore
the . lake bottom drOps rapidly. .The backshore slope is about ~
51x per cent a?d‘there is llttle&ground cover in this area. .
ThlS is the mostﬁheav11y used beach on the lakeshore. A 4
roped—off sw1mm1ng area is evident in the photograph.
.Elkins; ResOrt and Reeder Bay Campground share the

- 1BKY shoreline shown in.- Plate 2 Th;s beach on the west

,1 o
o
.hj .
#

v ¥ : A ' _ ...

canada Lahd Inventory; op. Cit.. footnote 2, p: |
Mo . : A ) oo ) .
J - o =

~
¢
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shore of. the lake is 790 yards long. The btach materials- are
'fine sands ‘and flat stones. A steep backshore gradlent is '
" located 1;;Zglatoly behind the dry ‘beach area but ‘this levels
off about 50 yards from tke shorellne maklng the area good

for camping (K)\although some pank erosjon occurs. The T
water -is about 3.0 feet deep 30 feet from the shore and 4.2
. feet deep 50 feet offshore, which provides dasy access for’
boating (Y). The roped-off area at the north end of th

‘beach is the Reeder'SWimming area. There is more ground' -

cover here than at Indian Creek and "the plnes and fir offer

Ty

) more sereening back from the lakeshore. ,

' Plate 3 shows a 1BKY site in Squaw Bay . located'
partially on State land and partially on‘land belonging to
Diamond International. The beach is 400 yards in length
There is a 15 yard wrdth of dry beach compesed -of. very flne'
sand with SOme grasses growing on it.’ The batkshor .SIOpe
is slight and:the area would be a good one for use !s a -

campground (K). As most of ‘the beach Belon to Diamond '

International it recelves ll&tle 1ntensrveiﬁ§e. Access to

the area .is by the poorly maintained east shore road or by = -

boat. The site- has the capablllty to support family boatlng

(Y); the water is 2.5 feet deep at 30 feet offshore and 4.0 :

f@bt deep 50 feet- offshore. There is some plant material

on the, lake bottom. o L : _ - - ;

(ii) Capabrllty blass 2:
' ~ The 54 Class’ 2 51tes have beaches ‘as the prlmary
_~subclass.‘ Elghty per cent of these ‘sites have camplng as
: the secondary subclass. These sites have a hlgh capablllty
Afor outgggr recreation“and more than half of them are

accessible by road. The west shore has more 1nac¢ess1b1e.n'

's;tes than does the east shore

About one—quarter of the :
smtes arg,ﬂo& ‘in use at the present tlme and these are ‘
'located north of the Twin Islands.

A ' BKY is the most’ common type of Class 2 beach The'v.f

7example whlch is shown he%e is North Cove Campground on
(S - . -

Q

s -
P S | S e
B o . R (N L e

Al



a8

plate 3. Squaw Bay on the ecast shore, 1BKY.

N

plate 4. North Cove ¢ampground on Kalispell
Island, 2BKY.



Kaliépoll kuland (Plate 4) . 7Thq beach is almost 180 yards
long with slightly grainy materials. The lake bottom is
sandy here. The backshore slope is less than ten per cent |
which makes it suitable for camping (K). This area faces
noth—WOs£ and receivesg the afternoan sun. Decep water near
tJW shoreline oncournq?s wntbr skiiors to camp here; it also
makes boat landings casier, hencg,the subc‘pss (Y), family
boating. At 30 feeot offshore the water is 4.8 feet deep and
at 50 feet it is 5.8 feect deep.” '

The Class 2BNY site in Plate 5 is located at the
south end of the lake, west of Coolin. It is 300 yards long,
and has a good DG%Fh (B} with smooth‘sand. Pittlo natural
foliage grows along the §horelin0. The backslope is level
and contributes to the seccond sﬁbqlass, lodgirg (N); The
lake bottom is firm and has some plant material on it.
Phirty feet from shore the water is two feet deep, but it
increases to a depth of only 2.9 feet at 50 feet offshore.
The cottages in this area are privately owned and some of
them are permanent residences. . '

West of Linger Longer Rgsort in Kalispell Bay is
another 2BNY site (Plate 6). This beach is located in an
area of private ownership. One hundred and twenty yards of
smooth, fine-grained beach materials is the reason for thé
subclass B. The backslope'of 28 per cent has been visually
decreased py terracing. At 30 feel offshore:thg water 1is
2.5 feet deep and at 50 feet offshore it is 3.0 feet deep; .
this increases the capability for family boating because '
boats can get quite close'tb the shore before "cutting"." e

their motors.’

(iii) Capability Class 3:

’

The largest number of sites iu a capability class
‘at Priest Lake  is in Cléss 3. There are 96 Class 3 sites
and 83 of them have beaches as the primary subclass. Two-

thirds of the sites are accessible by road. Both the east
/ : - . . .
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Plate 5. A 2BNY site on the south end of the lake,

' west of Coolin. . '

P

KB . ' *
Plate 6. Kalispell.Bay, a 2BNY site located west
" ’ of the Linger Longer Resort.

. .
e
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and the west shoves have 11 sites accessible only by boat.
Some of these as well as some of the road access sites have

beach areas overgrown with alders. .

Tripod Point on the west side of the lake is a
characteristic cxample of a 3BKY site (Plate 7). The beach

T is 115 yards in length and+is very rocky. The dry beach
extends for five yards. The backslope is 14 per cent so the
area has th? capability for camping\use (K) . The lake
bottom is rocky here and the water is 3.0 feet deep at 30
fecet offshore. At 50 feet offshoré it is 4.9 feet deep; it
becomes sandy about this distance from the shoreline. "There
is no road into this area.. Access hés been solely from the
water but the Beavey Creék highway may make access b¥ land

more feasible.

The 'second example of a Class 3 site is also a
53 and is located at the south-west end of the Beavef Creek

Camp Assqciation tract (Plate 8). The area -is about 180

yards loug{ Most of this site has novpeaqh, and grasses

and alders are growing down to the shoreling. As the land is
‘classified according to its natural capj?iligy, the ratindw

of the area does not drop if a beach is overgrown with |

alders that must be cleared,befg;e it can be used This is
because the system rates the capability for future use, not

‘the~present éhysical state of the area. There are sméll ’
pebbles and-rocks on the lake bottom here. The baukslope -/
is only ten per cent and could provide a §entle gradient for
camping (K). [The area has quite shallow offshore gradients;

~at 30 fﬁét'the water is 1.5 feet deep and at 50 feet the |

' water is 3.0 feet deep. For this reason, as well 4s the

rocky bottom, family boating (Y) is the tertiarY'subclas%.

‘ Plate 9 shoWs a 3BNY site located south of Tule
Bay on National Forest land. The site is 260 yards lun?/
with a rocky shore, little sand, and alders down td the
‘ water's edée. THere are rocks as far as 20 feet froﬁ‘the
shoreline‘and then the bottom~becomes sandy. ‘The backshore

-
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Plate 7. An example of a 3BKY site, Tripod Point
on the west side of the lake. r

s

A .
Plate 8. 3BKY at the south-west end of the Beaver
Creek Camp Association Tract:



.

Plate 9. A 3BNY site located south of Tule Bay
the west shore of. the lake.

Plate 10. The weét side of the laké south of
Luby Bay, 4BNY.

8 ]
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Plate 11. North of East Twin Island on Diamond
International’'s land, a 4BYN site.

\

PR

Plate 12.A,THe only beach on Fourmile
Island, 4NYB.

.
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slope is about‘30‘per cent which is too steep for camping -
purposes so the subclass for lodging (N) was assigned.
Famlly’boating (Y) was given third priority because th .
inerease-in water depth does not occur soon-enough. At\both »
30 feet amd 50 feet offshore the depth is 3.0 feetf

The rocky bottom along.shore makes beaching,a boat more
. +

difficult .than if the bottom was sandy. -’

(iv) Capability Class 4: . | ' .

Class 4 sites have a moderate capgbilﬁty'for use
and can sustain this use based oe dispersed activites. There
afe 77 of these sites on the lake and less "than half have a
beach for the primary subclass. Almost 40 per cent of the
total sites in this clase are not accessible by road.
Forty-seven of the sites are not in use at the present time.

Although BKY is the most common type of Class 4
beach, there are no photographs of any of this type. The /
seCOnd mcst common type is a BNY, an e\ample of which is
located on the west side of the lake south of Luby Bay (Plate
10) . The beach isﬂvery overgrown with coftonweods and
alders; the boat docks provide the only 51tt1ng space along
the water's edge. The backslope is too steep for camplng,
and cottaging (N) is the more appropriate subclass. The -
offshore gradient is quite steep and family boating (Y) can
be carried out here. | I

'The 4BYN site in Plate 11 is located north of East
Twin Is;end on the east shore of the lake. The land belongs
to Diamond International. The ‘beagh, (B) is about 120 ydrds
long and is composed oft;iygh, grainy materials. The 63;
beach i% about three ya wide. The capability for family

"boating (Y) is evidenced by the steep offshore gradient,

dropping from 2.6 feet of water 30. feet From the shoreline
to 7.8 feet at 50 feet offshore. The area has a very steep
backslope, about 35 per cent, for a short distance and then
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\‘}cvels off thch makes it more capable of bupportlng cottaging
(N) tRhan camping. The stecp backslope,’ Shdlp offshore gradi-
ent, and grainy, narrow dry beach are all factors that
contributé toea capability Class 4 ratihg.

The final example of a Class 4 site is .on the north-

west coxper of Fourmile Island. The land is under the juris-

the Natioan Forest. The entire island is rated
4 4 :

11 ough there is only one small beach (Plate 12).
he offshore gradient is steep and not good for swimming.
ers-are grR\pag along the shoreline. Backslope dictates
that g \¢éther than camping be carried out here.
Cattaging or lo&@ing (N) was given the first subclass rating
because offthe unsuitability for bathing and the steep back-
slope. Family boating was assigned as the secondary sub-
class for this site. The backslope is too stéep for camping,
and cottaging- (N} is the more appropriate‘subclass. The
offshore gradient is quite steep and family boating (Y) can
be' carried out here. The tertiary subclass, family’beach
activities (B), has been assigned because the activities can

be 'confined to dry land .in Class 4.

(v) Capability Class 5:

Class 5 sites have a moderately low capability for
outdoor recreation and can not wlthstand muqhxuse. There are ...,
32 of these 51tes along ‘the lakeshore. .Three—quarters of
them are acces51ble by boat only. Nine ‘of these 8ites are
located, in .the Upper Lake. :QUM~M“““&kg

There are various types of ‘sites within capablllty
Class 5; nothing is clearly dominant. The examples’ given -
here were chosen to illustrate the variation. Site 5A i§~
located south -of Woodrat Mine on thg western shore of the
lake (Plate 13). BOth the offshore and backshdre gradients
are very steep. Bedrock outcrOps at the water level"_There
is absolutely no beach, and flrs and alders are grow1ng down
to the water's edge. The lack of a beach limitsg- capaHillty
greatly, even for bhoating. The steepnebs of elope and the

o : ~

-
-
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Plate 13, A 5A site, south of Woodrat Mine.
e ) o

%
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:Piafe 14. The Kaniksu Batholith 'in heiUpper’Laké,
SRA.,_~ .. L

s
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bedrock outcrop rules’ out building on this‘landh Capability
for angling (A) is high here. , .

A site on the per Lake rates a 5RA classification
(Plate 14). The interesting rock formation (R) is the Kaniksu
Batholith which outcrops here. There is no beach in the area
and- the slopes, both offghore and backshore, are very.steep.
The capability for anglihg (A) is good. o

A Class 5 site along the east shore is ratad as -
5DVY (Plate 15). The area has a very steep backslope and
an uneven gradient which is very steep. The deepest part of
the lake is not far from this shoreline. Deeper inshore
water (D) has been assigned as the primary subclass * This
is a vantage agea (V) whlch offers a corrldor view in both
a southerly and a northerly dlrectlon Family boatlng is
the tertiary subclass The east shore parallels the shore-

line very close to the water. ‘ .
.
[

(vi) The Thorofare: _ S N BN

The entire channél of #he Thorofire has been rated

as 4QW. (Plate 16) . Subclass Q, areas exhibiting variety, has
been assigned because the Thorofare offers a change in
) scenery from the lakes which it llnks The lush growth along
the channel enhances the aesthetlc qualltles of the Thorofare.
Animals come .down to the water to drink and feed so that the
subclass W, to descrlbe the opportunlty for Vlew1ng w11d11fe
is a sultable addition. _

. At the outlet of the Upper Prlest Lake into the-
Thorofare an area of National Forest land on the north side
of ‘the lake has a rating of 2BVG~Plate 17). The beach is 4
about 100 yards long and is composed of very§fine sands. . \>
Some graSses:are grQWing on the Beach. The 31te offers a
"superlor vantage point for a view of the Upper Lake and, for ‘1
that reason, subclass V has been a581gned ThlS site also
fronts onto a waterway with capablllty for canoe trlpplng

]

(C). The Thorofare lacks varlatlon in water speed but 1ts

..
f'—\.v I
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. Plate 17. -2BVC, at the outlet of the Upper . .
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scenic qualities make up for this. ; -
CLI LAND UNITS -- SUMMARY FOR EVALUATION

-~ ‘ The Priest Lake inventory has 1dent1f1ed more 'sites
in the middle capablllty classes than in. the highest and
lowest classes. This indicates that while most of the lake-
shore is suitable for some form of recreational use, not all
V. of it can absorb intensive development. Tables indicating
uge patterns and OWnershlp have been developed for the first
four capablllty classes (Tables 8-11). At the least, these
areas can w1thstand moderately intensive use and can be
cons1dered for future publlc development while Classes 5 Ar
and 6 can withstand only low total annual use and are not

;"

'often considered for future public development There are’
279. 31tes in the study area as deflned by the CLI classrfl-
catlon, 244 of these 51tes,or about‘87 per cent, belong to
capabllltygclasses 1,2, 3, and 4. Stringent criteriaxlimit
the numbér of Clasg 1 and 2 sites, but as the mlddle capab11~
ity classes are reached “the number of sites increases due 8.
more liberal guidelines.
/;f  The tables list "present publlc use" as one of the
headings for the various sites. This term does not indicate
level of public use-,lt could mean that the ‘area is at . °
present developed as a campground, or that it is used occa-
.sionally as a picnic siteLp Some high capability units, now .
in use, could be used more 1nten31vely This p01nt wiﬁ* be: Ty
'treated ;An detail later. S , L
, ' As indicated’ in Table 8, there are 17 Class l sites .
4 ‘_on the lake and all of them are 4in use’ Eight of the sites
_ are prlvately used at present but,half of them are owned by
~ui)he1ther the staté or federal governments A questlon for

future con51deratlon 1s whether any of these s1tes have

4

potentlal for | publlc use.; v
RS Q’ Class 2 sites nupber 54; 39 of them are in use

and 15 (about 28 per cent) are not used. Thlrteen of the 15
unused sltes are'under the Jurlsdlctlon of elther the Forest

N ) e - k3N

DRI S . v LT ’ \_ S . K . .
L S - g" ‘;7‘,'; LT . N e
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Service or the State of Idaho. Class 2 sites have a high
Cﬂpability for oudtdoor recreation, and development. of those
that arce now un&c‘fd, as well as more intensive usce of the
llqhtly used ones, could ease the stress of overcrowding at
other Llasa 1 and 2 arcas now in use.

Class 3 has the largest number of sites, 96. .

o« Thirty-three of these units, about 35 per cent, are not in

use at present. The Forast Scrvice has 21 of the 33 sites

on its lands and the State of Idaho has 5 sites under its

jufisdiction (Table 10). Together, the two levels of govern-

ment control 89.5 per cent of the unused sites. These units
can potentially support recreational use of an intensive or
moderately intensive nature. Twenty-five of the Class 3
sites are located north of the Twin Islands along the less
decveloped shoreline arecas.

Class 4 units have moderate capabllxty for outdoor

recreatlon. "There are 77 of these units, og WhiCh 43 are

the jurisdiction of either the Forest Service or

the.Stat¢ (Table 11). This capability class is the only one

¢f the four discussed thaﬁ has more unused than used sites.
This indicates their'greaﬁg} physical limitations ahd lower
popularity for recreational purposes. ‘

The land use tables raise. many questions about the
development potential of higher{capability units for public
and priva%F use. Is %uﬁlic use\éevglgpment likely on a
Clags‘l or Class ? beach which is présently in cottage use?

Will future demands for space cause either the state or

.federal governments to revoke leasing privileges in some

locatjons and turn the land over to publlC use? 1Is the
development of Class 4 sites for publlc use worthwhile if

they can withstand only moderately intensive use? Does an
arca's high potentj -ang use mean that it should be
devedo In what ways can morg/g};es bge. developed while

still retalnlng the be the lakeshore and the quality

. . -

not used; 34 of the 43 sites, or about 80 per cent,

113
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of the rcéreational experience? Should the governments

supply recreation sites on demand or should they operate on

the prihciple that crowding will lessen the recreation experi- )
ence and thereby reduce the demand over a period of time?

Would it be possible to rotate the use oft recreational sites’

so as to give the vegetation in thesc areas a chance for

regrowth? These questions will be returned to in Chapter VI.

y



, CHAPTER V

CAMPER AND COTTAGER SURVEYS

To establish those physical characteristics of the
laku;hore which were considered Sttractive by the people
using Priest Lake, as well ﬁs to provide information on govern-
ment influente, familiarity and use of the area, and use of
the lakeshore; cuamper and cottager surveys were carried out.
They were intended to provide guidelines for future planning,
through consideration‘of the desires. of the users. WHEn
coupled with the physical‘capability of the lakeshore, as
determined in Chapter IV, they can provide much informati&g
for management planniﬁg.

The guestionnaires were originally designed in a
format that used both open and closed questions. The
majority of the questions are to secure "the advantage of
obtaining spontaneouslreplies, fafe and in theﬁrespondentg;
own words."l Open questions also have disadvantages though,
‘an important one being the risk of intrcducing bias through
the interviewer's probing for an answer. Oppenheim‘reminds
us that open questions are "often easy to ask, difficult to
answer, aﬁd more difficult to analyze."2 “Closed quesﬁions
are faster and-easier to anSWer; . .and quantification is
;simple. . .but there is a loss of spoqtaneity and a possible
intsoduction oflbias,by offering alternatives which the
respondent would not have thought of for himSelf."3 Clearly
then, tﬁere are advantages and disadvantages to both
technf&ués, which: seemed like a.good reason for testing both

in the field.

lT. L. Burton and G. E. Cherry, Social Research Tech-
niques for Planners, (London: George Ahllen &gd Unwin,. 1910),
p. 57. : o

) I .« , s , .
2A. N. Oppenheim, Questionnaire Design and Attitude
Measurement (New York: Basic Books Inc., 1966), p. 41.

