




campgrounds is contained in' state forest campground and park brochures on file

with this report.

The Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources (LCMR) appropriated $800,000

for the 1984-85 biennium for state forest campground rehabilitation, including

$187,000 for rehabilitation of Woodenfrog Campground. Woodenfrog, an 80-acre

site on Lake Kabetogama near Voyageurs National Park, is the most heavily used

of all state forest campgrounds. Funds will be spent on redevelopment of

existing facilities, with no increase in the number of campsites proposed.

Construction will begin in fall 1985. Near the North Shore, redevelopment is

planned for Finland and Eckbeck campgrounds near Silver Bay.

A list of DNR and Superior National Forest campgrounds is on file with this

report. Over the last several years, several hundred dispersed campsites have

been created in the BWCAW periphery area of Superior National Forest. Most are

individual campsites with canoe and boat access only, although some have road

access.

Trails

The study area contains about 1,022 miles of trails; 502 of these miles are

intended for hiking use, 404 miles for snowmobile use and 382 miles for

cross-country skiing. 1 A substantial share of these trail miles are on

publicly-administered land (table 4). There are also 32 trail miles intended for

use as interpretive trails, about 8 miles intended for horseback riding, and 3

miles intended for off-road vehicle use.

1 Because some trails are used for more than' one purpose, the total miles of
trails intended for specific uses is greater than the figure shown for total
trail miles.
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TABLE 4
Miles of Trails (by Trail Type)

Edge-of-the-Wilderness Study Area
(Excluding BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park)l

Source: SCaRP data (1985).

1 For each trail type, miles are shown in the top row and percent of total is shown in the second row.

NOTE: Total trail miles = 1,021.6 miles (total miles, not overlapping miles).



Portions of two state trails are within the study area; approximately 60 miles

of the 153-mile-long North Shore Trail extends from Silver Bay to Grand Marais.

About 100 miles of the 165-mile-long Taconite Trail from Ely to Grand Rapids are

in the area. A management plan has been written for a state trail from

International Falls to Tower, and segments of this trail are under construction.

A state trail is proposed from Ely to Grand Marais, but no management plan has

been written.,

DNR's Trails and Waterways Unit has identified candidate Explore Minnesota

Trails for each of 13 recreational landscapes in the state. These trails would

serve bicyclists, horseback riders, hikers, cross-country skiers, and

snowmobilers. Allor portions of three recreation landscapes are in the study

area: the North Shore Highlands, Border Lakes and Agassiz Lowlands. The

Explore Minnesota Trails will traverse land that characterizes the unique scenic

and cultural qualities of each landscape region. They will be suitable for a

two-day trip with overnight use and may utilize parts of existing state trails

or part of the trail system of some other public agency. (State Trail Plan.)

Appendix E contains maps of the candidate'trails.

Many of the snowmobile and cross-country ski trails in the area are grant-in-aid

trails, which are developed and maintained through the efforts of local user

groups with DNR assistance. These trails, provided through the r~innesota Trails

Assistance Program, are being developed in response to the identified need for

trails in and around the BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park. Grant-in-aid

trails, along with state trails, are administered by the Trails and Waterways

Unit.

Over 100 miles of snowmobile trails have been constructed in Voyageurs National

Park in the last several years, and over the next three years the park is

putting $8 million toward development of a major trails system. Some ski trails
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in the park are linked with Grant-in-Aid trails. The Forest Service is

developing 52 miles of ski trails in Superior National Forest; resorts will

assist in maintaining these trails. Brush-cutting has been done along Forest

Service trails to enhance viewing. Aside from these trail development and

improvement activities, Forest Service officials have indicated that management

plans call for little, if any, additional construction of trails in the future.

Water access

There are 389 water access sites in the study area, 55 of which are

DNR-administered. These sites provide 5,214 parking spaces, 43 percent of which

are privately administered. Thirty-six percent of water access parking spaces

are administered by the federal government and 10 percent by the DNR. The

remaining 11 percent are on lands administered by other public agencies.

The DNR access sites are located in state parks, state forest campground, at

other locations within state forests, and along canoe and boating routes. All

are administered by the Trails and Waterways Unit, but most are maintained by

other divisions. The DNR has conducted an inventory of water access sites with

parking, ramps and conditions adequate for launching. These sites have been

mapped on county map sheets and are on file with this report. Map 4 shows

distribution of access sites in the study area.

Through its Water Access Program, the Trails and Waterways Unit has intensified

efforts to locate suitable access sites on state land bordering high-priority

lakes in the BWCAW and Voyageurs perimeter area. This effort was undertaken in

response to public demands for increased boating opportunities in the perimeter

area and to replace opportunities lost as a result of restrictions on motorized

use in the BWCAW. Working in conjunction with the Division of Fisheries, the

Trails and Waterways Unit has identified sites with high priority for access

development. A list of these sites appears in Appendix A.
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Picnic Areas

The study area contains 151 picnic grounds with 1,023 picnic tables, the

majority of which (36 percent) are on privately-administered land. Thirty-four

percent of picnic tables are on DNR-administered land, 16 percent are under

federal administration and 14 percent are on other public land. The majority of

picnic facilities on DNR land are within state forests and state parks.