3Burton and Cherry, op. cit., footnote 1, p. 57.

117 | -



- 7). ‘ 118

BT

The pilot survey, carried out in the study area,
showed that the respondents did not limit themselves to the -,
choice of. alternatives listed in the closed questions but
introduced new responses. Because of this positive response,
these questions were modified slightly to become opeh-ended
questions. Later, (it was realized that‘éome of the responses
were difficult to interpret, as Oppenheim warned, but these
will be dealt with separatelyiin the following discussion.

The cottager and camper surveys will be cdhsidered

1ndependently As a conclusion to the chapter, their results’'

will be summarlzed and compared. : o
The statistics included here Wlll be quite simple
because of the small ‘sample size and because the questions
do not lend ‘themselves to the calculatlon of correlation
coeff1c1ents or other more sophisticated forms of analysis.',

Visual analysis of the data to establish relatlonshlps has

been carried out.
By - )/;

COTTAGER SURVEY

_.Basic Methodology
/= : g
K The cottager survey c¢oncerns only the leased lots

"

on the lakeshore; private holdings were éxcluded because of
the unlikelihood of them ever becoming available for public
use. There are 507 leased cottage lots on Priest Lake; '137,
are federal lots and 370 are State of'Idaho lots accotdlng
to government statistics.

Orlglnally, the sample was stratified on the basis
of\pssessed value of imprdvements,.in fhe expectation that
this would show some association with cottager attitudes and
behavior. A classification of value groupings was deviséé
ané a 20 per .cent sample of the cottage§3was drawn from each
group. A mail survey was sent out in Oétober,’l972. In
order that the responses could be identified by their
assessment group, lot numbers were typed on the stamped |
envelopes to be usged for the return qf the questlonnalres
Unfortunately not all the rcspondents used these envelopes

3
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and complete.identification was -not possible. fhere was a
return of just under 50 per cent of the questionnaires, or a
saﬁple size of slightly less than ten per cent of the leased
cottages (48 cottages).

Because of the small number of-returns and lack of

log identification for some responses, the assessed value
stratification was dismissed as a valid approach to analysis.
However, it was still pbssible, in most cases, to know whether
the ‘responges were from st%te or federal lease holders. This
stratification has therefore'been retained.
B Varlous types of cross-tabulations were carried out
but they_were largely dismissed because they were not instruc-
tive. In one or two situations, interest;hg diffefences have
arisen and these will be introduced into the text at the «w=

appropriate times.

Analysis of Data

In aggregate, 64.6 per cent of the retufﬁs were
from’ state leased lots, 27.1 per cent were from federal lots,
‘and 8.3 per cent were not identified. This is a fairly
accurate representation because almost 73 per cent of the
leased lots on the lake belong to the State of Idaho and 27
per cent belong to the National Forest Service.

Table 12 gives a breakdown of the place‘of permanent
residence of the lease-holders on the lake. The dominance
of the city‘of Spokane is very cleags : F

The completed cottager qyestionnaire provides

information on the following geméral topics: (i) famlllarlty
with, and use of the area;.('l) location factors and govern—
mental controls, (iii) desirdd phy51ca1 site characteristics,.
rand (iv) use of the lakeshore YAppendix B)« ‘

' (i) Familiarity with and use of the area concerns
the number of years the respondent has been'comihg to Priest
Lake, years of cottage ownership on .the lake, familiarity

with the areagbefore building or buying, and time spent [at

e 4
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1

the cottage during the summer months.

Table 12 N
PERMANENT RESIDENCE OF COTTAGE OWNERS A

\ | — .

N , Number Leased ..

" Area . Federal State Totals Per Cent
Spokane - 88 232 . 320 63.1
Washington (except R ' '

Spokane) . 28 72 100 19.8
Idaho 11 37 48 9.4
california . 5 9 14 2.8 ‘
Others 5 20 25 4.9
_ TOTALS ' 137, 370 507 100.0

! L

)

Ql. How long have you been coming to the Priest Lake area?

Q2. For how many of these yvears have you owned é\cottggg on
Priest Lake?

Q3. Were you familiar with the Prlest Lake area beﬁore bqy-
ing or building a cottage here? - . N

' CoEtagg;s in the sample have beeﬁ coming to tﬁqv
area for an average of 26.2 years. The range was from three
to 60 years, and the median was 22.5 years. hAverége period
of ownership was 15.9 years. The distribution by five~year
periods is shown in Table 13. Almost seven-tenﬁﬁb*-68.7 per
cent, of the éottagers have owned their cottages for more
than f1ve years and for less than 20 years. .The largest
group (25 per cent) have owned thelr cottages between ll ‘and
15 years. Thirty-one per cent of cottagers under state
jurisdiction have 6Wned cottages for less than teﬁ years
while this applies'to,ls.4fper cent of federal cottage owners.
Familiarity with the Priest Lake .area b.fore buying or
buflding a cottage was c%pimedfby'BS;% per cent of the sample.

\

Y



Table 13
OWNERSHIP OF COTTAGES

Years Owned

Per Cent of Sample

‘,O -
6 -
11 -
16 -
21 -
26 -
31 -
36 -

No Response’

5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40

-«

A N
REN o

—
NN O

A\

o e WD 0O 0N
-

b—
o
o
o

Total

Q4. How many days a week do you spend at your cottage during

the sununer (from June 1 to September 1)?

The worklng of this question caused 'some problems as

some of the respondents answered in weeks" per summer instead

of days per week.

For purposes of this survey, summer was

defined as the thirteen weeks from June 1 to Sebtemper 1, and

the ansWers were converted into days per week. Table 14,

therefore shows "average days per week," whlch accounts for

some of the odd values. Cottagers spent from less than one

day peY¥ week to seven days per week at their summer homes .

The average was about 3.87 days per week or seven weeks at

- » o
the lake during the summer. Almost 52 per cent of cottagers

with state leases'Spend between two and three days per week

at the cottage while only lsfper cent of federal lense-

| holders spend this amount of time at their cottages. . Twenty-

two pel cent of federal lease-holders spend less than two

days a week at their cottages while only 6.9 per Cent‘of
cottagers on state lots.do this. Those.people spendlng the
entire 13 weeks at the lake represent about one—flfth of the

sample and both groups of lessees reported almost the same

percentage of’ cottagers in this category. This large number

.sPending the entire summer at the lake is perhaps unuggel but,

121



since 63 per cent of the cottage owners live in Spokane and
another tenth live somewhere in Idaho, it would not be
difficult for many. families to remain at the lake while the
work;ng member commuted on weekends, bringing groceries and ,

other supplies.

Table 14 .
TIME SPENT AT.COTTAGE DURING SUMMER

—

Average Days Per Week : Per Cent of Sample

* 0.50 ) g 6.2
° . 1.00 . 2.1 .

1.35 2.1
2.00 ’ 14.6
‘ 2.96 14.6
3.00 14.6

3.77 2.1 .
4.00 T 4.2
4.85 8.3
5.00 o 8.3
6.00 4.2
7.00 . 18.8
. Total 100.0.

(ii) The second group of questions was concerned

with location factors and goverhmental controls.
Q5. Is vour cottage site leased on a term;permlt or renewed
on a yearly basis? :

The responses to this question show that 81.3 per
cent of the cottagers have leases on term permits; of +these,
. 66.6 per cent are State of Idaho leases and 23.0 per cent are
federal leases. Government afﬁiliation is unknown for 10.4
per cent.  Those who must renew their leases yearly repreéent

18.7 per cent of the sa . .

Q6. If it is leased on a term permlt how many years was the

" original lease? How many years are remalnlnq on the
lease?

The answers were grouped into the follOW1ng cate-

-gorlee-’0—9 years, 10~ 19 years, 20-29 years,. ‘and 90-99- years.-

There was no record of an original lease being gaven between

.
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the period of 29 and 90 years. Orlglnal léases bet een ten
and 19 years accounted fo§\52 .1 per cent of the s

second largest group, Wthh applled to one-quarter of the
sample, was,for leases between 90 and’99 years. The average
length of lease ‘remaining was 16.8- years; the mlnlmum was

three years and the maximum 91 years. . Of those cottagers who
stated howlmany ycars Were remalnlng on thelr ‘leases, 37. 5

per cent had eight years untll thelr leases expired. Seventy .
per cent of the cottagers have leases that will expire or .

require renewal w1th1n six to nine years (See ‘Table 15).

J Table 15 . L
REMAINING YEARS "ON- LEASE AND ORIGINA% LEASE

]

Number of Years  of the . N

Years Remaining o . Original Lease .
on Lease S .t 0-9 10-19 20-29 90-99
o . - S | K
~ 4 ) ‘\"1". - ’q \o —
-6 - 2, - -
7\‘ 1 2 .\_ -
- 8" - 9. - -
9 - - 3 U
10 . - 1 - - T
~ 66 B - Y
69 - - - 1
85 - - - - 1
91 - - - 1
Nunber of Totai RéSponses e 4 . 200 0 4,
per Cent of Total Resppnse 14.3°  71.4 - 14.3
Number of Non ReSponses—~.20 , ! : R
= = N — ARSI B S
Q7 Dﬁé ‘the, qovernment controls reqard:nq lease oermits‘ -T”}Jiuui

'1nf1uence your location? - Why or whyygpt?
ThlS questlon was - asked_because of the’ varlab;llty

of government controls‘ I fﬁ:’,~°\_‘nea,that‘2§.z peri-{A;{i-‘
| sanple wer by. governmental controls »
ot;. and 4.2 per aenf” ;2
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gave no response. df the 14 'cottagers who, werebinfluenced by
governmental controls, nght had state—%ease lots ﬁour had
federal-lease lots and two did not state thelr affiliation.’

In Table 16 it can be seen ‘that there is almost no dlfference
'between the percentage of gtate and federal lessees_who.were
influenced‘in choosing lot“locations_by governmental controls.

_ The second part Qf the question asked "why‘pr why
not." Just over two- fifthslof the sample answered this .
question. There were elght answers given for this questlod°
only those three answers that were given by more than one
‘cottager will be mentioned here. Those that desired strict
governmental controls represehted 10.4. per cent of the totalﬂ
xsample: 8.3 per cent of the total sample would have located
on the lake regardless of the controls aqﬁ 6.2 per cent
located because of a government draw for lots
; Table 16
GOVERNMENT CON’PROLS AND LOT LOCATION

o}

| . Per Cent of Per Cent of’
s . Actual Sample , Influenced” Sample -~ No
o , - Leased . by Governmental Government
G%xa(hing Bodies Lots Controls " Influence
‘Siate of Idaho 73 296 . 70.4
National Forest , B -
Servicer 27 ' 3Q‘p‘ . 69.2
Affiliation’, T B , | _ ‘
Unknown . . .0 : - - -

P
—_

v

I

Q8. s Why did you purchase the lease for the lot ‘vou now have?

.\ - In answer to ‘this questlon, 41. 7 per cent. replled
that it was one of the few avall ble at a satlsfactory }oca-
tion; 55 6 per cent” of this group ‘leases from ‘the state _

,whlle 44 .4 per cent have federal leases. Other reasons were .
ﬁ'also glven~ 8.3 per cgnt mentloned,the beauty; size and”n o

N
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: . Q
. cleanlin®ss of.Priest Lake; 8.3 per cent purchased the lease |
" from a friend or relativeé; and 10.4 said that the location,

A
" ¢

 and price were right.’ : . IR

\

\ .
]

Q9. Why did'you‘locate at this site?

'Phe answers to 'this question regarding location ~

" were similar to those about purchase of a lease (Table 17).
Table 17 ' 1

SITE: LOCATION FACTORS - '
” ' . ' [

[

. Per Cent of:Respondents

Total State " NFS
Reasons - c Sample Lessee .. Lessee
One of tHe few available: at ’ ‘ ‘

a satisfactory location 48.5 60.0 38.5 %
Beach, orientation, view 25.0 20.0 30.8
Liked location 8. 4.0 15.4
Assignment .by the government 4.2 0.0 15.4,
‘Afternqon sun- (east shore) 4.2 8.0 0.0
Isolation - 2.1 4.0 0.0
Beautiful 2.1 4.0 0.0
No re ponse 8.3. -2 Y - .

TOT LS - 100.0 100.0 100.0

The questlon ‘was asked Wlth the- ldea of determlnlng what ‘
physlcal sgte characterlstlcs were important to the lessee.
Unfortunately, lt was not answered in thlS way, no-phy81cal
quallflcatlons were glven ThlS 1llustrates a ‘common problem
"in the use of open-ended‘questlons., ' _ ’: '
. ‘A further breakdown into state and federal lessees’
shows that 60.0 per cent of the respondents w1th state
leases QEIected ;helr sltes at a tlme when lots were scarce,
dnd avallablllty Wwas therefore the prime crlterlon- only
38 5 per cent of the federal lessees located for this reason. _
Locatlon'because of beach orlentatron and view: factors were
;glven by 20.0 per. cent‘of state lease holders and 30.8 per’ ‘
‘cent. of the federal lessees : The state lessees dld not report
a351gnment of a 1ot by the governlng body as. a reason for - -
51te locatlon whlle 15.4 per cent’ of the" federal lessees gave

&

- .- . . .. i -
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. this veason. . o
(iii)j The next scction of the guestionnaire dJﬂlt
with desired physica# dharvacteristics. Questions concerning
beacﬂ\qﬁalfgg, Uf}shore slope, swimming conditions, site
access, and ‘site quality were included.
Q10. What do_you look tor in a cottage site?
So as not &O lead the answer, the words “physical ’

characteristics” were not added to the question. Respondents

wefb‘not limited as to the numbhn of answers ‘they could giyo.

After reviewing the answers, the six hdhdinqs in Table 18
‘"worc derived.

Tt can be seen from Table 18 that aLmost'half of
the total sample mentioned access to water, view, good
bcach, and uncrowded conditions as desirable criteria for
cottage sites. A greater percentage of federal lessees

. gave this answer. One;fifth of the total sample mentioned
clean water, scenery, natural situation, and remoteness as
their criteria for cottage sites. The same percentage of
state and federal lessees (23.1 per cent) gave this answer.
The high degree of similarity bctween the rGSponSCS‘indiCStQS

that people genecrally desire the same qualities. !

Table 18 ’
DESIRABLE COTTAGE S1TE CHARACTERISTICS

ik

Per Cent 6?~ﬁ@§tg dents

Characteristics Total Sample . State NE'S
—~ . T
Access to water; view; good .
beach; uncrowded conditions 43.8 37 .4 61.6
Clean water:; scenery; natyral ‘
situation; remoteness 20.8 23.1 23.1
~¥rivacy; pcace; trees 14.5 19.2 7.7
_Good price; privacdy: cabin ‘ ’ .
¥ already built N 8.3 ©11.5 0.0
Level ground; .sandy heach 2.1 N 3.8 0.0
Availability o 4.2 3.8 7.4
No response 6.2 ' - )

TOTALS . 10 W9.8 100.1

fem s - b= =

o
1S




QLL. Dovﬁ_tho cottage site have to havv A _sand beach or is
a_stony beach ‘\(_C(‘p((\bl(" !

'Tnble 19 shows that almost 40 per cent of the
sam&lé félt a sand becach was necessary although 50 per cent’
Said.that a stony beach was acceptable. There were more
Forc%t Service loaﬁe‘holdors who felt a stony,bcach was
ncceptable than state leasc holders. None oflghe state
lease holders felt that conditions other than sandy or stony
would be acceptable while 7.7 per cent of the Forest Service

sample felt that other conditions would be acceétablc.

¥ Table 19 )

NCCEPTED BEACH MATERIALS

.

* . Per Cent of Roqpondontq
Characteristics Total Sample State NFS
"
Must be sand ' 39.6 44 .8 23.1

Sand is prefcrable but stone

is aeceptable 50.0 48.3° 61.5
Either sand or stone 8.3 6.9 7.7
Other o 2.1 Q.0 7.7

TOTALS / 100.0 y00.0 100.0

3

Q12. Is "ho beach" acdeptable?

The sample cottagers were also asked if "no beach"”
was acceptable. The results show that 27.1 per cent felﬁ
"no beach" was acceptable while 70.8 per cent felt that "no .
beach" was unaccgptable. A slightly larger percentage of
staté lessees felt "no beach" was aéceptable than did federal

..

lessees. - ) ’ , .
Ql3. qhould the bottom be a smooth, sandy one or are other
condltlons acceptable?
‘The result was tha conditior. other tﬁan sand
would be acceptable ‘to 6014xﬁ
the state lessees were slightly more willing to accept

er cent of the sample. Again

conditions other than a smooth, sandy bottom (Table 20.)

»
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Table 20

LAKE BOTTOM MATERIALS !

A

= - T By posm——r gty

Per Cent of RQSpondents

Condition of Bottom - Total Sample State NEFS
Smooth, sandy - . ‘ - 37.5 37.9 41.7
Other acceptable- - 60.4 62.1 58.3
No response 2.1 - -

TOTALS ‘ 100.0 © 100.0 100.0

. T
\

Ql4. Should the bottom have a gentle slope or can it drop
otf quickly? v

19 can be seen from Table 21 that the state and

Table 21
OFFSHORE SLOPE

Per Cent of Respondehts

Type of Slope Total Sample State NFS
Gentle - S 72.9 . 75.9  69.2 N
Drops off quickly .- 12.5 13.8 15.4
Of no consequence _l4.6 10.3 15.4

TOTALS : 100.0 100.0 100.0

Q15. What kind of conditions are desirable for swimming?

This was an open-ended question and the answers
were grouped ingo seven categories (Table 22). 1In fbur of
the seven, clean water is mentioned; these represent d4.6
per cent of the sample. Three of the c tegories mention
gentle slope and this represents 47.3 per cent of the
sample. In one of the cateyories both clean water ané gentle

slope were mentioned, which acoounts for the total percentage



being greater than 100.. Sand is mentioned in three of the

categorics and this represents 35.4 per cent of the sample.

Table 22
CONDITIONS DESIRABLE FOR SWIMMING

[

: Per Cent of Rcspondbnts
Conditions ) Total Sample State NFS

Hot weather; calm, clean
water; sandy shore " 8.3 10.7 0.0
Clean, clear water 27.1 32.1 27.3
Clean water; gentle slope ' ‘ ‘
(away from boats) 27.1. 32.1 27.;///
Sandy; gently sloping beach . 18..8 14.3 18.
wWarm water; sandy ’ ' 8.3 10.7 9.1
Clean water, deep . "2.1 0.0 - 9.9
safety - 2.1 0.0 9.1
Np response 6.2 ~ - .
FTOTKLS ) 100.0 . 99.9 100.1

-

Ql6. Does the site have to have direct access to the water?

. Seven-eighths of the respondents, or 87.5 per cent,
stated thét the site must have direct access to the water. °
One-eighth or 12.5 per cent felt that direct access’was not
necessary. In the sample, 93.1 perggent of the state lessees
felt girect‘access was necessary while 84.6 per cent of the
.Nati&nal Forest lessees felt it was nqpesséry. All cottagers
who have owned their céttages for longer than 15 years felt
that the site must have direct access to the water. Of those
who have owned‘éottages for longer than five years and less
than 15 years, about &7 per cent were in favor of the site
having direct access to the water. Two-thirds of the
cottagers who have owned their cottages for less ‘'than five
years stated that direct access to the water was not

'
necessary. , ¢

v



Q17.. How far from the water would you be prepared to have a
cottage (a 1-2 minute walk, a 3-5 minute walk, a 6-10
minute walk)?

There is the .possibility of a problem arising with
this question because people's perceptions of walking times
vary. The question was not asked to determine the actual
distanq@s that pecople would walk but to see if they felt
they had to be located on §9p beach or were perhaps willing
to walk a short distance. - The answers indicate that three-
quarters of the cottagers would want to locate as closé to
the beach as possible. Slightly more than half of the
respondents gave the answer 6f a one to two minute walk,
§nd one-quagter stated they would like to be on the beach
less than dﬁe minute's distance from the w&ter‘(Table 23).
None of the state lessees in the sample would be prepared
to live 6-10 minutes walk from. the water while 8.3 per cent
of the Forest Service lessees would. In the range from 1-5
minutes, the two groups are similar; these answers account

~

for 67 to 71 per cent of the total.

Table 23
WALKING TIME TO WATER FROM COTTAGE

. - per Cent of Respondents
Walking Time to Water Total Sample State NFS

1 - 2 minutes ' 52.1 57.1  50.0

3 - 5 minutes . 114.6 14.3 16 .7

6 - 10 minutesg | 2.llﬂ 0.0 8.3

On beach (less than 1 minute) . | 25.0 25.0 25.0

Depends on lake and location 2.1 . 3.6 0.0

No response - 4.2 . ~ -
f

TOTALS , 7 100.0 100.0 100.0

Q18. Should the cottage site have road agéess,_dr‘should
there be some sites which are accessible only by water?

Access by both automobile-and boat was the answer
given by half of the sample. Table 24 shmwsjthat the state

and federal lessees agree closely on “both" methods of access,

-«
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and geperally on "road" access but 13.8 pef cent oéytﬂe
cottagers with State of Idaho leases felt "boat accesi only"
was preferable while none of the Forest Service sample, felt
this way'. | : |
Table 24
PREFERRED COTTAGE SITE ACCESS

Per Cent of Respondgnts

__Mcans of Access Total Sample State NE'S

Automobile ‘ 37.5 ' 37&9 46.2
- Boat ‘ ' .3 13.8 0.0
Both ‘ _ 52.1 48 .3 46 .2
Indifferent . ( 2.1 T 0.0 \Ell
TOTALS 100.0 lO0.0) M0.1

Q19. Should the cottaqge site be in the trees or in the
openy ‘
When askad this question, 93.8 per cent of the

sample stated "in the tr&es.” _All of the National Forest .
lessees answered the question this way but 7.1 per cent of
\ the state lesseces said the cottage site should be in the
'Qgen.

‘ (iv) .The next section of the questionnaire dealt
with use of the lakeshore. The questions concern public use
of the land, personal likes and dislikes of the shore area,
and the amount of use the land receives.

Q20. Should the water frontage be available for public use
with road access?

It seems logical that cottage owners Would not
want the public to have access to their beaches and the
results from this question bear the assumption dut. Almost
90 per'cént of cottage owners did not Q nt public access
(Table 25).. Two qualifying statements were expressed by
cotEagers about 25-per cent of the time. They are, "Yes,
‘if oﬂfnon—leased or public property,"-and "No, not on leased
property."” These have been considered as pér& of the "no"
» >

-~
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response. State of Idaho lesseces were:more strongly in favor

of no public use of private water frontage than were the
federal lessces. Perhaps this results from the fact that
there are more lecased cottages on the ea§¢ side of the lake,
and fewer public campgrounds than on«federal lands, so the
cottage owners feel more compelled to protect the rights to
‘their own beaches. The National Foxgest lessees have to
abide by the rule that lets the pubi&c'have tHe right to use
thg water frontage along National Forest lands. Campers
were asked if they were aware that they could use the shore-
line along private cottage areas.4 Generally they were not
aware of this ruling and might not take advantage of it
anyway; the prospect of spendihg a day on a private beach

coyld well be unattractive because of the presence of the
*r and the lack of service facilities.

Table 25
‘ PUBLIC USE OF WATER FRONTAGE

Cottagers' Views on Per Cent of Respondents

Public Access Total Sample State NFS .
Yes | 6.2 3.6 15.4
No , | 89.6 °  92.8 84.6.
Indifferent 2.1 3.6 0.0
No response , 2.1 - -

100.0 100.0
L

TOTALS

-
C
=
o

Q21. Do you feel that‘xearlyjuse of the lakeshore is
increasing, decreasing, or remaining about the same
durlng the summer season?

Those who felt “that u§e was increasing accgounteqd
for 83,3 per centlsf the sample. Those who felt the amount
11g

of use was remain steady made up 14.6 per cent of the

3

4At the time of conducting interviews, the author 'spoke
th campers about their knowledge of rights of access to
keshore frontage.
- S
. : o

&
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sample and a very small group, 2.1 per cent, felt use was
decreasing. All lessees who have owned cottages on the lake
for more than 2SIYears think that yearly use of the lakeshore
is increasing (Table 26). Of the iessees who have -owned cot-
tages on Priest Lake for less than 25 years, 40 per cent in the
grouping 21-25 years of ownership, felt that use was remain-
ing the same. None of the cottégers iﬁ‘the 16-20 years of
swnership grouping felt that use was remaining the same but

ten per cent of this group féit use was decreasing. The

table points out that the longer people have been coming to
the area, with the exception of those cottagers who have been
coming for 21-25 years, the greater the feeling is that

fearly use of the lakeshore has increased. Both\grdups of ‘

lessees had similar views on this question.

Table 26
YEARLY USE OF THE LAKESHORE AREA

Per Cent of

Years of Use : - Use Remaining _
Ownership Increasing Decreasing the Same Total
0 -5 ©33.3 : - 66.7 6.4
6 - 10 81.8 - 18.2 23.4
11 - 15 91.7 - 8.3 . 25.5
16 - 20 90.0 10.0 ) - 21.3"
21 - 25 60.0 - 40.0 10.6°
26 - 30 ° 100.0 BT - 8.5¢;
31 - 35 100.0 ‘ - - 2.1
36 - 40 100.0 - _ - .2

Y

Q22. How do you feel about the increasing, decreasing or
.~ current level of use of the lakeshore?

There were.nine types of.response to this question
(Tablef27)f Two of these account for almost half of the
sample and they arebopposing viewpoints. Twenty—three per
cent felt that increasing use would bé all right'if properly

9

@
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controlled, and that there was no pggglem yet with increasing
use; opposed to this view was the group (27 per cent) which
said that increased use was‘causiﬂg‘pollution of the water to
increase, and that there was an invasion of pfivacy. Almost

15 per cent of the éample did not answer this question.

Table 27
OPINIONS ON YEARLY USE OF THE.LAKESHORE

A

Per Cent of
Increasing Remaining Decreasing
Opinions on Use Use the Same Use Totals

More invasion of
privacy, pollution’
increasing 27.0 2.1 - 29.1

Fine if properly ,
controlled; no ‘
problem yet 22.5 4.1 - . 26.6

Enjoy uncrowded
lake, but there
is room for more .
use ' 6.2

Is
]
(o)}

.
8o

Better care of lake-
shore shown by
lessee than by-
public 4.2 2.0 . - 6.2

“Now use area in win- \ .
.ter as well as in : ' ' » '
surmer, ‘less people 6.2 L= ’ - 6.2

 Good 2.1 2.1 - 4.2

Enjoy wild state of
lakeshore, hope
not many more sites

plotted 2.1 - - 2.1

. No more people, habits . ‘
. change - ‘ 2.1 - 2.1
Summer coolness. - ‘ - 2.1 2.1
NO response = = = 14.6
0.0

TOTALS \ 70.3 o 12.4 2.1 10

. Q23. Is there anything about the Priest Lake shore area in
. general that you particularly like or dislike?

In the final question, the respondents were asked
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to choéée from a list of 13 factors what they liked or dis-
1iked aboyt the Priest Lake shore area in general. Six of
the 13 choices had less than a 35 per cent response. The - ~
problem with most of the headings was that they covered ideas
that were too broad. fhus, factors such as "nothing," \
"everything," "dirtiness," "crowded," "faC111tlesq' and
"n01se," were seldom chosen, and the results give less 1nfor
mation than was desired. A table has been deslgned to@
include all the answers where response to the factor was
greater than 40 per cent (Table 28) . Scenery, as the table
1llustrates, was mentioned most often as a factor enjoyed
by the cottagers. The factors cleanllness flshlng and
remoteness showed a slight n gative'response.

s

Thdle 28 o

LIKES AND»DISLIKES OF THE SHORE AREA

-

Per Cent of Respondents

Factors Like Dislike No Response
Scenery | 95.8 0.0 4.2
Lack of crowding ) 79.2 = 0.0 20.8
Cleanliness . 77.1 2.1 20.8
Quiet 68.3 0.0. 31.3
Beach . 62.5 0.0 37.5
Fishing . | . 45.8 8.3 45.8 .
-Remote} hard to feach g 39.6 2.1 58.3

t

Some §Ehject1ve Obseryations |

Although the questlonnalre covered many areas, it {3‘
did not deal with some of the spec1f1c problems such as
sewage controla beég:, restrlctlve use »f motorboats ln.

some areas and so o At the conclusion of the cottager
‘ questlonnalre, respondents were asked for comments or ideas

about the lake Wthh‘mlght be useful in dlscelnlng problem
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area& or sooroes of complaint. The expressed feelings of* the
‘cottagers about the lakeshore and its‘use‘cen aid the govern-
ing bodies' understanding of"the group and the ideas expressed
could be useful for management as well as fof planning recom-
mendations. . The following comments are some of those which
were received. Most common 8f all was a plea to institute
some sort of bill as a form of insuranqe, to protect the .
state lessee and his investments agalnst sudden changes in
lease policy by the State of Idaho. :

' One retired person with } fixed annual 1ncome who
leases from the.Forest Service sald ", ., . the increasing
lgase rates are advancing while my income is’nog and [I] will
be forced to give up the lease.“ & |

There were a number of comments that dealt-with the

advantages of goyvéernmental controls and being a cottage:

owner . T . . . P
. . well managed -- clean beautikul lake, . .
large lots so the neighbors are never too.glose.
. cottagers take good care of the envirohment
around them because. ., . they are aware of long
term effects. . . . , (

. . .most government—owned property is beautlful,
some private property is a mess.

.. . enjoy controls over cutting of trees on lots,
painting.of cabins, . . . leaving area in a natural
state. . . . )

Use of the lake also provided comment:

Encburage more. sallboatlng, less use of motor boats,
shauld make moreé e of the total 1ake area. . .
viewpoints, hikind trails. . . .

e . control water sk;lng by conflnlng it to certaln
areas of the lake. . . .

Need better fish management.

'« . . control for sewage problems and pollutlon of
the lake. . . .

One person wondered why the lake must be protected

for the few-
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. . government must stop building more campgrounds; ,
local resorts and businesses suffer from such mobile
roups. .. besides not all people want to camp. . .
facilities and resorts are desired.by a large segment
of the population.

In oppositioh to this view:

« « . time is coming when more ‘campgrounds will ‘have
to be established, cottages will have to be removed
in' areas suited for campgrounds.

There was the cry, "Don't improVe_the roads.”. .
it only brings more people into the area," while another
said, “Resurface roads." |
” In order to preserve some natural qualities, one
advocate said: "Keep the areq_north of the lake“free of
bulldlngs and in a natural state." - Another person also
wanted to keep Priest Lake natural -and free from the problems
associated with.crowding. ' ‘
~I'm afraid I am selfish, and hope not too many .I’f__
people find Priest Lake. 1I'm reminded of the story
of 0l1d Man ‘Horton who lived in Coolin in the very
early days. He got disgusted and built a cabin at
the mouth of a small creek;that was later named for’jﬁy

him. He 1eft Coolin because he said it was too» ‘ﬁ:1’~
crowded -~ at least 15 people lived there. TN

Several conclu510ns arise from these comments\‘

-wHich further serve to develop_the author's view on the

-feellngs of the cottagers about use of the Priest Lake area

They indicate that cottagers are concerned about preservrng

the quality envrronment at Prlest Lake, and that they feel
themselves to be more carefuﬁtw;th ‘the natural: environment ' ]
than are the campers. They also seem pleased with govern-

ment controls over tree‘cutting, building. construction and

lot size; although they' are dublous about governmental

lea81ng p011c1es.

. Summa_y,For the Cottager Surv_y
| 7f ' Analysis of the cottager questlonnalre brlngs out

sohe of the similarities and differences between the two
' . N N - / . N . '
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~groups of lessees.’ A large percentage of all the reSpondents .
clalmed famlll ity with the area before buying. Almost the‘
same propoktlons £ federal and state lessees lease on term
permits, and federal lessees have owned their cottages for
longer periods. The National Forest lessees seem to spend
either the better part of the summer (5-7 days per week) or
little of the summer (less than two days per week) at their T e
cottages. Almost two- thlrds of the state lessees spend on |
average, hetween two and four days per week at their

'cottages. ' |
| Half of the sample located at. their cottages sites
because ‘the lot was one of the few available at a satlsfac—
tory locatlon, 50 per cen more of the state lessees gave,

- this reason than dlz/tge deral lessees. When questioned
about desirable sit characterlstlcs 33 per cent more
federal mESsees felt that accéss to water, view, good beach
and'unvrowded tondltlon were 1%pontant character1§t1c3° the
state lessees seemed more concerned with privacy than

__’“_Eixslcal characterlstlcs. Most dﬁ the c ttagers preferred

Ser 2R oy
,—d“

,—sand as beach material with a sllghtly lafber percentage of

/»
-
-

_ National Forest lessees W1111ng to accept stone as beach
rmaterlal, although a greater perc%ntg‘ of -state lessees g/kt“\\\y/
that fno beach" was acceptable andwou‘k be wklllng to accept
bottom conditions other than sand. 'The\ma]orlty of cottagers
in both groyps stated! that the bottom shoqio ha&e a gentle ‘ l‘
T sTope. ‘ \ v -
Condltlons stated as desirable for sw1mm1ng were
51m11ar for the two 'groups bqﬁ%state lessees mentloned hot
weather while the federal ledsees did not. Federal. lessees
méntioned safety while the state cottage owners did not.
D1rect access to the water was necessary to both %roups,
although people who have owned cottages for less than flve
years did not feel that it was ‘absolutely necessary Both‘ ]l
"'groups would like to locate as close to the water as ,§7

possible but, if they had 46 walk from the cottage tp'getf‘



to the water, federal lessees indfifted they would be willing

to walk for longer distances. + -

Both groups agreed that access to the sxté could
“be by either road or-water. There were some state 1essees
'who felt that access. should be limited to boat travel but
none of the federal lessees felt this way. Nlnety per cent
of the cottage owners d1d not want the waterfront to be
avallable for public use; a sllghtly higher percentage of
state lessees expressed this fgeling. ‘

- Most of the lessees felt that yearly use of the’
lakeshore was increasing but there were two opposing views
on thlS matter. One group expressed doubt about 1ncreased
'use because of pollutlon and overcrowding while the other
felt that increased use would be all right if controlled and
that "there was no problem yet. t_

The two groups of cottagers gave generally 51m11ar
reactions to the questlonnalreu Both groups were familiar :
with the area before buylnq, felt that’ lakeshore use was
increasing; wanted to - 1ocate as close to the water as
pos51ble' and belleved that access should be by either road
or water. - Both wanted sandy beacheS, warm water and gently
sloping~iake bottom; and neither wanted thelr waterfronts to_
.be available for publlc use. . : ’
| ‘ 'x At the same glme, the federal lesghes, who generally"
havehowned‘the}r cottages for . longer perlods, uld be ‘more,
%olerant towards sllghtly adverse\physrcal conggtlons and
towards intrusions upon their privacy5 They seemeddio be
more willing to accept stony beaches and to walk longer
distances to reach the shorellne More of these- lesseas
would accept the use of their: waterfront by the publlc,'and
'they were more concerned about phy51cal characterlstlcs as‘
~reasons for site seléctlon than they were about prlvacy, as
in the case of the state lessees. _ " o
’  In conclu81on, the two groups do* not dlffer markedly~'
from each other although the slight dlfferences between them

9 - . -
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might have become more prominent if the sample sime had been
lavqger.
cAMPIR SURVEY
Thare are {ive "improved" campgrounds on the shore-
line of Priest Lake. Use of the term "improved" reters to
the charge of a daily user feo and the sorvices that, are
provided in roturn, such as g bage collection, running

\

water, and chopped firewood. Four ot the campgrounds are
located on National Foregt lands and one is located on State
of ldaho lands at Indian Creck.  There is a total of 248
campsites in these campgrounds and the Indian Creek camp-
ground has 54 per cent of all the sites, 134 units. The

four Naticnal IOLC it campgrounds arc much umallor (Tablo 29) .