Canoe and Boating Routes

Short stretches of four rivers designated as canoe and boating routes run

through the study area: the St. Louis, Cloquet, Vermilion and Little Fork.

These waterways are administered by the Trails and Waterways Unit. Recreation

sites on canoe and boating rivers include primitive campsites, rest areas and

access points.

Resorts and Related Facilities1

Resorts in the study area provide an estimated 2,300 lodging units and

opportunities for activities such as fishing, boating, swimming, golf and

tennis. All resort operations are on privately-administered·land. The majority

of marinas, swimming beaches, tennis courts and golf courses in the area are

provided by the private sector, primarily in association with resort operations.

Map 5 shows distribution of resorts in the study area.

Fisheries

The area's lakes and streams provide a wide diversity of productive fisheries

and are the focus of a substantial share of the region's recreation. Walleye,

northern pike and lake trout are the major game fish; bluegills, crappie and

1 Because the majority of marinas, beaches, tennis courts and golf courses are
associated with resorts on private land, they are discussed in combination.
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smallmouth and largemouth bass are also common. Other popular fish include

rainbow and brook trout, splake and several nongame species.

Within the study area, 699 lakes, including 63 designated stream trout lakes,

and 84 trout streams are managed for fishing. In addition, several stream

systems and streams that connect lakes provide fishing opportunities for species

other than trout. Eight major lakes are unique in that they comprise 116,070

acres of the total 243,600 acres of lake area. These lakes are noted for

walleye, northern pike, lake trout and smallmouth bass fishing.

Trout streams in the study area that empty into Lake Superior are recognized for
~

their brook trout and steel head fishing and annual runs of salmon. The boundary

waters area also has the largest group of high-quality lake trout waters in the

contiguous United States. Motorized access to many of the lake trout lakes as

well as other lakes has been limited by restrictions on use of motorized

vehicles in the BWCAW.

The nature of DNR fisheries management varies from one lake to another,

depending on its biological characteristics. The Section of Fisheries has an

extensive data base with information on individual lakes in the area. This

information is on file in DNR area, regional and central offices. The Fisheries

Division is in the process of transferring this information to computer files.

for integration with the department's comprehensive computerized information

system. It is expected that this effort will be completed at the end of 1985.

Historically, fisheries management in the region has focused primarily on

walleye and lake trout, but in recent years has shifted toward management for a

greater diversity of species. Rainbow trout, brook trout and splake have been

introduced in some waters, to some extent offsetting opportunities lost because
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of BWCAW motorized-use restrictions. Access has been provided to encourage use

of more fisheries. The availability of access and greater use of some fisheries

have created a need for further intensified management.

Ely and Grand Marais area fisheries personnel have identified lake trout lakes

in need of immediate management attention and access improvement. They have

also identified cool-water lakes where improved access is needed. Appendix A

contains a list of these lakes with a description of the type of management and

access needed.

Wildlife

The boreal forest ecosystem of the Edge-of-the-Wilderness area provides habitat

for a variety of big game, small game, furbearers, waterfowl, and other birds.

The area is prime habitat for moose and timber wolf, species of national

significance. Minnesota has two distinct moose populations, one in the

northwestern portion of the state and one in the northeast. The northeast

population, which numbered 4,900 in 1983, is concentrated within the study area.

The entire study area is prime range for the Eastern timber wolf, a threatened

species. Other major big-game species in the area include deer and black bear.

Information on big-game hunter harvest in the study area appears in Appendix D.

The southern portion of the study area is considered good to excellent ruffed

grouse habitat, particularly where disturbance of the forest ecosystem has

created diverse aspen age classes. Spruce grouse are common in the northern

portions of the study area, especially where the aspen-balsam forest type has

been replaced by spruce-fir. Other small-game species inhabiting the study area

are snowshoe hare and woodcock.
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Furbearers in the area include beaver, otter, lynx, bobcat, fisher, marten,

mink, muskrat and weasel. Nongame species include bald eagle and osprey. While

the study area is not known as a waterfowl production area, mallards, wood

ducks, and goldeneye are present as nesters.

The Wildlife Section administers one designated wildlife management area in the

periphery zone--the 720-acre Gold Portage area at the eastern end of BJack Bay

on Kabetogama Lake. The area provides habitat for a wide variety of wildlife,

including eagles, osprey, terns, hawks, cormorants, waterfowl and beaver. It is

managed primarily for production of nongame wildlife species and for public

hunting and trapping.

As a result of fewer fires and less timber harvesting, the composition of the

area's forests is becoming more mature and providing less diverse habitat.

Aspen-birch forest types, which had increased as a result of timber harvest, are

now declining and being replaced by later-successional spruce-fir types. This

transition is affecting wildlife populations in the study area. As the forest

matures, there is less browse; this, along with severe winters, has resulted in

declining populations of deer and wolf. The moose population has increased with

the decline in wolf numbers, but continued growth of the moose population will

probably be influenced by availability of browse. The availability of browse

and herbaceous vegetation associated with young hardwood stands will also affect

hare and ruffed grouse populations, along with populations of their predators.

(Superior National Forest Plan.)

As a general policy, the Division of Fish and Wildlife encourages harvesting of

timber types that will benefit wildlife and harvesting in locations that will

create habitat components. In response to Phase II of the department's Forest

Inventory, the division is in the process of conducting a Forest Wildlife

Habitat Evaluation.
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Scientific and Natural Areas

The periphery area contains one scientific and natural area, Purvis Lake, on

state land near Bearhead Lake State Park. A two-mile trail provides access to

this 140-acre old-growth pine and northern hardwood forest. The area is managed

by the Division of Fish and Wildlife for purposes of scientific research and

education.

The Division of Fish and Wildlife is in the process of identifying boundaries

for a SNA in Cascade River State Park, on the North Shore. Susie Island, in

Lake Superior east of Grand Portage Indian Reservation, has been nominated as a

SNA, and application has been made to the Bureau of Land Management to obtain
~

islands in Lake Superior and Lake Vermilion that are suitable for SNA

designation. In conjunction with forest planning for the Orr Unit, the Division

of Fish and Wildlife recently nominated a small bog area for designation as rare

species habitat. In addition, the division has identified 100 acres of

old-growth northern hardwood forest near Hovland, in Cook County, to be proposed

as a SNA.

The Minerals Division, through its Peat Program, has proposed that three areas

in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness be designated Peatland Scientific Protection

Areas. The areas are: West and East Rat Root River Peatlands, southeast of

International Falls; Lost Lake Peatland, west of Lake Vermilion; and Sand Lake

Peatland, southwest of Isabella. These areas would be preserved primarily for

scientific and educational purposes, with mineral exploration allowed under

conditions approved by the Commissioner.

-56-



CHAPTER FOUR

RECREATION USE AND EXPENDITURES



RECREATION USE AND EXPENDITURES

In-State and Out-State Tourism Market

In 1978 the study area, along with the BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park,

captured one-third of all summer tourist recreation in the state of Minnesota,

approximately the same amount as the North-Central Lakes Region (DNR Office of

Planning)l. Nonresident recreation comprises the largest share of the study

area's tourism market; in 1978, out-of-state visitors accounted for 78 percent

of total summer tourist hours spent in the area, while tourists from Minnesota

accounted for 22 percent of time (table 5). (Tourist hours are hours spent in

summer outdoor recreation by persons traveling 100 miles or more by road from
~I

home.)

DNR SCORP data indicates that the majority of out-of-state tourism comes from

the Midwest states of Illinois, Indiana, Ohio and Michigan, which together

accounted for 56 percent of study area use in 1978 (table 5). The majority of

tourist recreation by Minnesotans comes from the Twin Cities area (12 percent)

and the Arrowhead Region (4 percent).

A 1980 report on tourism-dependent firms in the BWCAW vicinity2 also showed the

majority of periphery-area use coming from other midwestern states. The report,

prepared by the University of Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service,

1 While use in the BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park inflates the use figure
for the study area, existing surveys do not permit separating use in these
two areas from use in the periphery zone. Although this may skew use figures
for the study area, it does give an indication of the area's high visibility.
In addition, use statistics predate BWCAW motorized restrictions, and it may
be assumed that some motorized use formerly occurring in the BWCAW has been
displaced to the periphery area.

2 University of Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service. May 1980. A Needs
Assessment of Tourism Firms Serving the Boundary Waters Canoe Area W,lderness
Vicinity. Blank, Uel and Simonson, Larry, study team co-leaders.
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indicated that 44 percent of the customers of BWCAW edge firms came from 11

midwestern states and about 25 percent from the Twin Cities. These figures are

based on surveys administered to 156 private operators directly serving the

BWCAW1, 21 group camps, and retail firms in the BWCAW vicinity that make sales

to tourists but do not directly serve the BWCAW2•

While the study area does receive substantial use from Minnesotans, it is not

the major outdoor recreation destination within the state. In 1978, it captured

16 percent of resident tourist use, about the same amount as the West Lakes

Region (table 5). In contrast, the North-Central Lakes Region, the most popular

destination of Minnesota residents, captured 47 percent of all in-state tourist

travel. The study area does, however, attract more nonresident tourists than any

other area of the state. In 1978, 45 percent of all nonresident tourist use

occured in the study area; 20 percent of nonresident use took place in the

North-Central Lakes Region and 14 percent in the ~!estern Lakes Region. The

heavy use by nonresidents indicates the high visibility of the area in

out-of-state markets.

Current and Projected Recreation Use

(Please note: figures for current and projected recreation use indicate total

time spent in all SCORP-defined year-round recreation activities. These figures

are different from figures for tourist recreation time, which indicates time

1 97 resorts, 24 outfitters and 35 firms that combine resort, outfitting and
marina services.