Table 29

- IMPROVED CAMPGROUNDS

e e e e ol Pvr Cent of
Campgrounds _ Jurisdiction sites Total Sites
Indian Creeck State of Idaho 134 54.0
Luby Bay Forost Service 52 21.0
Reeder Bay A Fo}est Service 19 7.7
Osprey Forest Scrvice 17 ' ‘C.Q
Ooutlet Forest Service 26 10.4

TOTALS 248 100.0

R T TR TR T I RTITTE

The use of each df'the <ampgrounds over the summer
of 1972 has already boen descr ibed (Fig= 5-5D). It can be
scen that Reedcr Bay experienced hlgh use* all summer, with
over 50 per cent usage of the total® sites on all except
five days (I'ig. 5C). As mentioned in Chapter I1II, the road'

»
through the campsite is paved and the area is dccessible .
directly f{rom the highway. Luby Bay campground also
exper ienced high'use during the summer with at lcast 40 per .
cent of its sites in usé during July.and August with the
exception of;a,short’period in mid-July when occupancy drqpped.

tp about 30 per‘ccni (Fig. 5B). Of all the campyrounds,

»

’

-
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Osprey had the I).vasst percentage of campsites Cilled through- ,
out the summer.  Seventy-tfive per coent of the time (60 days)
less than half of the campusite was in use (F.iq.’,i}\)., outlet
campground oxperienced greater use than Osprey but there
were 44 days (55 per cent of the summer) when usage was less
thnh 50 per cent (Fig. 5). Occupancy ftigures for Indian
Creck Campgrouhd were available for weeckends only, but they
show that on scven weekends, of a possible fourteen, Indian
Creok haé greater than 70 per cent ﬁsago (Fig.5D) . It can
bo scen that all except Osprey experienced weckends during
the summer when capacity was exceeded, and even Osprey
recached capacity over the weekends of July 4, July 30 and

August 12. The figures also show how the peak attendance in

the campgrounds is on the holiday weckends.

. ¥

Basic Methodology -
" To carry out a rOprésontativc sample of campers on
the lake would have involved visiting all the unimproved sites
as well as the improved sites. Virtually uncontrolled camping
is ¢carried out around the lakeshore and it wpuld be impossible

to sample all these areas because of a lack of time and the
difficulty of choosing a sample. It was decided that the
camping qgestionnéire wouid be confined to improved campsites
on the mainland and to the "developed" sites on the islands
(Schneider, Silver and Three ﬁines). The "developed" island
sites affer limited scrvices and no user fee is charged.

It was originaliy intended to interview one camper,
preferably an gdult or tﬁé head of the group, at each of the
269 campsites but, due to the lack of time and the lateness.
of the season (which meant that many sites were not occupied),
only 112 sites were covered. This is 41 per‘cenﬁ of the
total. Half of the sites from each campground were sélected'
for weeck day surveys and half for weekend surveys to see if
there was any difference between the two groups of campers.
The 112 QerSOnal interviews represent at least 515 people;

group totals were not recorded for six of the interviews.



Table 30 gives the number

campyrounds.

)

of sites and sampled sites in the

o Table. 30
SURVEY SITES
T T T e T T T T per Cent of ) o
Sites Sampled
Total Sampled for Each Per Cont
Campgrounds -} Sites Sites Campground __ of Sample
Indian Creg¢k 134 23 - 17.1 20.5
Luby Bay -- Upper 26 24 92.3 21 .4
Luby Bay -- Lower 26 16 61.5 14.3
Qutlet 26 16 61.5 14.3
Reeder Bay 19 17 89.9 15.2
Osprey * 17 4 23.5 3.6
Schneider 5 1 20.0 0.9
Silver 9 6 66.7 5.4
Three Pines 7 5 71.4 4.5
TOTALS 269 112 100.0

Indian Creek, Schneider and Osprey campgrounds had

less than one-quarter of theiy sites surveyed (Table 30).

In the case of Indian Creek, this was because of the large

size of the campground and the length of time

getting to the area from the west side of the

author resided.

half of that distance was on a dirt
maintained; it took the better part
Osprey c¢ampground is not as popular

Forest campgrounds because there is

The trip was about

involved in

lake where the

35 miles onre way and

road which

of an hour

was poorly

to get there.

as the aother National

no beach areg; also,

when the survey was carried cut in late August, sites were

available at othef campgrounds (see Figd.'B. 8A, 8B ). The

people who were camped at Schneider campground on Kalispell

Island were boating on the lake at the time the interviews

were carried out,

L

.
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Figure 7
RESPONSE CARDS WHICH WERE USED IN
QUESTIONS 37, 17 AND 33

WHICH OF THESE FACILITIES ARE AVAILABLE IN YOUR
CAMPING AREA?

Boat launching arcas

1. Water supply 7.
2. Toilets 8. Signs and information
3. Tent or trailer sites 9. Roentals (boats, water
4. Fireplaces skis et cetera)
5. Firewood ‘ 10. Campground roads
6. Tables 11. Hiking trails
12 Gasoline for boats
N
1} NONE OF THE SITES HAD BEEN OCCUPIED WHEN YOU FIRST
ARRIVED, WHAT WOULD BE THE REASONS FOR YOUR SELECTION
QF A CAMPSITE?
1. Campsite design -- near waterfront
2. Campsite design -~ site-area quality (size, aspect,
level) . :
3. Campsite design -- screening (people, noise, prevailing
winds, dust, shade)

4. Campsite design -~ spur quality (level, wide, long)
5. Facilities -- comfort based (close to wood, toilets,
drinking water) ’ :

6 Facilities -- activity based (close to beach or launch-
ing ramp)

7. Habit -- used this campsite more often in the past than
others) o

8. Bedrock, boulders, falls or rapids present

9. Terrain characteristics R

10. Shoreline characteristics

11. Potential for seeing wildlife

IS THERE ANYTHING ABCUT THE PRIEST LAKE SHORE AREA IN
GENERAL YQU PARTICULARLY LIKE OR DISLIKE?

Nothing’ o Facilities

Everything Cleahliness

Scenery ) Dirtiness’

DLack of Crowding Noise

Beach Quiet

Fishing : Reinote, hard to reach

Crowded '

I

— e e SRl S

%
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In the camper questionnaire the anth;r exper imented
with both open and closed questions (Appendix C). The closed
approach worked‘quite Qell with some questions but was
abandoned  in favor of the open method for others. The
question that asked, "Which of these facilities are available
in your camping area?" was accompanied by a card which had
a list of 12 .items from which the réspondent Couid choose
(Fid. 7). The list included all the facilities éhat were
availagle in the camping areas and pfovided the respondent
with the chance to remember, alil of them. In;this'case the’
closed question worked well but for the quesﬁibn, "1f none
of the sites had been occupied when you first arrived, what
would be the reason for your selection of a campsite?®, the
campers did not like the choices available oﬁ the card
(Fig. 7). They eithér combined one or two of them to give
the answer or answered with something entirely different.
The card was drbpped and campers were encouraged to give
‘their own responses and the questién became an open ended one.’

Origin data for resideht and non-resident camping
use was available for the Indian Creek area in 1972. It has
bden made into Table 31 and inserted here because the data
- were quité similar to those for the National Forest campers.
Idaho campers account for about one:sixtﬁ of the total, and
campers from Washington for more than three-fifths. Alberta

‘'has the third highest representafion‘with 9.1 per cent.

Analysis of Data

Cross tabulations were carried out with this data
as with the coﬁfager,surveys and again they were largely
dismissed because they-were'hot instructive.

The completed camper qqestionﬂéire provides infor-

mation about the following general headings} (i) familjarity

. ¥

5V_‘isual comparison with origin statistics for campers
gathered by Forest Service personnel during the summer of
1972. :
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Table 31
ORIGIN ANALYSIS OF RESIDENTﬁAND NON-RESIDENT CAMPING USE
FO&,\INDIZ\N CREEK CAMPGROUND DURING 1972

State or Per Cent ofv

Canadian Province Campers Total Campers
Idaho 4,137 . 15.4
Washington 16,801 '[61.5
Oregon 645 2.3
California 1,478 - 5.5
Alberta 2,429 9.1
Others 1,572 : 5.9
TOTALS 27,062 99.7
Source: Idaho State Parks Department, Managei, Indian Creek

Campground. .

with the area, (ii) government influence, (iii) ph?sical
site characteristics, (iQ) use 'of the lakeshore, and (v)
facilities. |

(i) Familiarity with and yse of the area ccncerns
the number of visits to the area, days spent in the area at
the time of the interview, and the number of years the
respondent has been coming to the area.
Ql. 1Is this yodr first visit to the area?

Q2. If this is not your first visit, for how many years
have you been coming here?

Thlrty f1Ve per cent of the sample stated that they,
were on their first v131t to the Priest Lake area. The |
remaining respondents were than asked how many years they
had been coming to priest Lake (Table 32). The average was
7.5 years, with the méximum being 40 years and the‘minimuM‘
one year . Almost 60 per cent had been visiting the lake
for less thén,ﬁen yéars. All of the campgrounds had campers
who had been coming to the area for less than five years.

Three Pines and Osprey were the only places\Where no camper .
4 N . "

was interviewed who had been coming to, the lake
than five years. Outlet, Reeder and Endlan Creek canm

had campers in them who have been com;ng to the area for at

* S



least 25 years.
Table 32
YEARS COMING TO PRIEST LAKE

A
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Years . Number of Per Cent of

Grouped Respondents Respondents
0-5 ) 42 37.5

6 - 10 17 15.2

11 - 15 6 5.4

16 - 20 1 0.9

21 - 25 2 1.8

26 - 30 . 3 2.7

36 - 40 1 0.9

No response (first

visitors) _40 35.7
TOTALS , o 112 100.0

Q3. How many days have you spent in the area
visit? !

Those people who had spent four days
accounted for 80 per cent of the sample (Table
total almost 34 per. cent had spent only one d
at he time of the 1nterv1ew, but 45 per cent
weekend campers who planned to leave after one

Less than six per cent of the sample had spent

age of\peo e who had been camping for f%onger

days, Silvegr campground had the second largest.

during this

or‘leés

33). Of the
ay in the area
of these were
more day.

longer than

‘one weék in the area. Indlan Creek had the largest percent—

tgan“%hree

o Table 33
DAYS SPENT IN THE PRIEST LAKE AREA BY CAMPERS
\\\ - Number of Per Cent of
Days O\ Respondents Respondents
1 N 38 33.9
2 \ 27 24.1
3 10 8.9 '
4 W 14 12.5 ..
5 | 10 8.9 \
6 / 7 6.2
7 2 . 1.8
8 / 3 2.7
14 / 1 0.9
100.0

TOTALS /. 112
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(ii) This section of the analy81s concerns govern?
mental influences and examlnes the campers' oplnlpns of user
fees, site reservations, length of-stay limits and campsite
locations. ‘ .

Q4. Are you in favor of the user fees now charged in the/
Priest Lake area Campgrounds? , '

Q5. Why? | | | y

The charge for daily use of a site differs between
the two jurisdictions. In 1972 all sites in the Natfonal
Forest campgrounds cost $2.00 per night regardless of the
faeilities provided. There- was no charge for the use - of
island sites. At Indian Creek in 1972 ‘there was a basic
charge of $2. .00 per vehicle; if the 51te had water and elec-
trical hookups the charge increased by $0.50, and if a sewer
was édded with.Zhe water ‘and electrical hookups the charge
levied was $3.00 daily.. There will be an increase in
camping fees at Indian Creek for the 1973 seasonfbut the ’

amount has not yet been‘made public. ‘Table 34 gives a br%ak-

down by campSLQe of the opinions on user fees. The island

Table 34 _
CHARGE FOR ,USERS FEES 4 '

In Favor of Fees ngesed to Fees

Campsite Number Per Cent ' Number Per Cent
Silver 4 66.7 2 33.3
Schneider ‘ 0 0.0 1 100.0
Three Pines 5 100.0 0 0.0 .,
Luby Bay -- Lower 15 93.8 1 6.2 ‘
Luby Bay -- Upper 22 . 91.7 2 . 8.3 0o
Osprey . 4 100.0 0 - 0.0 -
Qutlet ' 11 68.8 S 31.3
. Reeder Bay g 15 88.2 2 - 11.8
1l 4.3

Indian Creek 22 95.7

4 -
. [ ) /
campers, as a group, voiced the strongest opposition to the =

!fees perhaps that is why they choosé island sites whete no

fee is charged There was a slightly larger ‘percentage AV

Lelght per cent) of respondents on their flrst visit to the

s
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area who felt user fees should be charged.

After voicing an opinion on user fees, the sample
was asked why fees should or should not be levied. This
was an open ended question and ten answers were glven, four _
of them as positive responses and six as negatlve responses

(Table 35). The responses that favor user fees account for

y
& 68.8 per Cent of the answers. The reason given most often,
ll‘

' 62.5 per cent of the time, was that fees pay for services

and maintenance. -- Campers from Outlet (Plate 19) andlthe
, island sxtes gave the highest percentage of negatlve respon-
. ses towards the payment of user fees. All respondents at ‘
" Osprey (Plate 20) wore 1n favor of user fees. Golden Eagle

. Passes for federal parks which allowed Campers to buy season

b

| passes for all Unlted States federal parks are no longer in

use in this aread ‘and 5.4 per cent of those questioned felt ///-
that the passes should be reinstated and daily rates not

' __charged " This was not a completely negative response because

of the 1n1t1al payment of a fee.

o

Q6.+ Do you think thg public should be able to reserve
recreation sites?z

_ * Thirty per cent of the sample answered "yes".and

70 per cent answered “no." Theré &'s no apprec1able
dlffelence in opinions about reservatlons between those who ~
were at the lake for - the first time and people who had been
'tomlng for, some time. When grouped by years, all those .

people who had been coming to, the lake for more than 20 years
were agalnst reserved n\.tes while one- bhlrd of the peopie ®
who had been comlng for betweeh 11 and 15 years were in

favor of reservatlons.' OsPrey and’ Sllver were the only

campgrounds where clear majorltles were in favor of reserva-
tions (Table 36)-. " Upper Luby was the only other campground
whigch came close w1th 45, 8.pef cent ‘in favor ‘and 54.2 oer

,"7

‘cent opposed : o . B

.

L5

°

Q7. Would you be W1lllnq to<pa§,extra,to‘have QA recreation
site reserved? AR ' v -

- ‘. ) ' . ' .
-Almost’one-third of the sample said they would pay

N

-
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Table 306
RESERVATIONS FOR RICREATION ST1TES?
e S SR T TR TS ST TSI T DL DI T T RT TOTIRTLIUIE O ST ST I IT e &I TOY TS TRt amEy
. ' Per Cenl ot Iach
Number of Responsés ___Campyground
_Campgrounds —~ Yes - No 0 Yes No
Silver 4 2 GO .7 33.3
schneider 0 1 : 0.0 100.0
Throee pines . 1 4 20.0 80.0
I.uby Bay -- Lower X 4 12 L5.0 75.0
Luby Bay -- Upper 11 .13 45 .8 54.2 ,
Quprey 2 -1 66,7 33.13
“Outdet 1 T 6.7 03,3
Redder Bay \ 1 ‘ Lch_i‘fl . 5.9 NS I §
Indian Creck 6 L L& ... 27.3 72.7
. - 5 ;v_}\;)}\ PR .. .
g TR ST IS =TT ‘::::'f:x:"mf.‘: ‘.?f‘?m B e e A

extra while 63.4 por coﬁtj§§i' hcy”W5uld not (Table 37).

"

The nuwwber that said tlxé§?k¢0ui&? pay more money is larger by

6.2 per cent than those w‘lAl‘o were in favor of reservations.

A check on Osprey and Silver campgrounds to sec whether they
would pay more moncy to reserve a site when they were the
campgrounds with the largest numbers in fqvor of reservation
shows that. 50 per cont of those campers at’ Osprey would'pay
more money to rescrve while only one-third of those camped

at Silver would be willing to. pay extra. Upper Luby Bay has
the same split as in the reservation questdion with 45.8 per cent
willing to pay more money and 54.2 p0’<cvnt unwilling. Lower
Luby Bay, cutlet, Reeder Bay and Indian Crﬁok all had larger
percentages of their samples willing to pay extra for reserva-
tions than those 1n favor of reservations.. Theae p%ople

felt that if reservations were introduced they would pay the
extra money to rescerve a site. A higher percentage ef week-
day users were willing Lo pay extra money far site reservations‘
than were weckend users, 37.5 per cent os compared with 22.06

L Y
por cent of the weekend users. . .
Q8. Whon fees are charved, should they increase with the
quality of the facriaty provided?

Three-uuarters of the sample said that the price
should increase; one-quarter of the sample felt it should not



Table 37
HIGHER COST TO HAVE A SITE RESERVED?

I S —_— e

DGI‘.((w1t ot R(“.pgnxd(th 5 for Lach Ccunp<u ound
_ 7 Pay lxtra Moncy? :

Y

Campground _Yos _No No Opinion
Silver . 33.3 : 50.0 : 16.7
Schneider 0.0 100.0 . . 0.0
Three Pines V.0 100.0 0.0
Luby Bay -- : v

Lower 37.5 62.5 N 0.0
Luby Bay -- p

Upper 45.0 54.2 ] 0.0
Osprey - 20.0 80.0 0.0
Reeder Bay 29.4 70.6 0.0
Indian Creck 34.8 60.9 4.3
increase. Weekday and weekend campers telt the same way on

this question.

Q9. Does the length-of-stay limit in the campgrounds influ-
ence your vacation plans?
Ql0. Why or why not?

Those who replied that Ehc limit did not influence
them accounted for 88.4 per cent of the sample, whereas 8.9
per cent felt that they were influenced. Campers at Reeder

Bay (Platc 21) accounted for 40.0 per cent of those who felt
that the length-of-stay limit had an influence. Indian
Creek, Upper Luby and‘ﬁOWGr LQby Bay each represented 20 per
cent of this group. People sampled on weckdays were three
times more likely to be influenced by the length-of-stay
limit than those sampled on weekends. But the percentage of
the total sampié that felt influenced was so small that this
difference can not be considered significant. ‘ ‘

A second part of this question asked why the limit
would or would not influence vacation plans. Teﬁ different
anbwets were given; one-third of the sample did not Beply
Two oﬁ the ansyers support the claxm that vacation plans
would be, affected, while eight defend the length-of -stay

A}

r
* limit as having no influence’ on hollday plans (Table 38).
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The most common answer was that the campeurs "would not stay
that long:" this accounted for 8.6 poer cent of the total.
A closely related response was that camporgs "seldom have
morce than ten days" in an arca, as travelling takes u Aﬁ
least two dnyq of the two weck holidhy. This was glvi by
15.7 per cent of the Jnmplo but was challenged in the third
nmost commbn response, that "a two week limit would be botter."
All of the pecople who felt influenced by the* length-of-stay
limit were weekday campers, which might indicate that they
were going to be there for longer tlian two weckendse and thus

»

might want to over-stay the limit\

. : .
Qll. Do you feel the limit should be strictly enforced?
Ql2. Why? ' r

Sevenly per cent answered ycs, the l1imit should be-

strictly enforced, and\23.2 per cent answered no. Respon;
dents in all of the mainland campgrounds were at lecast two-
thirds in favor of enforcing the limits. Those on the island
campgrounds werxe at least 50 per cent opposed to the limit.
About 55 per cent of the weekday sample Qére in favor of the
limit being enforced while only 44.7 per cent of the weekend
people were in favor of cnforcement. ‘

Campers were also asked "why" the limit should or
should not be strictly enforced. This part of the question
has been grouped into twelve answers; three of the answers
oppose enforcement, seven agree with enforcement, and two
are conditional (Table 39): The island sites had the highest
percentage of people opposed to enforcement while Lower Luby

Bay -had the highest percentage of support for enforcement.

jFQlB. Have you changed the location of your campsite since
the beginning of your visit at Priest Lake?
Ql4. If yes, which campsites have you heen to?
Q15. Why did you move?

.

There was a problem with fhis set of questions
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because of the timing of the sampling. In late August few
gfoups with school children are,golng to camp for any lcngtg
of time and very few would stay over the two week limit,
There were usually enough sites available at the various
campyrounds to find one which was suitable, although people
did move within the campgrounds to sites closer to the water.
Only one-sixth of the campers had changed campsite location
since their present visit began. Of this émall group, one-
third had been located in Lower Luby Bay (Plate 22), one-
fifth had been located in Outlet, one-fifth in Uppecr Luby,
and about one-eighth at Reeder Bay campground. In 60 per
cent of these moves the campers moved to better sites,
usually closer to the water, within the same campground.

Only 13.3 per cent moved becausc they had rcached the length-

of-stay limit.

Ny

(iii) This section of the questionnaire decals
with physical site characteristics that the campers look for
in site selection: conditions of the lake bottom, accessi-

bility, beach materials, and privacy and site location.

Q16. .Did you have a prefierence for a campsite when you
- first arrived?

N

The answers given\secm to reflect either actual
campsites that the campers hhd in mind or Jjust types of camp-
sites with certain desired fQualities. This aqéin illustrates
the problem of interpretingg open questions, pggticularly with
respect to word choice. Those campers who arrived with a
preferred camﬂ‘itc in mind represented 70.5 per cent of the
sample. . All campers.con Schneider and Silver campgrounds' had
actual site prefercnces. Over 70 per ceht of the campers in
all other campgrounds, except Upper Luk Bay (58.3 per cent),
also had site preferences. When they were asked where the
preferred.site was, 21.7 per cent said closer to thé water,
21.7 per cent said Reeder Bay campground and 13.0 per cent

mentioned Schneider éémpground-on Kalispell Island. These
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Plate 21. A Reedér Bay Campground site. *

Plate 22. A well used site in Lower Luby.ay..



three answers represented 56.4 per cent of .the response.
Each of the other answers represented less than ten per
cent of the “sample.

Q17. If none of the sites had been occupied when you first

arrived, what would be the rcason tor your selection
of a campsite?

Almost 46 per cent of the campers chose "campsite
design -- near waterfront" as their reason for campsite
selection (Table 40). Cﬁﬁﬁggs from Outlet and Reeder Bay
campgrounds account fqg about half of this group. Campers
seem to value privacy,ag "campsite design with 'screening”
was the second higheét choice for site selection; 11.7 per
cent of the sample would choose a site for this reason.
Upper Luby Bay campers accounted for 53.8 per cent of is
_answer. This is interesting because. the Upper campground
is éuite well screened and would seem to conform to the
campers' desires.

An answer that combines "campsite design, near
waterfront,' and "sunshine" experienced the third highest
rate of selection (9.9 per cent). Thirty-six per cent of
this answer came from Indian Creek campers, campers at Three
Pines on Kalispell Island contributed 27.3 per cent, and
Outlet campground campers made up ié.? per cent of the

response.

Q18. what do you look. for in a beach area?

Fourteen different "answers were given here but only

those answers that involve at least opne-third of the sample
will be discussed. Respondents were not limited in their
potential responses. Sand,' preferably clean sand,lwas the
most fréquently mentionéd characteristic that is desired in
a beach area; 90.2 per cgpf of the sample look for this.
Next came clean water (35.7 per cent). The respondents did.
not identify what they, meant by clean water-but it was
mentioned con;istently as a desirable characteristic for a

beach area. Some campers in each of the mainland sites

> -
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mentioned clean water, whereas none of those on the island
!

sites did. .M gently sloping lake bottom was mentioned by

32.1 per cent of the sample. The following characteristics

_for beaches were each noted by apprdximately one-sixth of

the sample: sunshine, a separation of areas for motor boats

N L N
‘and swimmers, and beaches that are not overcrowded.

,//

Ql9. Does the site have to have a sand beach or is a stony
beach acceptable?

- , =
This question waspaIso used in bhe cottager survey.

Campers who answered that the beach must be sand represented
57.1 per cent of the sample; those who said that sand was
preferable, but that a stony beach was acceptablé; repre-
sented 42.9 per cent. 1In both Silver and Schneider camp-
grounds all respondents answered that the beach must be )
sand. 1In all the others, except Reeder Bay, where 58.8 per
cent of the sample said the 51te could have a stony beach,

at lecast 50 per cent of the campers said that the site must

\ have a‘sand beach (Table 41).

. , Table 41
“\ BEACH MATERIALS FOR CAMPSITES

i

: Per Cent of Response
) ; Sand Preferred

| ‘ Must Be But Stony Beach
_+Campsites- ._Sand Acceptable
‘Silver | \ 100.0 0.0
Schneider \ 100.0 0.0
Three Pines ) 60.0 40.0
Luby Bay -- -Lower - 56.3 43.8
Luby Bay =-- Upper 54.2 45.8
Osprey : 50.0 50.0
Outlet 50.0 50.0
Reeder Bay 41.2 58.8,
Indian Creek CS.Z 34.8
. M N .
Q20. 1Is "no beach" acceptable? - 4 _
This "question, and the four to fol ‘Jere also

asked in the cotgpger questlonnalre At least 24.1 per cent

‘IE the sample felt that no beach was acceptable. Those- who

-

4
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felt no beach was unacceptable lepreuent 74.1 per cent of the
sample, and 1.8 per cent gave no answer. Again, campers at
two of the island sites, Silver and Schneider, felt no ‘beach
was totally unacceptEble. Less than one-third of all main-
land campers .felt no becach was acceptable with the exception
of Osprey Campground where half of the sample felt no beach
was acceptable. ' ‘ o

Q21. Should the lake bottom be smooth and sandy oxr are
other conditions acceptable?

The results show that 64 per cent of campers felt
the bottom should be smooth and sandy while 36 per cent felt
other conditions were acceptable. At least y50 per cent of
the campers in the sample, except for those in Reeder Bay
and Three Pines, felt that the lake bottom should be smooth
"and sandy (Table 42).

Table 42
CONDITION OF BOTTOM

per Cent of Respondents

Campgrounds Smooth, Sandy Otner Accgptable

Silver . . - 66.7 ' 33.3

Schneider ‘ ' e 100.0 0.0

Three Pines : 40.0 60.0

Luby Bay -- Lower '73 93.8 ' . 6.2

Luby Bay -- Upper 58.3 41.7

Osprey ’ iR 50.0 50.0 Cod
Outlet o ~ 60.0 | - 40.0 L
Reeder Bay 41.2 58.8

Indian Creek : 73.9 26.1

Total Sample 64.0 \ 36.0

e

i

Q22. -What'other types of conditions would be aéceptable?

Sixty-seven per cent of the sample did not answer

~this question. Of thosewho answered, 59.5 per cent said
stones would be acceptable. Also mentloned as acceptable
were large rocks, pebbles, and anything if the bottom was’

clean and free of weeds.
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Q23. should the bottompngye a gentle slope or can it drop o
off quickly?

Eighty-six per bent of the sample said the bottom

N

should have a gentle Slop 5.4 per cent said it should have
a sheer drop and 8.6 per cent were. indifferent. More™than (\
95 per cent of Indian Creek ‘and Upper Luby Bay campers stated Y\
that the bottom must have a gentle slope Indian” Creek
campers were the only mainland group to reglster no state-
ments in favor of a steep drop—off. The island campers

unanlmously favored a gentle slope. .
L1

Q24. Should the beach be accessible only by poat ‘or dhlx
by car, or by both?

Campers from the island sétes were not asked this

‘question as only boat access is p0851ble Elghty -four per
cent of the sample 51zc of 100 answered that the beéach should
be accessible by both four per cent said by hoat only, and
five per cent said by car only. Six per cent of the ‘sample
gave other answers; by foot only, depends on the geography,
and by both foot and boat (Table 43).

Q25. How far from your campsite are you prepared to walk to
> get tow the water? (one to 2 midutes, 3 to 5 minutes,

6 to 10 minutes walk).
Slightly more than one-third of the‘n}ﬁ said
they would belwilling to walk for three tc® five minutes,

and another third said they would walk for one to two |
minutes. These two,groups'represent 68.7 per cent of the
saﬁple.' Quj a large number of ‘campers, better than dne4‘
fifth, would be willing to‘walk for six to ten minutes to
get to the Water (Table 44). None of the island campers
would be willing to walk for more than two minutes to reach
the water. 1Island campsites are all on the beach. By
contrast, 95.per cent of Upper Luby Bay'campers were willing
\to walk for more than twb minutes, which is probably related o
to the fact ‘that the campground 's more than two minutes ' vf

. away from the water. Indeed, more than 40 per cent of the

Upper Luby Bay campers stated thelr willingness to walk for
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dsax to ten ‘mjhnn'h‘:: to get to the watoer.  onwy the (;:s}u'vy
campaground showed a highar proportion in this category . The
quest fon of accurate perception ot walking time argses Dbut.
the tact that the campers would be willing to walk for a few
minut en, JSroa moderate distance, 1s the important point.
Botween 43 and 80 per cont of the campers from the mainland
::i_‘v::‘wvrv willing to walk for up to five minn-t on. ‘\ )
In toeviewing the distance campers arw wi\ll:nq'l.{)
walk fdom the campsite to the water, a dittegence between
woeckend and weckday camper:s shows up. ‘While more than half
ol the wvvkmﬂ campers are not willing to whik any 10n&]<l\r
than two minute:s, only onc-quarter of the weekday campers
feel this way. Only 48.4 per cent of . the weekend campers
will walk for ‘\1}) to five minuten while 70.8 per cent of the i

woeekday campers are willing to do this. '

\

N

Q26 .  What phyhienl <l‘1 r‘_npit cristics do_you look to r _in the
Area surpro g your campnite?

This open-cnded quertion had nine responses. Ol‘.y
answers that were given by at least one={ifth of the sample
{~'ill be discussed.,  Voegetatygon m(~:ming shade, trees in par-
ticular, was the most often mentioned characteristic; this
wa:;‘cit,vd by 77.7 per cent of tha sample.  The importance of
level ground was mentioned by ‘3'.{.1 per cent of the sample,
and 22.3 per cent looked for.a natyral sc?Ltinq‘r‘ Spncinq
between the sites, scenery and closeness to water were cach

mentioned by more than ten per-cent of the sample.

- .

Q27. Is pravacy important to you? . '
H Privacy was important to 86.6 per cent of the

gample and unimportant to 13.4 per cent. The largest group
of campers to feel that privacy was unimportant camv‘from
Indian Creek; 26.1 per cent &f the Indian Creek cahpers felt
this way (Téblé 45). Their opinions may be affected by the
fact that Indian Credk offers the least privacy of all the
imprébéﬁ cémpgroundsn_ Oné huqdred per cent of the campers

sampled ot the Osprey and Three Pines campgrounds felt that

#
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privacy was o gmpartant to them. People on their first viwit
to the arca were slhightly more concerned with privacy than
wore thosoe who had been to the arca befove. Iln tact, the
tmportance of privacy scems to diminish steadily as the
number ol years that people have been coming to the :11‘()a; \
increases.  RHighty-three per ceont of those peaple who have
been coming to the arca tor more than six years felt’ privacy
was important; the proportion tell to 50 per cont Lor those

people who have been coming to the arca tor more than 20

years, and to 13 per ceont amonyg the over 25 year group.
4 ‘?
Table 45
IMPORTANCE O PRIVACY BY CAMPSITE

~

T T T T T T T T e T T T T e T T T T

e Nus _ V. No
Number ot Per Cent Number of Ter Cent
Campsite  _Responses — of Site  Responses  of Site
Inlands : 10 83.3 2 16.7
Uppor and lower
f.uby Bay 36 90.0 q 10.0
Osprey 4o 100.0 . . 0 -
Qut lot 14 87. 2. 12.5
Reoder 16 94 .1 1 5.9
Indian Creek 17 73. 6 26.1
Total Responsces 97 ‘ le
~ 9
. Per Cept of Responses
from Total Sample 86 .6 13.4
N .

R L T A D T e S e T T T T T e T e T S s S EETEST

Q28. TIs lack of privacy impor tant enough to (ggg? a move to
a dite chnt campsite?

This qun tidn dfew Al pou'tlvv response from 67.9
per cent of the sample, yet aq twu Cimpquundb, Reeder Bay
and Upper Luby Bay, qllghtly more ‘than half of the respon-
dents thought lack of privacy was not important ecnough to
force a move. Caﬁpers in Lower Luby &(;, ob the other hand,
are very l!likely to move if their privacy is invaded (81.3
?or cent) . Similarly, mdre;thun'83.$ per cenht of the islan

. ' . .
campers would move if there was a lack of privacy. Weekend

b5mp¢rs (80.6 per cent) were slightly more inclined to move
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than weokday campoers (73.2 per cent) .

Q290 What would _cause an invasion of privacy that mi ght
foree]a movae?

Thirty per cent of thdé sample answered this
question: 41.2 per cent of the respondents said they would
move because of crowding, while another 41.2 per cent men-
Lioned that they would move if noise and crowding pdfrsisted
over soveral days. Of the people who said they would not
nove, 8.8 per cont of total respondents gave as their reason,
"thorde is too much stufl Lo move, once settled in.”  The
other reasons for not moving dealt with safety in nunbens
from bears, and meceting people.

~(iv) The fourth scction of the questionnaire'
dealt with the use of the lakeshore: lakeshore dcvu]oémont;,
the number of people in the arca; whethér or not the camper

has a boat; and camper likes or dislikes of the shore area.

Q30. Generally speaking, what do_you think of the present
development of the Priest Lake area?

Ten per cent felt that the area was undeveloped,
5.4 per.cent felt it was overdeveloped and 78.6 per cent
felt that prescent dovqlopmvnt was just about right. There
was no response from 5.4 per cent of the sample. Except in
Rocdqf eay,‘more than 70Iper cent of the(sample in each
“campground felt that present development was just about
right (Table 46). The four largest campgrounds, Upper and
Lower Luby Bay, Indian Creek and Reeder Bay, were the only
ones for which underdevelopment was reported. Silver,
Rdeder Bay and Upper Luby Bay were the only campgrounds
where some campers felé the area w5$ overdcveioped.A At least
half of the people who had been coming to the area for: more
than 20 and less than 30 years felt that the arca was under-
developed, More than 60 per gent of the people who -had been
coming to the lake for less than 20 years felt tﬂat the

amount of development on the lake was just about right.

L7



Table 46
PRESENT DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRIEST LAKE AREA -

Por_cent ot Response

Under- Oover - About
_Campgrounds . Dbaveloped | Developed Right
Silver ) . 0.0 20.0 80.0
Schneider ) 0.0 0.0 100.0
Throe Pines 0.0 0.0 100.0
Luby Bay -- Lowcr 26.7 0.0 * 73.3
Luby Bay -- Upper 8.7 8.7 B82.06
Osproy 0.0 0.0 100.0
Outlet X, 0.0 0.0 100.0
Reeder Bay 23.5 17 .6 58.8
Indian Creck 9.1 0.0 90.9

L}

S T T T T e T T T T TR I e R

Q31. Generally speaking, what do yoﬁ think of tht number of
prople using this area?

"Too many people” said 25.9 per cent of the sample
while 67.9 per cent felt that thvt number of people now using
the area was about right. Only 5.4 per cent felt that there
could be more people using the ared. The groups from Indian
Creek and Schneidcr.wcré the only ones which did not mention
that there were too many people in the area. There is quite
a difference in opinion between those who were first-time.
visitors to the area and campers who had been. in the area
before. One-third of the campers who had been to the area
prior to pﬁis visit felt that there were too many pecople
whereas only one-tenth of the first-time visitors felt\this
way . Eiqhty—fi&e per cent of the first-time visitors felt
that the number of reople using the area now was all right
while onlyIGO per cent of:the camgers who had been to the
area before felt' this way. Only five per cent of each group

)

felt that the area could accommodate more people.

Q32. Do you think your group will visi. this campsite again?

Ninety=four per cent said they would visit Eheir
campsite again. At Indian Creek, Osprey, Upper Luby Bay and
Schneider campgrounds, the response was 100 per cent. Two
of- the island sftes,JThrée Pines and Silver, had the only

L/
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campers who said thoey would not return: in both casces they
accounted for less then one={ifth of the sample.  Silver had
the lowost'of all positive responses but, even here, two-
thirds of the campers said they would rctui?

The main reasons for not roturning to campsites,
as expressed by 6.3 per cent of the sample, were "found

site hard to reach” and "too many people.

general that you particular lv llko or dislike?

Q33. 1Is therc aﬂx}h1_g_about the Pricst Lake shore area in |

A card with scveral cholices was givenp to the res-—
pondents/who woere not limited in their number of choices
(see Figure 7 ). The answers with a response level of- greater
than one-fifth of tlic sample will be discussed.
| "Everything” was liked by 57.1 perlcenL of the
sample. The "beach" was given a positive rating by 41.1
per cent, and only 2.7 per cent did not like it. At Osprey
campground, which has no beach, two-thirds of the sample
disliked the beach. No campers dislifed the "sgenery,"” ana
.36.6 per cent gave that answer as a-“factor they liked about
Priest Lake. Those who disliked "nothing" accounted for
18.8 pcr cent of the sample. "Lack of crowdxn? was cnjoyed
by 26.8 per cent of the campers; no dne disliked thijs
characteristic. G

Over one-fifth of thc'sample liked the "facilities"
witile only 2.0 per cent did not; 77.7 per cenf did not
Pespond to this ‘characteristic. Dislike of ”facilities"“
was mentioned in only two campgrounds, Indian Creek and

*.” Reeder Bay, and by less than 25‘pef cent of the respondents
in each case. One-fifth of the total sample liked the
“cleanliness" of the shore area; 78.6 pecr cent did not
y-mention this characteristic. The final characteristic to be

mentloned was "qu;et " by about one—flfth of tﬁe sample.