2 Grocery, gasoline, sporting goods and miscellaneous retail services; resorts,
motels and restaurants in area communities and along the North Shore.
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spent in summer outdoor recreation by persons traveling 100 miles or more from

home. Summer tourists account for 80 percent of annual outdoor recreation time

in the area.)

In 1978, recreationists in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness Area (including the BWCAW

and Voyageurs Park) spent about 60 million hours pursuing a variety of

year-round outdoor recreation activities. The majority of 1978 recreation use

in the area (63 percent) came from out-of-state recreationists; Minnesota

residents accounted for 37 percent of total use (figure 3). Projections indicate

that by 1995 the nonresident share of use will increase slightly to 66 percent.

Fishing, camping, canoeing, boating, hiking and swimming are the most popular

recreation activities in the study area. In 1978, these six activities accounted

for 79 percent of all recreation hours in the area. Of these activities~ fishing

is by far the most popular, accounting for over 21 million recreation hours in

1980, 35 percent of total use (figure 4 and table 6). Camping is the second most

popular activity, receiving about 11 million hours of participation in 1978 (19

percent of total use). Canoeing accounted for about 10 percent of use; boating,

6 percent; hiking, 5 percent; and swimming, 4 percent.

The largest share of 1978 participation in all of these activities except

boating came from nonresidents (figure 5). Nonresidents accounted for 78 percent

of all hours spent fishing, 63 percent of hours spent camping, 85 percent of

canoeing hours, 65 percent of hiking hours and 79 percent of swimming hours.

Minnesotans accounted for 54 percent of hours spent boating, and 36 percent of

total boating use came from residents of the Arrowhead Region.

With a few exceptions, little change is projected for participation in most

activities in the study area between 1978 and 1995. Total use (time spent in all
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Figure 3

Origin of Recreation Use (All Activities),

Edge-of-the- Wilderness Study Area: 1978 and 1995

(Including BWCAWand Voyageurs National Park)
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Figure 4

Participation in Major Recreation Activities,

Edge-of-the-Wilderness Study Area: 1978 and 1995
(Including BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park)
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TABLE 6

Annual Participation in Outdoor Recreation Activities, Edge-of-the-Wilderness Study Area
(Including BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park); 1978 and Projected

(Hours in Thousands)

Edge-of-the-Wilderness Area Statewide

1978 1995 1978 - 1995 1978 - 1995

Change in Change in
Percent of Percent of Change Percent of Percent of

Activity Hours Total Use Hours Total Use in Hours Total Use Total Use----
Summer Fishing 21056. 35.47 23416. 37.64 2360. 11. 21 12.63
Camping 11233. 18.92 11179. 17.97 -53. -.47 7.81

I Canoeing 5706. 9.61 5880. 9.45 174. 3.06 3.35
Q") Boating 3574. 6.02 3925. 6.31 351. 9.83 9.91<.n
I Hiking 2787. 4.70 2922. 4.70 135. 4.85 7.82

Swimming 2449. 4.13 2545. 4.09 96. 3.92 4.60
Hunting 1661. 2.80 1727. 2.78 66. 3.99 8.73
Backpacking 1536. 2.59 1293. 2.08 -243. -15.83 -8.34
Picnicking 1216. 2.05 1255. 2.02 39. 3.21 9.36
Nature Study 1145. 1. 93 1402. 2.25 257. 22.40 16.51
Down-skiing 1063. 1.79 965. 1. 55 -98. -9.18 -6.65
Orienteering 1034. 1. 74 752. 1. 21 -282. -27.28 -23.29
Snowmobiling 838. 1.41 952. 1.53 114. 13.61 7.94
Ice Fishing 828. 1.40 796. 1. 28 -33. -3.95 10.98
Driving 609. 1.03 699. 1.12 90. 14.74 8.73
Bicycling 553. .93 505. .81 -48. -8.67 3.18
X-skiing 1 401. .67 377. .61 -23. -5.86 9.05
Other Winter2 846. 1.42 827. 1.33 -19. -2.25 2.07
Other Summer- 826. 1.39 798. 1.28 -28. -3.45 4.31
TOTAL 59359. 100.00 62214. 100.00 2855. 4.81 6.84

Source: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Office of Planning, SCORP (1978).

1 Includes skating, snowshoeing, sledding, snowtubing, dog sledding.

2 Includes visiting historic sites, baseball, shooting, (trap, skeet, target, archery),
4-wheel, tennis, golf, trail bike, horeseback.







activities) is projected to increase about 2 million hours. Nature study,

driving for pleasure, snowmobiling and fishing are the only activities for which

notable percentage increases are projected. Hours spent in nature study are

projected to increase 22 percent by 1995, with participation reaching 1.4

million hours. Hours spent driving for pleasure are projected to increase about

15 percent; snowmobiling hours, 14 percent; fishing hours, 11 percent; and

boating hours, 10 percent. (The rising popularity of ATVs may affect

snowmobiling use projections.) Notable decreases are projected for hours of

participation in orienteering (-27 percent) and backpacking (-16 percent).

Economic Importance of Recreation

Outdoor recreation expenditures account for a major portion of income in the

tourism sector of northeastern Minnesota's economy. Studies done by the DNR

Office of Planning put travel-related expenditures supported by outdoor

recreation in the study area, the BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park at about

$150 million (1984 dollars)l. This figure represents out-of-pocket expenditures

(that is, gas, food, lodging and equipment purchased while traveling) for

persons traveling over 100 miles by road for purposes of outdoor recreation.

When expenditures by people traveling less than 100 miles are included,

expenditures supported by outdoor recreation total over $170 million.

The 1980 Agricultural Extension Service report mentioned previously in this

chapter put direct tourism sales for BWCAW edge firms in the vicinity at an

estimated $28 million. (The area considered in this estimate includes the

communities of Crane Lake, Orr, Cook, Tower, Soudan, Ely, Winton, Isabella,

Tofte, Lutsen and Grand Marais).

1 Expenditures were assigned to the place where the recreation occured, not to
the place where the money was spent.
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Outdoor recreation in Minnesota accounts for 16 percent of total tourist

expenditures (that is, expenditures for business and indoor recreation as well

as outdoor recreation). Within the Arrowhead Region, of which the study area is

a part, outdoor recreation is a much larger share of all tourism (63 percent),

with the study area alone supporting 38 percent of total tourism expenditures.

The study area, when compared with all of Minnesota, supports 22 percent of

tourist expenditures for outdoor recreation and 3.4 percent of total tourist

expenditures.

An indication of travel-generated employment in the area can be gained from U.S.

Travel Data Center information for the four counties that are totally or

partially within the study area boundaries: Cook, Lake, St. Louis, and

Koochiching. In these four counties, outdoor recreation, along with indoor

recreation and business travel, generated about 11,000 jobs in 1983, 10 percent

of all travel-related jobs statewide (information prepared by U.S. Travel Data

Center for Minnesota Office of Tourism). The Agricultural Extension Service

report estimated that 1,400 full-time job equivalents were generated by

resort/outfitting sales in the BWCAW vicinity in 1979.

User Profile

A survey by the Leisure Time Industries consulting group of Laventhol &Horwath

for the Ely Area Development Council gives an indication of the characteristics

of recreationists in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness Area. For the survey, Laventhol

&Horwath conducted research in five Midwest cities that are potential BWCA-area

tourism markets: Chicago, Des Moines, Kansas City, Springfield, Ill., and

Indianapolis.

From the survey, Laventhol &Horwath concluded that in recent years, emphasis on

the area's northwoods-waters assets has shifted away from fishing, motor boating
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and passive recreation to other, more active pursuits, primarily canoeing and

camping. They attributed this, in part, to the notion that a segment of Ely's

vacation market is being attracted to other areas as a result of affordable

airfare and alternative vacation opportunities; they also cited the BWCAW

legislation, which gave the area higher visibility as a wilderness canoeing and

camping destination.

The Laventhol &Horwath study identified three potential types of recreationists

for northern Minnesota vacations, grouping dominant activities likely to be done

in combination. (While this information was gathered for the purpose of

identifying potential markets for recreationists, it also gives an indication of

user preferences.) Three types of recreation user groups emerged (see also

table 7):

A. People who appreciate a natural environment but are interested in a

vacation that does not involve strenuous physical activity. Persons in this

group generally are somewhat older than those in groups Band C.

B. People interested in sports and experiencing nature. This group is

comprised of young, active people, much like those currently vacationing in

the BWCA area.

C. People in this group are young and active, as in Group B, but in addition

to sports/outdoor types of activities, they desire a full complement of

activities that will provide intellectual and social satisfaction as well

as physical satisfaction.

The survey indicated that all three groups find being in the wilderness less

important than being close to nature.
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TABLE 7

Elements of Importance to
Different Types of Vacationers

(Chicago Market)
(Degree of Importance: Max. = 7)

Groups

Item A B C-
Be where it's peaceful and quiet 4.5 6.0 5.3

Go places you'd never been before 6.4 4.3 6.5

Be close to nature 4.8 6.0 6.1

Be in the wilderness 2.5 4.2 4.5

Engage in active outdoor recreation 3.7 5.0 5.5

Be where there are lots of different things to do 5.5 5.3 6.3

Get physical rest 3.9 5.9 5.6

Have educational experiences 4.0 4.8 5.5

Source: Executive Summary, Report to Ely Area Development Council by Leisure
Time Industries Group of Laventhol and Horwath.
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Information from the Laventhal &Horwath survey corresponds with that of a 1983

DNR Office of Planning SCaRP report (No. 2334). The SCaRP report identified five

basic types of vacationers in Minnesota who visit the state for recreation

purposes, traveling by automobile. For the report, visitors recorded the types

of activities they participate in while on vacation; this information was then

grouped to identify five basic vacation types or "packages" that involve

complementary activities:

1. Canoeing, fishing, playing games, hiking, nature study.

2. Boating, camping, fishing, swimming.

3. Bicycling, tennis, golf.

4. Camping, sightseeing, picnicking, visiting historic sites and interpretive

centers.