¥

34, 1Is there a_ythlng about thiis camqute tht you_partl
ularly like or dislike? ’ v
As a follow up, Lo the prevxous quebL;on, campers’

N . '

- ]Kere asked if there was anything about thelr p;rtlcular

!

-
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campsite that they liked or disliked. There wore 12 answers

given for this open~cnded question but only five of them are

worth mentioning as the rest cach have ,over 100 missing
obuscrvations. Spacing.of the sites for privacy was liked

Ly 21.4 per ceont of the campers; only 1.8 per cent of the
sanple did not like the sPacth, and thoey were all from
Indian Creck and Uppor Luby‘hay campgrounds. Onc-cighth of
thc.sample ment ioned oiLhoy/a like or dislike for the toilet
facilitices; 7.1 per cent liked them and 4.5 per cent disliked
them. The pfoximity of their campsite to the water was liked
by 11.6 per cent of the sample. About 11 per cent of the
sample disliked the bare carth of the campground and the

dust that resulted from this.  Spur quality or the des sign of

the site -~ level ground, width of the parking space,

 proximity to the picnic tables -- was disliked bj:é 4<9pr

cent of the sample and 3.6 pcr cent thought it was good;

91.1 per cent of the sample did not mention this Factor.

Q35. Do_you have a boat?' What tvpe?

Forty per cent of the campers had boats while 60
per cent did not. Of those people who had ﬁoats,'37 3 per
cent were campcd .on 1sla?d sites, 31.8 per qent were camped
in Luby Bay, 15.9 per cent were at Reeder Bay, 13.6 per cent
at Indian Creek and 11.4 per cent at Outlet campground.
None o? the campers interviewed at Osprey campground had
boats. Outboard ﬁotor boats, powecred by motors rahging from
two horsepower to 270 horsepowef, accounted for 72 per ceﬁt
of the totaL@zoats used. Capées and sailboats éogether
accounted for only 11 per cent of the boats in the sample.
QR36. ThObe facxlltlcs are available in the Priest Lake area.,, ji
List the ones that you do not use. o

037. Which of these facilities are.available in your camgl
) area? . )

available for puhlic use orfered at Prlest Lake (see

Flguré 7 ). The answets sh@w a strong relationship between

. the number of facilities whlch campers dld not use and those
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Whth were unavailable in their camping area. Only the .
LaCLILtlcs Lhnt had greater than l>.pcr cent non-use are pr
listed here. Water supply was not used by 15 pcer cent of
the sample and 10.7 per cent of the sample said that water
was unavailable. Only 35.7 per cent of the campers use boat
lgunching sites; 92.9 per cent of the saﬁile said that
launching sjites were not available i their camping areas.

Eighty per cent of the sample did not make use of rentals;

.96.4 per cent said rentals were unavailable in their camping

area. . One-fifth of the sample did not make use of hiking
trails and the samc proportxen reported that hiking trails
were unavailable in their camping areas. Gasoline for boats
was -used by 38.4 per cent of the sample and 96.4 per cent of

the sample reported that it was unavailable in their camp
<

~

areas.,

Q38. Of the facilities avnllable in_your campin g _area and
in the Pricgt Lake area, which are not desirable?

Those feeling that none of the facilities was
undesirable represented 81. 3 per cent of the sample. The
toilet facilities wore llSted as undeslrable by 6.2 per cent
of the campers. Campers also mentioned that more firewood
was needed, boat launchlng areas should be increased and\

tent or trailer sites could have a bgtter design.

The campgrounds at Priest Lake are highly used.
Osprey campground is the least used of the - sample, it was
~less than half full for 75 per cent of the 1972 summer =,
Season, possibly because it has ho beach.. The other camp-
grounds, however, were at least 4Q»per cent full and usually
greater’ than 60 per ‘cent full for 45 per cent of the summer.

" at least two-thirds of the caapers in all camp- rﬂ'
'gfounds except Schnelder, were in favor of user fees to "
help pay for services and malntenance On the other hand, |
70 per cent of the sample were Oppaaed to reservatlons fOr
recreation s1tes and 64 per cent said ‘they would not pay .

. A e
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extra moncy to have a site rescrved. Only in Osprey and
Silver campgrounds was there a majority of campers who were
in favor of reservations. Campers who had been coming.to the
area for more‘ﬁhan ten ycars but less than 15 years were the
largest group in favor of reservations.

Almost 90 per cent of the sample was not influenced
by the length«of—stay limit, basically because they would not
 .4tay that long. Of the campers who were influenced, a greater
percentage came from the wqpkday sample. Seventy per cent
of all campers felt the limit should be strictly enforced for
the main réason that it would give everyone a chancea to camp‘
instead of providing an €xperience for just the select few
who were able to obtain campsites. Half of the sample would
select a campsite for its location, near the waterfront, and
its design. Campers also considered screening for privacy,

N througﬁ the use of vegetation, as important.

| . Ninety per cent of the sample mentioned clean
sand as the most desir!'le characteristic in a beach area.
Clean water was the next most desirable characteristic;
though it'was'noé mentioned by any of the iéléﬁd Campers.
"Fifty-seven per cent of the sample said that the beach must
be sandy, and at two of the island sites, Silver and
Sehneider, all the campers felt this way. Three-quarters of
the campers felt ''no beach" was unacceptable, and all of the
Silver and Sdhneider campers felt it was unacceptable.

5 Two-thixds of the sample felt the lake should have
_a@ smooth, sandy bottom but that other materials, such as
_stones, rocks or pebbles, would be acceptable if the bottom
was'cléép. Eighty-six‘per cent of the sample fellf -phe
" “bottom should have a gentle slope; @veryone atdthé*islénd
smtes and Indian Creek held .this opinion. ‘

“ More than four-fifths of the campers felt the beach .
shOuld be access 1ble by both car and boat. When asked how
far they would be: w1111ng to walk from their campsites to
"reach akeshore,‘one-thsrd replled that they wguld not
Wallxre than tWo minutes; all the lslanq campe é‘-s.aré‘

17
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in thig group. Omc~fifth of the sample said they would

walk for up to ten minutes. Those willing to walk a moderate
‘distancc, up to five minutes, represented between 43 and 80
puer cent of the campers for all the mainland campsites.
Campers sampled on the weekends were not prepared to walk

as far as the wecekday sample; 50 per cent of the weekend
campers would Walk for up to five minutaes while 70 pexr cent
of the weekday sample would be willing to do this. ‘

.#Campcrs statéd that vegetation and shade were the
most desired physical characteristics for the area around
their campsites. - Vegetation would provide some privacy,
arid privacy was important to 87 per cent of the sample.
‘Indian Creek had the largest percentage of campers who felt
privacy was unlmportant which may be xelated to the fact
that this Campground offers the least prlvate campsjites.
Two-thirds of the campers would move if the lack of privacy
resulted in crowding and noise. < ’

Almost 80 per cent of the campers felt that present
development of the Prlest’Lake area was just about rlght '
Only in Reeder 'Bay, Sllvereand Upper Luby campgrounds dld
any off the campers feel that the area was overdeveloped. At
the same tlme, 25 per cent of the campe;g felt that too many
people were uclng the area, and only two-thirds felt that- the
.number was Jjust about right. Indlaq Creek and Schneider were
the dnly campgrounds where no one mentioned that’ there Were .
too many people. Furtheér anaiysis showed that people who '
had been camping at Prlest Lake for the greatest number ofl
years were more likely to feel that there were too many
~ people in the area. ' ' !

) : Nlnety ~four per cent of all campers said they would
visit thelr camggltes again; all cémpers at Osprey, Indian
Cre;3 Upper Luby Bay, and" Schnelder campgrou. would return.
Silveg and Three Pines, both }sland,51te§, were the only ”

: campgrounds where people said they wduld not, return; too many
people and dlfflzult ECCeSS were the reasons that were givend.

. e ' . v i3
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In general, campers scemed to like the beaches,
the scencry, the lack of crowding, the quietness and the
facilities in the Priest Lake area; they also.liked the
spacing between the campsites.

Use of facilities scemed to be releted to those
fegilities which .were available in the immediate camping
area. More thah 80 per cent of the Campers used the water
supply and the hiking trails, and these facilities were
available to at least 80 per cent of the sample. Forty per
cent of all the campers interviewed had boats, the people
came from all cdmpgrounds except Osprey. Similarly, forty
per'cent of the camffers used gasollne for boats, and the
boat lainching sites, and 94 per.cent stated that these
facilities wgre unavailable in tlfeir Camprng area. Only
one~-fifth of the campersauséd boat rentals and 96 per cent

said.rentals were not available in their area. It seems N

¥y
3

that all facilities, except for the toilets, whlch could ‘be +

improved, were desirable. -Campers also wanted more flrewéod

P

4
supplied in the campgrounds and more boat launchlng s1tes/

As the ‘above discussion brings out, the&e is a hlgh

deqree of similarity in‘opinions among caﬁpers f@bm the.:
different campgrounds., It did not prove useful to dlsflngU1sh
any grouping of campgrounds, other than that of island and, '
mainland sites. : Y ; : . 1 e

. The only campgrOund lc@ﬂﬁtadds out as markedly
dlfferenﬁ is Osprey, pqoﬁ ny;ﬁ@caus% of the small.size of ",
the sample. Osprey was the ieast uséd of the mainland camp
grounds and it had the Smalleét numbér of sites. It can b
contrasted w1th Indian Creek whlch 1s the largest, and oné
of the most highly used mainland campgrounds‘ ,oSprey was one
of two campgrounds where the sample pOpnlatlog had been
coming to the area for less than flve years whlre arnumber
of Indlan Creek campers had been comlng to the area for more-
than 25 years: Bt Osprey all of the sample was in favor of S
‘user fees and two-thirds were in favor of reservations; at. - e

“Indian Creek plﬁest all/campers were in favor of the user

-~
.l
-
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fee but only one-quarter were in favor of reservations. None
of the Osprey sample wes influenced by the lengthéof~stay
limit while 25 per cent of the Indian.Creek sample was.

"There is no beach at Osprey and-half of the sample found
"no beach" aCCeptable Indian Creek has a large beach and
only one—thlrd found "no beach" acceptable, Prlvacy was
1mportant to all campers sampled at Osprey whlle at Indian
Creek privacy was 1mpdrtant'to only Lhree—quarterb of the
campers. ‘Osprey was the only campground where none of the
sample had boats; at Indian Creek 56 per cent of the sample
had boats. All campers in both campgrounds said they would
return to their cqmp51tes on another visit to- the area.

All the cempgrounds could be compared in this
manner but meaningful differences would not be revealed.
Comparing”thé weekend sample w;th the wéefday sample is more
enlightening, and could have more significance for planning ‘
kpurpose"s.‘ The weekday eample is will&ng to.pay mofe for ~
\ reservations, isymore influenced by the\iengthéof-stay limif

and is'more in favor of the length-of-stay¥limit being
enforced; The weekend Sample would be more likely to move
te a different campsite if priivacy was invaded, and are
less willing to walk to the beach from the cbmpsite.

' The most useful comparison of all is that between
the mainland and the island cgmpgrounds, which exhibit

'strikingly different characteihstics The mainland camp~
grounds are accessible by car; they have more sites per camp-

- ground, and these are well des;gnated for use; they have few
sites on the waterfront; user fees are leV1ed camper serviced
are provided, such. as runping water and flrewood- ‘and usually
there will be more people in'a given area in the mainland
campgrounds than in fhe island campgrounds . The island . I

- campgrounds are accessible\only by boat; théy have . fewer '
sites, and. these sites. are not well marked most sétes are |
“located,along the shoreline; . no user fees are charged- and

the services provided by the Fcresf SerV1ce are. limited to Lt
£01let facilities and garbage collectlon. - The island group '

R ~ . - L



179

:had the largest opp081tlon to user fees and halt of the
camp@re were opposed to Lhe length-of~stay .limit enforcement.
Noge of the campers on theé islands would be willing to walk
gqsrmnxzthan two minutes from their campelte to get to the
water. All stated that thecre must be no drop-off of the
bottom near the shoreline, and a sand beach-wad considered .
necessary by 80 per cent of them. .
At least two-thirds, and usually hore than 90 per

cent, of the mainland campefé were in favor of user “fees,

: two-thirds of this groupVNH121n favor of enfOACLng the/
ggth of~-stay limit. This group is w;Llllng to walk further
to get to.the water; at least 50 per cent, and usually more
than 75 per cent, of the campers would be yilling}to'walk for
at least‘five minutes'to‘get to the water. : A sand beaeh
would be pOpular with the mainland group but less than 65

b
Per cent of those in each mainland campgrdund felt that it

was nedeseary ! \
\ All of this suggests that mainland campers are .« \
different from island campers, which .leads to the ‘basic® )
‘management question, "Should both groups be‘catered\to?"'. ’ \
. -« .\
SUMMARY
This summary é§9vides a brief comparison between &
the cottager's and camper's views on Similar questions in
the questicnnaires. Only direct coﬁparisons hetween‘cettagens
and campers have ‘bgen carried out; no astempt has been made
to compare results from the various. campgrounds w1th elther
state or federal lessees. - . ’ : . '
Cottagers have been coming to the area for an .
averaqe of 26 .2 years while campers have been - .coming to Prrest
Lake for’ aniaverage of 7.5 years. Campero are a highly ] .\T
mobile group and this may explain ome of the differendte; '
alse amping has 1ncreased in popularlty 1ﬁzrecent years.. L
. - When asked what they looked- for. 1n 51te character—
istios, the largest response from both groups wa§ a Slte ngar

the watergfont--38 .8 per cent of the oottagers and 45, 9 per

o H
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cent of the campers méntioned this. Privacy as a factor'to‘
be considered in sitenselection accounted for 14.5 per cent
‘of the cottager response and 11.7 per cent of the camper
response. ‘
| The question about the choice between sandy and
stony beaches produced some differences in opinion.
Cottagers who felt the site must h\we a sand beach represented
39.6 per cent of the sample, whereas 57.1 per cent of the
campers held this opinion. Flfty per cent of the cottagers
would accept a stony beacHh, but only‘42 9 pbr cent of the-
‘campers were so amenable. About one-quarter bf each. greup/felt
Athat" no beach was acceptable
The questlon concerning the preferenceﬂfor a ' _
- smooth, sandy lake bottom produced an even stronger difference
of opinion. Among the cottager sample,. 39.6 per cent said .
¢'the bbdttom must be smooth and sandy whergas 64 per cent of
the campers felt this way. Other conditions were acceptable
to 60.4 per cent of the cottagers but to- on%¥'36 per cent of o
the campers. Cottagers seem to be a more tolerant group
towards physical 81te_condltlons, perhaps because ey can..
‘build gpcks that make walking on a‘stony or weedyvzzttom
unneoessary - ‘ . ,( |
The two groups had slmllar views ‘on the offshore
slope. Both felt it should be gentle,_though the campers
(85.7 per cent) were somewhat more positive than the
cottagers (72.9 per cent). | ' ]
Distance from the lakeshore in terms of mlnutes of
walking prdoduced some varian®e in results between the two .
samples. Fifty-~ two per cent of the cattagers. WOuld be ‘
unwilling to'avalk for longer ‘than two minutes to get to tHe
water 'while only '32.1 per cent of the campers felt this way.
Almost one- q&;rter of the malnland camper.s would walk for up
‘tO\ten minute

to get to the water while just 2. l per cent oﬁ
the\cottager shmple would be, WLlllng to do thlS. )

|



——

TKi question about aécess. by bodt, road, or both

NS U .
also produce dlfferent responses. . Three-quarters of ‘the .

campers felt that access by both types of vehicles was neces-

pary but. only half of _the cottag@rs felt tth way'. More than

oné-third of the cottagers felt road acceﬁs,only was
preferable whereas only‘4.6 per cent of'thercampers felt ¥
this way. The two groups had similar views on "boat access
only." d .

The final comparlson between the groups concerns-
the lrkes oxr dlSllkeS the, respondents have for the shore )
‘area. The responses are much higher for the cottager survex
., but: this is probably-the result of the mail qgestlonnalfe,
‘the format of Wthh encouraged the sample to answer and
- register a re5ponse for all of the choices., Only three
characteristics weré comparable. and these'were al® regis-
‘vtered as "likes" about the lakeshore -- the beach the

scenery,fand the lacK of crowdlng Cottagefs who 11ked the
beach rerresented 62 8 per cent of the samplj; whareas 41.1
per Qent of the campers liked the ‘beach. The largest group
bf cottagers (95.8 per cent) llxed the scenery at Pﬁdestl
Leke; only one- _third of ‘th# campers mentioned the latter ;
gquality. Lack of crowding was enjoyed by 79. 2-per cent of
ﬁie COttagers but only 26.8 per cent of ‘the campers made

ntion of thlS factor. - - , /

' In conclu51on, 1t seems that the cottagers*are’
more tolerant of physlcal condltlons that are 1lg ‘

1deal ‘ In partlcular,\they are prepared to "ad

other hand 1mmed1ate access Lo the water 1s mor e”

to them than it is to ‘the campers. The cottagers are also | ‘

and’ 1ts v1c1n1ty. v’- T Af\".','

e . R . ‘ o s ' )
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CONCI.USION »

The ﬁurﬁoso of this )hosis was to provide informa-
' tion about Priest Lake through analysces of the potential of
the shorceland for rocgontiont its )urisdicfional controls and
present usc, and the opiﬁions of the lakeshore users who
locate on tpo pubiic lands,)in an attempt to provide some
of the data that are nccessary t"dovolop planning &onls
for the arca. This informatlon has been presented and
assessed in Chaptoers IT, IW\ixd V and now must be integratéd
and then compared with management plans for the area,
discussed in Chapter I, before recommendations can be pro-
posed. An important consideration is that use of the,.Priest
Lake area is increasing and even greater demands are being
placed upon the presently developed ardas’. |

The jurisdicLiOnﬁl contrels and the rating of the .
lana for recreation potential create basic¢ally static
patterns.  On the one hand, state and fedéral -ownership
patterns will not ¢hange unless some of the private holdings
arce offered to them, which 1s unlikely; on the other,‘the
land will not have its physical potential mecasurably changed
unless it is altered by man. Present use patterns of the
public lands could be changed, however, to accommodate

planning proposals that might call, for tracts of 'land to be

usced by the general public rather than by private legSces

|
or to be put to intensijive rather than extensive use
this way present land use can be considered a dyne factor.

ors

4

The camper and cottager opinions are also dynamic
Secause they repreé¢sent the wants, needs, attitudes
values hald by that scgmént of society for whom the planning
is being dcveloped; Growlh in the demand for space is also

a dynamic factor.