5. Visiting zoos and amusement parks, dining out, attending fairs, festivals

and movies, attending spectator sports events.

Of these basic vacation types, four (1,2,3,4) primarily involve outdoor

recreation activities. Two of these four outdoor-recreation-oriented trips

(1 and 2) are dependent on natural resources and are the types of trips

characterizing use in the Edge of the Wilderness. Trips typified by canoeing,

fishing, playing games hiking and nature study are basically nonconsumptive, the

report stated; the boating, fishing, camping, swimming trip is a more

consumptive type of outdoor recreation. Of the types of natural

resource-dependent trips that rely on facility development, trip type 2 (tennis

and golf) generally requires goods and services best provided by the private

sector. Type 4 (picnicking, sightseeing, visiting historic sites and

interpretive centers) generally corresponds with use of facilities considered

best provided by the public sector.
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In response to a 1979 Agricultural Extension Service survey, BWCAW edge firms

identified changes they had noticed in their customers in the previous five

years. (The results of this survey are included in the 1980 Agricultural

Extension Service Report.) Close to half of the operators said their customers

were wanting more of each of the following: fishing, relaxation, cross-country

skiing, deluxe accommodations, hiking, viewing scenery, enjoying a natural

setting and canoeing. A large share of operators estimated that demand for

power boating, snowmobiling and waterskiing had dropped. This indicated a

preference for nonmotorized forms of recreation that take place in a natural

setting.

When operators estimated changes in customer demands over the next five years,

this trend was even clearer. At least 75 percent of the operators estimated that

demand for deluxe accommodations and the following nature-oriented activities

would increase: relaxation, enjoying a natural setting, hiking, cross-country

skiing and snowshoeing, biking and viewing scenery. The percentages of

respondents estimating an increased demand for motorized activi'ties were much

lower: snowmobiling (46 percent), power boating (30 percent), and water skiing

(28 percent).

The responses of BWCAW edge-firm operators suggest that trends in customer

activity demands are largely in harmony with the area's northwoods/wilderness

setting. It could also be argued that demands are shaped by existing

opportunities and accommodations and the area's image as a wilderness

destination.

Trends in perceived customer demands for some activities were very similar from

one community to another. For example, about half the operators (two-thirds to

three-fourths in some areas) reported seeing an increased demand for fishing,
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relaxation, deluxe lodging, enjoying natural settings and viewing scenery.

However, there were differences among communities regarding other demands. Ely

and Grand Marais appeared to be experiencing a greater increase in demand for

nonmotorized activities than Crane Lake and Vermilion Lake. About half the Ely

and Grand Marais respondents said demand was increasing for cross-country

skiing, hiking and canoeing. This trend was not perceived to be as strong in the

other communities. Power boating demand was reported to be increasing by about

half of the Crane Lake and Vermilion Lake operators.

The greater emphasis on nonmotorized activities and appreciation of the natural

environment in the Ely and Gunflint/Cook County areas in comparison with the

other communities is consistent with the results of an earlier study (Blank

19731). In that study of northeastern Minnesota, resort guests were asked to

name their activity interests. Results showed that the dominant activities in

the Ely and Gunflint/Cook County areas were fishing and wilderness-oriented

activities such as hiking, camping, canoeing and berry-picking. Crane Lake was

clearly fishing oriented" while the dominant activities in the Vermilion area

were water activities such as boating, water skiing, swimming and fishing.

The Laventhol &Horwath study pointed to other trends evident in the resort and

tourism industry:

a) Lifestyle and demographic changes have elevated the public's expectations

and education regarding recreation and have made more dollars available for

vacationing.

b) There is growth in off-season tourism.

1 Blank, Uel. 1973. A Concept of Recreational Focus Areas, Proceedings:
Institute of Traffice Engineers. 23rd annual meeting. Minneapolis, MN.
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c) The tourism product mix is being diversified to include both primitive

elements, such as camping, and elements such as full-service, modern

resorts.

d) Demand for wilderness activities is' increasing (7.2 percent per year

annually as compared to 2.6 percent per year in the BWCAW between 1977 and

1982).

e) The reduced cost of air travel and the increased cost of automobile travel

(in time as well as dollars) have a major influence on choice of a vacation

destination.

In brainstorming sessions to gather development ideas, these perceptions on the

changes in user groups were offered: people want to be more physically active

than in the past and are seeking more than just a fishing vacation; people are

interested in variety; they are interested in physical fitness; they want to be

educated and informed; and they want their vacations made as simple as possible

with trip planning and packaged activities.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS





CONCLUSIONS

While it has not been the intent of this study to develop a recreation plan for

the Edge-of-the-Wilderness study area or to choose from among the many

development ideas those that should be implemented, efforts were made to gather

information that may assist in further evaluation of development opportunities.