1)
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RHSU[."[‘IH FROM T STUDY

Land Use and Jurisdiction

s Phe tirst arca of rescarch for the thesis concerned
land use and jurisdiction over the land. The shoreland of
pricst Lake was separated into areas of rdcroational and non-*
recrcational use.  The land used for rocreaLionaljpurposes
(49.3 miles) covers all but six miles of the Pricest Lake
shorelands (55.3 miles). Since management plans do not
foresce further development of the Upper Lake and Thorofare
for'ovcrniqﬁﬂ usc, thqy have not becen considercd here.
Twenty-soeven miles of the shoreline is already used for
récroation and, of this developed zone, 43 per cent belongs
to the Statce of Idaho, 24 per cent to the Forest Service,

and the rcmaining 33 'per cent is privately owned.

d

The sccond stage of the thesis involved the appli-

Canada Land Inventory

cation of the Canada Land Invén%ory for Outdoor Recreation
to Priest Lake. This provided an analysis of the potential
use of the shereline accdfding to the physical capabilities
of the land. Capability of the shorelands for recreational
use is high: 87 per cent of the total lakeshore sites (279)
were placed in capahility classes 1, 2, 3 or 4. At the same
.time, though,.somé of these land units could be used more
iﬁtehsively. Cottage sites which arc being leasedvon.public
¥inds that have a very high to moderate capability for use
(Classes 1 through 4) could be put to more Eﬁtensive‘use if

they were converted to public campgrounds or day-use areas.

a

lmahagement dﬁjectives state that the area is to be pre-
served in a near natural state and is to be uspd for public
recreation under natural conditions. No buildings a¥e to be

183

constructed in this area except for sanitary facilities. Pléqs

for the area intend t encourage.day use and have,overnight
camping outside the area at the north end of Prijest Lake.
This information was taken.from Intérim ManaQesént Plan,
Upper PriosgtLake Scenic Area, (date unknown), Q-., 4.

+
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Whore the capability class i a 1 or a Zf(the removal of
cottages and the subscquent replacement® with caﬁpgr@unds
could case the demand for more public use space and perhaps
allow somc arcas with high or ecven moderate éapability for
use to remain undeveloped.

There are 17 Class 1 sites on the lake, all of
which. are in usc. Eight of the sites are in privatu.use as
cottage af%as at present, but half of them are under either
state or Forest Service jurisdiction and have the potential
for futdre public use..

"

rifty-four Class 2 sjites were desigpmated along the

shoreland; 15 of these are not in use and 86 per cent of those

come under the jurisdictiéﬁ of cither the Forest Service or
the State of Idaho.
Class 3 sites are found in 96 locations along the

+

shoreline; 35 per cent of these (26 sites) are not in use,

the majority of them belonging to the National Forest Service.

Twenty-five of the Class 3 sifes are located north of the
Twin Islands. '

on the lakeshore; 43 of these are not in/yse at the pfeseﬁt
time and 80 per cent of the unused sites come under the
jurisdiction of either the Forest Servicelor the State of
®daho. '

The remaining 35 sites belong to either capability

Class 5 or 6. They can not withstand even moderatg&y inten-
sive use so they will not be considered as future recreation
sites. However, they add much to the recreatiénal quality'
of the Priest Lake area because they separate aréas of more

intensive use, énd they are viéually-pleasing.

Public Use Potentidl -~
%ables 47, 48, 49 arid 5b\have been compiled to
indicate the "developmgnt potential for.public use' -‘of the

~ Priest Lake shorelands. This development potentia” has:been

arrived at by considering the‘preseﬁt:land uﬁf, thgfé@ﬁership

S
4
»

Capability Clasg 4 has been assigned to 27 'locations

184
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of the land‘ the inventory rﬁtlng for the land and the
location of the site along the lakeshore In the deLermlna—
tion of development potential of the lakeshore units for .
each of the four capability classes con51dered pxesent land
use and ownershlp of the land were weéighted equally The
development potentlal has been designed’ to: exclude Eragmented
pr.ivate ownorohlp, with the exception of mlxed Dlamond and
State of Idaho éwncrshlp,,and the Dlamdpd Internatlonal N
Class~1 and 2 gites, because it is presumed to be unlikely
that private ojnors will sell their-.land for public use.

Land units that are presently in use and that have
been rated as hav1ng "deveIOpment potential for publlC use"”
usually undergq a change in land use to make them availagble
to the public. Most of these areas are now ‘used for ‘private
cottages; these- ‘will have to be changed to camping or day
use areas if they are to -accommodate the public. Land owned
- by the State of Idaho .and the National Forest Service that
is presently developed for prlvate cottage use is generally
considered to have potential for‘public development because
the land is on lease .to the cottagers and could be cle red
of improvements to’make way for public use. On the other
hand, if the land is already in use as publlC campgrounpe or
as day use areas, it has not been considered to have
fevelopment potential because it is already in intensive use
which can not be effectively developed further.

Those land'units that are ratdd as "nof in use" are
those which do not have deveioped use of any type. Although
there.might he a single cottage in a 1ong stretch of Class 2
or Class 3 beach, it would Stlll be consxdered not in use.
People can and do make use of these areas but there are
usually no permanenh.hous1ng structures on the 91tes- ‘these
sites can be considered under-used. When these 31tes have a
"development potential for public use" ratlng, development
would not necessarily be agcompanied by a change ln use, but
rather by an 1ntensmf1cat10n of us e,,such as a change from
occdsional prlmltrve camplng to a campground with facilities.
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Development for pnblic use is unlikely when the
site can not absorb increased use because of physical ”
llm;tatlons or when the area has beent dGSLgnated for cther
_uses such as natural areas or scenic? *areas, as' is the Upper

he 1ake have-been

Priest Lake. Sites located along the store of the Téepee
Creek "Natural Area on.the west side of

/.4-
considered undevelopablc becausc the area has been set, 051de

-for Lhe study of- the Westeﬁn whlte plne and it is not to be J

i [N

used by the publlc. ' . L e
PN When the land is presently used for eottaglng,
ané the inventory subclasees indicate that it has the p‘!tf—
*tial for lodglng rather than for organized camplng, it i
unllkely that the ‘tract will be considered for publlc camp-
ground use. This consideration of the CLI subclasses is of
a secondary nature but in shoreland areas where the sub—
class ratings were 1nappropr1ate for intensive publlC use,
‘development has been considered unlikely.
p Site location has bgeen given the least consideraé
tion in determining the "development potential for public
dse,” and manageﬁent proposals for those shoreline tracts
that are slated for futdre development have not been taken
into consideration. ’ )
fA%l the‘plass 1 beaches on the lake are in use, but
. Table 47 indicates that ten of them have "deve10pment}poten-
Xial for public use." Seven of these beaches ar¢ locgted in
iesort, epékage\pr campground zone$, while three beaches
are in an undeveloped recreational zone at the north end of
the eastern shoreline. ‘ N B LT
. Table 48 indicaﬁes that there afe 25 Class 2 sites
on Priest Lake that have Jdevelopment potential for public
use," This~i§‘48.l per cent ef the total Class 2 sites.
Sites at 15 Forest Service and eight state loeatidns could
be developed for public use; this lb about 43 per cent of the
Class 2 sites on the lake. Fou een of theseziiges now have
prlvate cottagee on them.
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Four of the Forest Serv1ce and five of the state

sites were not in use at the tlmenfleldwork was undertaken.

(iji onlx these sltes are considered for future. development

6 per cent of the Class '2 sites on the lake hdve potential
that is as yet undeveloped Two ‘of these sites are located
in the cottage use zones, two in the island zone, and five

@ .
“in undeveloped recreational zones, Two of the five are .

. located on the west‘shore, and three on the east shore.

. : ‘Capability Class 3 has 96. sites, and .37 sites (about
39 per cent) have\”development ootential for'pdblic use"
(Table 49) ., Thirty-five sites are located on National Forest
or State of Idaho lands that could- be developed for publlc
use;i elght of those sites are in leased lot areas,

- When the-field survey was completed, - the Forest

‘Serv1ce had 20 Class 3 SLtes and the State’ of Idaho had two '

sites not 1n use that could be considered as locations for

future development. These S1§es make Mp about 2§ per cent

'of the total Class '3 sites on the lakeshore. Six of the

-51tes are located 1n the 1sland uge zones, two sites in the

[

oresort cottage campground use zones, one site 'in the \}
cottage Jzone, and 13 sites’in the zones of undeveloped -
regreatlonal use. The Forest Service controls 12 of the 13
?sltes. ' ) ’ . '

-/ Capability.Class 4 had 20 sites with "development
potential for publlC use," this is about 26 per cent of the.
total sites (Table 50) . Seventeen of these sites belong to
the Forest Service and the State of Idaho. Eight of the
sites are located in the zones of undeugloped recreational -
use; five of them come under federal jurisdiction and three
of them under state jurisdiction. iFour of the sites are in
‘cottage, resort, campgro%nd use zones (three of these are
Fprest Service sites), four are in cottage zones (all ‘State
of 1Idaho 51tes),and Qne is ln the island zone.

Weieéj Figures from the prev1ous four tables 1nd1cate that
92

the 244 sltes in Classes 1 thrdrgh 4, or about 38 per

A
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L 4 h . ‘ ’
cent, have development potential for publia use. : Forty-two
of these sites or 17.2 per cent of the total sites are
presently not in use and are unpder tne‘jurisdiction of the
Forest Service and ‘the State of 1ldaho. Table 51 indicates’
that there 1s a ‘higher percentage of sites with development
potentlal for publlc use among the Class 2 and Class 3 than
there is among Class 1 and Class 4 sites. It is useful to’
note that the number of sites with development . potential
does not increase with the lower capability classes. Class
1 sites would be the most likely ones to be utilized because
they can withstand intensive annual use and have very hiqﬁ’\g;;rﬁ\
capabilities for ontdoor recreation. These?sites would also
have thehleaet restrictive physical dualities of all the
sites on the lakeshore. Class 2 and Class 3 sites have a
high to moderately high capability for outdoor recreation.

Because these sites do not measure up' to Class 1 physical
standards, they hight not have been employeb for public use. -
These sites, however, have only minor physical limitations
and nearly all of them, in use at the'presené time as cottage
areas, havehbeen'recommended as having’development potential
for '‘public use. Just over one-quarter of the Class 4‘§ites
have- development potential for publlc use. This low pro-
portion results from the |\physical llmltatlonc of the sites,
as ;ell as from their having established private uses which’
can not sustain any increase. ' . | - L
Development priorities will be set for theee-sites
according to the planning goals for the future use of the
lakeshore If the goal is to accommodate:as many people as
5p0831b1e 'in those areas that will sustain high to-very high
annual use, the sites from capablllty Classes 1 and 2 should

have the first prlorltles“for developme‘t. If .this type of .
,site is to be developed without 1mprov1ng access to the. lake-

shore, those sltes along the. southern end of the lakeshore
will have  the hlghest priority. If the aim is to provide’

. areas for public- use on a small scale, and to,get;awax.from

4
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large Gampgrounds, the sites, in the Class 4 or perhaps the
Class 3 groups can be developed. If retention®of as much of
the shoreland as possible in its natural condition is the
goal, only those sites which are already in use would be
;considered - The priorities for develoPmeht are entirely
‘dependent on the goals, and the policies of the governlng
'\\\Jbodles towards achleving these goals. ' S

{

Table 51 -
A COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL USE

‘Capability ClassSes .

Sites | 1 2 3 4
Total number 17 54 96 77
De&elopment potential for ' )

. /public use ‘ . _ ) 25 . 37 20

Percentage of sites with |
developmenf potential for o R A ‘
public use 30 46 "7 39 - 26

© Lohese headings include only those sites under fhe
Natlonal Forest Service and State of Idaho jurisdictions.

These ratings of development poteutial have been
arrived at without considering the final goals for the area,
and their flna@ warth depends on the plans Wthh should
follOW.. : sf . K -

Camper and Cottager Surveys ; i

_ r/% ' The third section of the the31s dealt with camper.
and oﬁtager surveys There were differences between groups
-as well as within grdﬁps. The most useful comparlson
dlscErped among the campers seems to be the dlfferences
betweeh1ma1nland and island groups . The malnland campers
were: hhghly in favor of fees ‘and enforcement of the length-
of-stay limit. They felt that, 1ocatlon along ‘the shoreline

was not ‘necessary but .that” sites close to the water would. be °

preferred over those further away. These campers stated that
~beaches were nice but not’ necessary. The 1sland campers

~‘ \
: strong 0pp0$ltlon towards user fees and were opposed

e
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to' the lengtheof—stay limit enforcement Island campgrk felt
that location along the shoreane was a necessity as was ﬂ
sandy beach. "They"’ also said that ‘there could bé no - dropLJffm
near the shore. v . . oo . .f'f
1 - The only method of dlfferentlatlon that was posglble )
among the cottagers was that, of compar ing and contrastlng
loplnlons of the state, and federal lessees. The differences
between the two groups are 27t marked whlch may be a result

of 'the small sample size. ple size also restrlcted

. comparisons on’ other bases." \z
h ré more concerned with prlvacy

The state lessees ‘we
than were the.federal lessees. They also wanted hot weather
to accompany the other stlpulated conditions de51rable for*

vSW1mm1ng. Federal lessees were W1lllng to walk longer dls-;g

« tances to get to’ the.water. They would accqpt stony beaches
and public use of their'waterfronts more'readily than would

. ghe state lebsees. T | ' A ' o ;

'The‘cottéger and camper grodps enjoY‘similarities ;
as well as differences; Both;groups are concerted with the
same site charatteristics; a location near_the aterfront ‘
and enough vegetation to provide some privacy for the site: L
A sandy beach and lake'bottom coupled with clean water were
also desired. A gentleﬁoffshore slope was important\-deth-

"groppfvenjoyed the scenery and the lack of crowdlng. _
‘o The cottagers indicated that they were more/Ilkely
- to put up Wlth adverse conditions. Stony beaches a d rocky
bottom would be, acceptable to this group. Howeve campers
.- stated a w1111ngness to walk farther to get to the water.
' When areas are going- to be. developed for private
cottages on "for campgxounds it”° 1s 1mportant -to conslder what '
the user groups want and expect in term: of phy51cal -and "';
.soglal qualltles‘ The phy51ca1 capabrlltles of the varlous | e
sxtes, as determlned by the CLI, can be compared with the
expresSed needs of the peopie for whom the area is being
~developed fo-that 1t can be determlned whether or not those

4 ) &
: e

P ( ’ ’ . e . *
Sy . o : : .. . . . .
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'people will use the area after development When‘the charac-
teristdcs that are: -desired by the campers and cottagers at
Prlest Lake«aﬂe compared with the capablllty ratlngs it
appears hhat a%; sftes developed for use in Class 1 and !
Class 2 areas ‘would be accepted But as the recreatlonal
capablllty drops, SO do\the numbers off people willing to use*
the areas. . < : X I .
If 51tes were developed away from’ the shoreline,
the number. of people comlng to the area would depend upon
-their willingness to’ walk to the water. and to locate out of
sight of the lake. A site developed for usge in a treeless
area would be popular with very few campers and it would
also be dlfflCUlt to 1nterest people in taking out a lease
for a cottage 31te in that locatlon as long as other locatlons\\-\
were available. The dlfferent groupszittthe lbke have, stated
preferenqes for site locations and wh he site is lacklng =
1n one or more of these requ1rements these people will look
elsewhere.' For example, island campers would not be W1lllng
' to use a Class 3 or Class 4 site with a rocky beach and lake
bottom as- they stated that the beach must be sand and conse~
quently would: not use these 51tes if others were avallable
It is reallzed that some people w1ll put up with almost any o .
physxcal site qualltles even if none- of thenl is approved of~ S
by the user . ﬁowever, if better sites can be had they w1ll
be used even 1f 1t means crowdlng and a lack of prlvacy and

> peace.

P \ The development of 51tes depends upon the 1ntended. ’
‘use for the area: If the area is to be used for private

a cottages " or for pUbllC camplng, "whether the camping develop-

| ment ig a huge campground with 75 sites or Just a prlmltlve
area big enough for 'ohe or- two parties, plays'an 1mportant
role’3n3d9c1s1on-mak1ng that determines whether or not a'
Class 4 site or a Class 2 site w1ll~be developed The surveys
1nd1cated ‘that developlng a site in an area without.a sandy -
_abe;ch and lake bottom w;th a steep backshore slope, -and not

© red . 'x! . ‘,
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(‘ll()fl\]l\ \:(;\1(‘t Ation ftor|privacy, would meel with opposit j_(»{%
from arca uscrs.  These people would look for the él(\ﬂ’j ved
quglities in other arcas ‘,1)«~lf(n-(‘ coming to this ofe. - '\

In concluding the section on the camper and cottager
surveys it should be noted that the cott Agers as a group | ‘)
el that they were more aware of [the environment than were
the campers, and thoey profess to be more sensitive and

osponsive Lo wa)blans in the arca such as pollution and
noise, and especially to the incrons;nq use of the lake and
its vicinity. ‘ A

1f this is considered as a conflict arising betwecen

the two groups then there could be implications for planning,’

°
cspecially if the Coétagors were required to give up their

lots for the development of campgrounds. Cottagers might = ¢
not want to live between two camping arcas because the
improved access to these arcas could bring dust and noise and
thus reduce their own privacy. If the cottagers are going

to fontinue to be ablghto lease their lots, attention must

be given to their needs before development occurs.

The campérs did not mention any displeasure with
the Cottagorif’ It is more often the case that the re31d0nt
prulatlon frnds fault with the transientg. ~Perhaps ‘there-
fore, a discussion about care of the lakeshore area could be

1ntroduced into the ,nhature talks given in the campgrounds.

INTEGRATION OF "'INFORMATION

The State of Idaho has the follOw1ng sites on
undeve]oped recreational land that is not presently  in use:
Class 1 -- one gsite, Class 2 -~ thrge sites, Class 3 -- one
site, and Class 4 -- four sites. One Class 2, one Class 3,
and four. of thé Class 4 sites are located in the use zone
north of East Twin Island.