To begin looking more closely at development options available, this chapter

contains: (a) a summary of the development ideas, (b) information that may

assist in evaluation of some ideas and (c) discussion of guidelines regarding

recreation development that are set forth in the State Comprehensive Outdoor

Recreation Plan (SCORP).

It is important to note that the ideas generated in meetings represent a sort of

"wish list" of DNR central office, regional and field personnel as well as

representatives of other agencies. To make decisions on implementing ideas, a

number of factors would require consideration. Among these factors:

a) their effects on different DNR divisions,

b) how ideas correspond with current DNR management direction,

c) the level of funding they would require,

d) how action that might be taken by one DNR division would affect another,

e) how development on DNR-administered lands may correspond with ongoing and

planned development activities of other public land management agencies and

the private sector,

f) the extent to which development of opportunities and facilities on public

land would compete with--or enhance--opportunities and facilities provided

by the private sector,
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g) what types of recreational development would best be carried out in the

private sector and what type would best be provided by public land

management agencies, and

h) the extent to which different idea s would benefit local economies.

These and other considerations may serve as criteria for further evaluation of

development ideas.

Summary of Ideas

1. Further development of recreation opportunities in the BWCAW and Voyageurs

periphery zone should be built around existing opportunities and resources.

It was the stated opinion of a number of individuals (and the implied

opinion behind many development ideas) that the study area already has a

solid base of recreation opportunities that complement the natural resource

base. This opinion is born out by SCORP recreational use statistics, which

indicate that over one-half of all recreation hours spent in the study area

are spent in two natural-resource-based activities: summer fishing and

camping. Together, four other activities (canoeing, boating, hiking and

swimming) account for another one-quarter of recreation use in the area.

But while the area's lakes and streams, campgrounds, trail network and

other recreation facilities already accommodate substantial use, it was

felt that through management and additional development, a greater

diversity of opportunities could be provided and a broader user group

attracted.

For example, accelerated access development would make more lakes and

streams available to anglers and boaters. Intensifying fisheries

management in lakes that are heavily used or underutilized would ensure
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quality fishing opportunities and create opportunities with appeal to

casual anglers as well as those on a serious fishing vacation. Lake trout

waters could be managed as trophy fisheries; other lakes could provide

quality fishing opportunities for rainbow and brook trout, splake and other

species; some lakes could be targeted for fishing for smallmouth bass and

other underutilized species.

Camping opportunities in the area also could be diversified to attract

different user groups. Most public campgrounds in the area provide

opportunities for only primitive or semiprimitive camping, and some

individuals identified a need for developed campgrounds to accommodate

campers seeking more amenities. Providing specialized services such as food

services would also appeal to this user group.

The area's trail network could be improved by creating more connecting

trails and completing trails such as the Tower to International Falls State

Trail. This would expand opportunities for resort-to-resort skiing,

snowmobiling or hiking and would also make trails such as the North Shore

Trail more accessible to users. In addition, it was felt that more emphasis

should be placed on the quality of trails, not just the quantity. This

opinion was evident in concern over the number of trails that are not

marked or maintained, the need to reroute some trails to provide more

scenic vistas and take less difficult paths, and the effort currently

underway to identify Explore Minnesota Trails that provide some of the

region's best two-day trail opportunities.

In addition to providing facilities that serve these base activities, it

was felt that providing additional opportunities for resort-to-resort

canoeing, skiing and snowmobiling and ancillary activities such as

-78-



nature-guided hikes, educational displays, interpretive programs, wildlife

viewing, berry picking, guided boat tours and other planned activities

would further enhance the area's appeal. These, in part, are the sort of

"high-tech, high-touch" activities that appeal to people who like to

vacation in an area where there is opportunity to be educated and informed,

to participate in a variety of activities, and to be spared the task and

the time of vacation planning. They are also the types of activities that

are well suited to families with small children who are seeking outdoor

recreation opportunities but who may find it difficult to take extended

wilderness-type trips.

2. More and better information is needed to make people aware of recreational

options in the periphery zone and to direct them to opportunities.

A number of individuals felt that recreational opportunities are often

overlooked simply because of lack of information on what is available. A

variety of ways of providing information was suggested. For example, more

signs could be placed to indicate the location of lakes, water access

sites, campgrounds, trails and other facilities. A comprehensive

information system could be created for opportunities on private land and

public land (both DNR- and Forest Service-administered land). Such

information could be provided in the form of maps, publications or a

computer data base with terminals at information centers, rest areas,

agency headquarters and other locations.

People repeatedly emphasized the need for comprehensive information--that

is, information on all facilities of all public agencies as well as the

private sector (public and private campgrounds, parks, resorts, trails,

education/interpretive opportunities and so forth).
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3. Greater cooperation is needed among public land management agencies and

between the public and private sectors in developing and promoting

recreation opportunities.