The National Forest Service has a number of sites
on Undeveloped recrcétional land that are not presently in’
use: Class 2 ~- six sites, Class 3 -- 12 'sites, aq@ Class
4 -~ §ix sites. Both Class 2 bltes, seven of the Cdass 3

S
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sites and tour of the Class 4 sites are located in the
Undeveloped recreational use zone which begins north of West

‘

Twin Island. '
\\ Campers pnd cottagers have some strong preferences
about site‘l@gation and.thosé should be considered if new
sites of any Kind are.going to be developed. Also, the
ampo;q feel that the site mu't be accessible Dy both boat
.and car, and fhat access by car is the more Jmportant of the
two. The cottagers do nét fcel that access by both methods
is that important, and some would praefer boat access only.

The¢ Foreést Service plans to koep'thé'area north of
West Ywin Island .as a ndtural environment arca and does not
intend to grént_le§sés for commercial public e¢stablishments
or cottages. 1If caﬁpground sites are dgveloped in the area,
and the opinioﬂs.ofithe campers arce heeded, the Forest Service
must consider the problem of road access. The new highway
to Beaver Creek provides general access to the area but
would not satisfy the campers because of its distance to the
lakeshore. Boat access i; availabl€ and primitive camping
has been carried out in this area for some time. If road
access 1is not improved, perhaps those people who camp dn the
islands would make use of the new sites. Maithland camping
with boat accesé‘énly is not the same as igland camping,
and a lack of privacy on the islands might be the only
stimulus to get campers_té use thé mainland areas.

The Forest Service does not plan to allow new
cottage leases along .the lakeshOLe In fact, the revemse is
p;opoged; if the need arises, some cottages yill be removed
from areas south of West Twin Island to accommodate public
access to the lakeshore. There are leased cottage lots on ¢

Class 1 and 2 beaches in heavily used a.eas, such as Luby
Bay, where the leases cduld bu\termxnaged and”fﬁé cottagyes
removed. ‘ ' .

) The State of Idahu éonsiders all of 'its shorelands

along Prlest Lake in the same mannog‘w'There are a number of

. ~
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undeve lopad argas along the shorulinOEWNich could be put to
baetter use as cottage sites or perhaps as rosort complexes

rather than as campgrounds because of ph&sical limitations.
Under the endowment plan new cottage or resort leases could
be granted. At ptesent there is limited access to the east
shore and the road needs maijor improvemcn£5 if development

of any lype is goimg to take place.

‘ Upper Priest Lake and the Thorofgre are an impor -
tant part of the recrcational attraction of the Priest Lake
aroa Use of thesc arcas can not be 1gnored, but as manage-
ment pPlans indicater, there will be no recreational develop-
mént except for a few additional day-use sites. These sites .
should be developed on the~north shore of the Upper Lake as
this is where sites with higher class ratings for recreationgl

use are ldthed.

RELEVANCE FOR PLANNING
.The information collected in this thesis is .

relevant to planning policies because it provides the data
needed to develop plﬁnning goals. The goals can be arrived
at from the informaﬁion'presented in the capability and
present use matrix, and through the considergtion of .social
factors which are the result of user surveys. From the data,
the wants and needs of the people in the area under consider--
ation become apparent and on Eﬁe basis of the values held Ry
the planners, goals are formulated: However, after the data .
have beep collected and before the goals are formulated,
questions must be considered and precise objectives defined,
the objectlves becoming the goals.

' Management questions arising from this information '
are concerned with the types of development, areas for devel-
opment, and new means of access to thes. areas. Questions

also arise that concern over-use of preseht facilities. Some

of these questions will be considered and suggeétions for
.relief of thefprobléms will be offered. Many of the follow-
ing questions were previously raised in Chapter IV.

R
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_Should the governing bodies supply recrcation sites
on demand or should they operate on the principle that

crowding will lessen the recrcatYon experience and thereby

.reduce the demand over a period of time? Onc suggestion is

that recreation sites not be supplied on demand even if the

economic situation is®feasible. Increased noise pollution

and sowage problems would result and also lower the quality

of the recreation experiéhce. However, operating under the |

principle that overcrowding will sufficiently diminish the |

numbers of people coming to the area would.-be faulty reason-

ing. There is a wide margin between %colagical and social

tolerance; people can stand a great deal’more than the

environment can. A few well chosen areas for new development

could help spread out the numbers of tourists in the agsa {

and lessen the ecological load on the present use sites.

Steps could be taken to ensure ttilization‘of all presently

devglqpedrsites in the area and not only in the most popular

campgrounds. A‘sign—board in the Town of Priest River at

the turn-off to Priest Lake ?ouLd be erected %at would inform

area’ users about thegpvacancyisituation at the lake with the

particulars givqg iﬁi tﬁe ipdividual campgrounds. ?his

would serve a useful purpose if it was Kept up to date.
Another question concerns which types of users \:

should be catered to, as different groups of recreation /

users have different requirements There are three main j

groups: The cottage owners, the campers, and those who stay , &‘;)
at resorts or motels. 1If the available land on the lakeshore ;
15 leased to cottagers, the’ right for access td the 1akeshore, &

and ultlmately the use of the area, is llmlté&'to a very few :
people. . Should the general public be restrlcted from enjoy- \
ment and use of the lakeshore? If the campers' needs are’ ;
catered 4o, the construction of more sites will provide .
greater 0pportunity for public use. Unfortunateli, not
everybody wants to camp and. as numbers whotenjoy camping
inéfease so will the numbers of people who prefer resorts for

&
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their recreational visits. The beaches with‘thé highest
capabilities should perhaps be decveloped' for use to éccom—
modate the largest numbers of pcople;~thcfcfore,'campground
development migﬁt be the solution. The sites with slightly
lower capabilities could be used for resorts, where still
large numbers of pecople a?e ﬁéing the area. With the '! )
increased demand for Yecreagtional space, especially on a
lake sﬁcH‘as Priedt ;ith tstanding scenery and clean water, ¢
the addition of private cottage sites would not be advan- ;
tageous to the general public. ‘
It seems possible that the State of 'Idaho's
endowment .lands could be bettey managed to maximiZe the
returns to the funds'by charging higher lease rates. The
rate increase would not infringe upon good management. Sdme
of the land that is now under lease has Ehe pptential for
heavier use, perhaps‘aq cambgrouhds. Surely these grounds
could be managed in such a way as to contribute to the fﬁhd.
If some undeveloped land can not withstand even moderate |
.public use, perhabs.it could be leased to cottagers., They
proved to be more willing to accept'pﬁysical site conditions
that were less than perfect and certainly were concerned
with maintaining the,quality of the lake and its surroundings.
Development for an area should be in keeping with
the need for it, the general plan for the area, and the type
of use the area can withstand. The question arises: should
all areas with a high potential for use be developed? 1In
accordance with the abqye‘criteria for development, the a..
decision rests upon Fhe general plan for the area/ need .and
potential having already been established. If the goal |
identified is to retain the area for primitive use, and the ‘
demand for'spade can be\filled‘%n another location on the
lake, then the site need not be develoged.
In what ways can more sites be developed while still
retaining the beauty of the lakeshore afid the quality of the
recreational experience? Campers indicated’that they would



be willing to walk some disthncc to get to the lakeshore.
Camfpgrounds could be developed a short distagge away from
the léke and' the beach associated with the cgﬁpground could
- be useq,as a day-use area. .However, most of the campers
also want to be able to see the water and would prefer to
camp beside it. If a campéround was developed away from the
lakeshore it woulq have to be located in an area that would
compensate for the loss of proximity to the ldke or it
would be under-used. Cottagers presumably would not be
~interesteg in this tyée of development. ’

Another ménagemgnt proﬁlem deals with the conversion
of sites already in use to different uses. Is publié develop-
ment lfkely on a Class 1 or Elass 2’beach éhat is presently
used for cottaging? Will future demands for space cause
elther of the governing bodies to revoke lea51ng privileges
in some locations to turn the land over to publlc(use7 The
Forest Service has given notlce to 1sland permit h8lders
that their leases will not be renewed when the present terms
expire. These sites will be madé into public use areas. The
Forest Service has also made provision for revoking_lqasing
privileges and turning the land over to public use. Projec-
tions for optimﬁm use'measures that are determined from
goals must be.made at least ten years, and perhaps 20 ye s
in advance. The nery 1ssued leases state that lessees =1
must be informed at leasg-ﬁen years in advance and all
lessees have been inen'until 1982 for notification. If they
can foresee a need for converting from present private lqu
use to public use they will act upon it. The ‘State of Idaho
has not considered this apprdadh as yet‘but‘may do so after
théir evaluation of the lakeshore-is completed. The earlier
comment about managing the land in a more efficient manner
could also apply here. .

Is the dé&eloPment of sxtes for public use w1th low
capability ratings worthwhile if they can withstand only ]

moderate or little intensive usg? Dévelopment can take many

¢ ¢
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forms and the typc of development shou d complgment the \K
capability of the site. Providing toilet faC111t1es and
garbage collection in an area with a Class 4 rating, along

. with the removal of alders from the beach, will not
encourage heaVy use of the area nor does it preclude use.
Some people value the eXperlence gained through camping in -
a small area with no major development. ow capability ™
classes can be used successfully as long as the site limita-
tions are recognized.

In dealing with over-crowding of present sites the
question 1s raised: Would it be possible to rotate the use
of recreatlonal sites or pOSSlbly even campgrounds so as to J
give the vegetation in ‘these areas a chance for regrowth?

It would be very dlfflcult to close off portions of a camp-
ground and be successful once sites have been designated
people tend.to make use of them even if they are closed
The strain lmposed on the other sites in the campgrounds
through increased use would tend to reduce the qualLty of
the campground below even its orlglnal state. The same -
reasoning applles to the closing of an entire campground
It would take a perlod of years to regenerate-a vigorous
ground cover, if that was damaged, and whlle the one camp-
ground was being reseeded, the others wpuld suffer from over=
use. Perhaps a different ground cover/could be- 1ntroduced
perhaps gravel in the ‘damaged areas, or trees that were '
' damaged could have protective coverlng constructed for them.
Definite paths of gravel or asphalt although not natural
" coverings, could be used to reroute people arotind the .
) damaged areas. .

An alternatlve method to reduce over-crowdlng
could be to institute a reservation system for campers. This
idea 'met w1th much opposition among the campers ;pterv1ewed
although those who were 1nterVLewed on the weekends were
more in favor of ‘the idea. Reservations tend to remove the

"gypsy" quallty from camping because it would mean planning

‘.t
»
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. into the area arises. Control over access is an extretely

" developed, adding dyﬁamism to the planning irocess.
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completely where cvery night would be spent. Pecople who came
to an a;ea inadvertantly, would be unable tg camp there,
although some system could probably be arrgpnged whereby both
reserved and non-reserved sites weré available. °
Finally, the question concerning new means of acqess
VoA
effective~mana9ement tool;w{% there are no roads, there is no ‘ﬁb
use. If new areas are developed, new roads.constructed, and
old roads improved, there will be a greater possibility for
increased use. 'Access to the area must be provided but the
quality of the road to a large extént dictaﬂes the amount of w
traffic that it will receive. ., If the area is déveloped with
rather primjtive camping facilities, there is no reason to
pave the road into the area; improvéd access would simply
bring unwanted numbers of people who could cause damage.
Tﬁis.is evident in tHe Beavér Creek area. The campground is
not yét developed but there is a paved road 1é;d1ng to the
site -and the result is.overcrowding and over-use.

~F;’om'the consideration of the‘manégement questions
and the data provided in the thesis it is now possible to’ A*.
formulate planning goals. The g?rmulation of these goals '
allows appropriate courses of action to be designateq. These
courses of action can be evaluated in terms of thejméans ‘
available,; the costs incurred and potential benefits. The
selected courses of action can then be implemented., ‘As re-
evaluation of the enVironﬁeht takes place new goals can be '

= ¥
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APPENDIX A

FIBLD SUEET FOR CLI_SITES

+ &
3

Lcn%éﬁjof Beach: ‘ -
Backshore Slope: |
Of fshore Gradient ~- at 30 feet:,
N at 50 feet:
Texture of Beaih Materials:

Comments:

Location:
Length of Beach:

N
Backshore Slope:

e
-

Offéhore Gradient -- at 30 feet:
N at 50 feet:
6¢-Texturehof Beach Materials:

Comments:

Location: ’
Length of Beach:
Backshore Slope{
. Of fshore Gradiént - at‘3o feet:
at 50 feet:
Texture of Beach Materials:-

Comments: {



\ '_ 3 APPENDIX B

COTTAGER QUESbeNNAIRE

PROFILE DATA

How long. have you been coming to the Priest Lake area?

For how many of these years have you owned a cottage on
Priest Lake: .

1

Were you familiar with the Priest Lake area pefore buying

or building a cottage here? .

. . |
How many days a week do you spend at your cottage during
the summer? (from June lst to September lst)

QUESTIONS

1. Is your cottage site leased on a term permit or re-
newed on a yearly basis?

2. If it is leased on a term permit, how many years was
the original lease? How many years are remaining on
the lease? )

1] ‘ . .
3. Did the government controlg regarding lease permits
influence your location? Why or why not?

! -

4. Why did you purchase the lot you now have?

212



10.

S 11.

12.

13.

14.

" 15.

Why did you locate at this site?

\

What do you look for in a cottage site?
4

Does the cottage site have to have a sand beach or is
a stony beach acceptable?

Is no beach acceptable? ‘ ' &

)

Should the bottom be a smooth sandy one, or are other
conditions acceptable?

A

Should thé bottom have a gentle slope or can if drop
off quickly?

7’

What kind of conditions are desirable for swimming?

Does the site have to have direct access to the water?.

' How far from the water would you be prepared to have

a cottage? (a 1-2 minute walk, 3-5 minute walk, or
a 5-10 minute walk)

Should the water frontage be available for public use
with road access? - -

Should the cottage site have road access, or should
there be some sites which aye accessible only by
boat? ' : ’
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1l6.

17.

18.

19.

 paud

Should the cottage site be in the trees or in the open?

Do you feel that yearly use of the lakeshore is
(a) increasing c ) 5ot

(b) decreasing

L . N
or (c) remaining about the same during the\summer
season? . :

How do you feel about the (a}, (b),_ or (c) (answer
from the above question) use of the lakeshore?

Is there anything about the Priest Lake shore area in
general that you particularly like or dislike?

Nothing : Facilities

Everything " Cleanliness o
Scenery ' Dirtiness . < ?

Lack jof crowding Noise

Beach Quiet

Fishing Remote, hard to reach
Crowded ! o ‘
Like Dislike

.(please fill in with the numbers)

If there is anythihg,that you can think of that you
like_or dislike which "is not listed, please write it
down. '

If you have any comments or ideas that you feel would
be useful please write them down.

’
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APPENDIX C ~ .

CAMPER QUESTIONNAIRE

T . PROFILE DATA . )
Is this yQur first visit to the a‘?a?

If this is not your first, for how many years have you been
coming here? (one, less than three, 4-10 years, more than
10, years) . @

~ t -~
How many days have you’spent 'in the area during this visit?
4 . ‘ v

bo you have a boat? What type?

- QUESTIONS R
1. Generally speaking what do you think of the present
- development of the. Priest Lake area? -
- Underdeveloped . .
4 Ooverdeveloped
w7 . Just/ about right ]

2. Generally Speaklng, what do you think of the. number of
people using . this area?

Too many people
Just about rlght .
' Would be all rlght w1th more people

-
4

3. Do you thlnk that your group ‘will v131t thlS campsxte
again?

Yes 'No - , Maybe



4.
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If your answer is no or maybe

Was your group not satisfied with the campsite?
Liked the siﬁe but felt it too hard to reach.
Liked the site but preferred to visit eew areas,
Other ‘
Are you in favor . of the user.fees now charged in the
Priest Lake area..campgrounds?

Yes ' « . No Why?

Do you think the puhlic should be able to reserve
recreatlon sites? N '

Yes . " . No

Would you be willing to pay extra to have a recreation
site reserved?

Yes No No opinion

When fees are charged, should the price increase with
the quality of the facility provided?

Y

Yes : No

These types of fac111t1es\;re avallable in the Prlest
Lake area. .

Water supply ' Boat launching areas
-Toiiets ' | Signs end>information
Tent or trailer sites - Rentals (boats, etc.)
Fireplaces " _ Cempground roads
Firewood | .. Hiking trails

Tables - : Gesoline for boats

. Which of these do you use?



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Which of these facilities are available in your camping
area? ‘

4

Of the facilities available in your camping area And in
the Priest Lake area, which are not desirable?

\

Is there anything about the Priest Lake shore area in
general, that you particularly like or dislike?

Nothing , o Facilities

Everything : B Cleanliness T
. Scenery - Dirtiness

Lack of crowdiné Noise

Beach Quieﬁ%

Fishing ' . Remofé, hard to reach
Crowded ) ' 7

[y

Is there anything about this campsite you particularly
like or dislike?

-

. Did you have a preference for a campsite when you first

afrived?

Yes No

If none of the sites hdd been occupied«ygén you first

-arrived what would be the reason for youY selection of

a campsite? )

.

[

Does the 10 day length-of-stay limit in the forest
service campgrounds influence your vacation plans?

Yes | No o . Why?
Do you feqlﬁthg limit should be strictly enforced? . ~

Yes ST ' No Why?
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18.. Have you changed the location of your camp51tc since the

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

- 26:

beglnnlng of your visit at Priest Lake?
Yes ' . ‘ No
|

If s, which campsites have you been to. (Start with
the 1lst location and then thend and so. on)

N

Why did you move?

If your move was the result of the 10- day length—of stay

limit, is this site u are in:
Equal to

About the same

Better than your orilginal site? ) N

What do you loo%ifq, in a beach area?

Does the site have to have a sand beach, or is <@ stony
beach acceptable?

)

Y T .
Is no beach acceptable? _

£ '
Should the bottom be a smooth sandy one, or are otHer
condltlons acceptable?

> - ~—
What other types of cdnéitions'would'bé'aéceptable?

L T

Should the bottom have a gentlé‘slope of should it drop
off quickly? o j
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27,

28.

' 30.
31.

32.

Should the beach be Acceuqxble only by boat or only by
car, or should it be accessible by both?

~

How far from your campsite are you prepared to walk to
get to the water? (1-2 minutes, 3-5 minutes, or a
5~10 minute walk)

What phygical characteristics do you look for in the

. area surrounding your campsite?

Is privacy important to you? |,

'Is it more 1mportant to you than the location you are

now in? N v

Is lack of privaqy important enough tOo necessitate a

move to a different campsite? . ’
\
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