It was generally agreed that "clusters" of development that provide a

diversity of opportunities enhance an area's appeal and attract users

interested in a variety of activities. But the opinion was frequently

voiced that to be effective, development and promotion must be joint

public-private efforts. For example, in developing trails, campgrounds,

water access sites and other facilities on state lands, the DNR should

consider their relationship to opportunities available on nearby public and

private lands. Private facility operators should provide information on

public-land recreation opportunities in their promotions.

Interagency and public-private cooperation is also needed to pursue

development of accesses and trails, which cross lands of different

ownership. Actions that would streamline the process of land exchange,

interagency agreements and other cooperative efforts would speed further

development of these facilities. Public-private cooperation would also be

needed to develop such opportunities as resort-to-resort canoeing.

Information to Assist in Evaluation of Ideas

To assist in evaluation of ideas, two assumptions were made regarding

considerations that may influence development: (a) DNR-administered lakeshore

would be prime land for recreational development and (b) the availability of

road access would be a critical factor in development of opportunities such as

trailheads, access to fishing lakes, intensified fish management, campgrounds

and a facility such as a multi-service resort complex. It is also an important

factor in providing clusters of recreational opportunities.
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Existing recreational development in the study area~ especially private

development~ is concentrated on lakeshore with good access to the road network.

While limited road access is not a detriment to all types of recreation, there

already is abundant opportunity for dispersed and wilderness-type recreation in

the study area and in the adjacent BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park. Large

portions of the periphery zone are unroaded~ and many opportunities exist for

dispersed recreation in Superior National Forest and state forests. It also

could be argued that developed forms of recreation would generate more income in

the study area than would additional dispersed/primitive opportunities.

Many of the ideas offered reflect the opinion that more developed types of

recreation are needed to balance the range of opportunities for

motorized/nonmotorized recreation, for primitive/developed camping~ for

wilderness-type trips/planned vacations with greater variety of activities and

more amenities. There is ample opportunity to provide more developed recreation

options in the periphery zone without detracting from the overall wilderness

characteristics of the area.

To help identify DNR land that may be suitable for more developed types of

recreation~ information was gathered on lakes in the study area that have

DNR-administered shoreline. These lakes are listed in table 8.

In addition~ information was gathered on lakes with high potential for

development~ based on the following factors that have influenced recreational

home development in the private sector statewide: availability of road access~

nearness to major service center~ soil type, vegetation type and natural lake

ecology. These lakes are identified on map 6 and listed in table 9, with related

information on the level of existing housing, resort, campground and water

access development.
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TABLE 8
Miles of DNR-Administered Shoreline

in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness Study Area
(by Lake)

DNR
Shorelinr Percent of

Lake Name Lake Number Miles DNR Total

Swamp 160009 3.56 1.3
Tom 160019 .66 .2
Mc Farland 160027 .57 .2
Devilfish 160029 .97 .4
South Fowl 160034 .32 .1
Pine 160041 1.93 .7
Greenwood 160077 .97 .4
Northern Light 160089 .28 . 1
Elbow 160096 1.95 .7
Moon 160117 .32 .1
Devil Track 160143 5.36 2.0
East Twin 160145 .80 .3
Daniels 160150 .44 .2
Two Island 160156 1.59 .6
Kemo 160188 .28 .1
~Jest Bearskin 160228 1.00 .4
Poplar 160239 1.55 .6
Birch 160247 2.29 .9
Pike 160252 1.95 .7
Deer Yard 160253 .44 .2
North 160331 2.88 1.1
Cascade 160346 1.91 .7
Caribou 160360 2.29 .9
Mistletoe 160368 .83 .3
White Pine 160369 1.04 .4
Christine 160373 .40 •1
Lichen 160382 1. 23 .5
Tait 160384 .21 .1
Juno 160402 .44 .2
Homer 160406 .25 .1
Loon 160448 3.48 1.3
Crescent 160454 1.08 .4
Seagull 160629 3.09 1.1
Fourmi 1e 160639 1.25 .5
Finger 160646 .44 .2
Elbow 160805 1.86 .7
Frear 160806 1.08 .4
Rat Root 360006 14.26 5.3
Crooked 380024 .68 .3
Ninemile 380033 1.99 .7
Moose 380036 1.15 .4
Wilson 380047 .80 .3
Whitefish 380060 .47 .2

1 Mi 1es refer to frontage of parcels in which there is at least some
DNR-administered land. Actual DNR-administered frontage may be less than
miles given.
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Silver Island 380219 .32 . 1
Balsam 380245 1.42 .5
Island River 380289 2.20 .8
Dumbbell 380393 1.21 .5
Isabella 380396 1.00 .4
Lax 380406 .15 .1
Four 380528 .32 .1
Snowbank 380529 4.45 1.7
One 380605 2.27 .8
Ojibway 380640 .98 .4
Jasper 380641 3.26 1.2
Moose 380644 .70 .3
Greenwood 380656 4.32 1.6
South McD~ugal 380659 .87 .3
Stony 380660 1.02 .4
Slate 380666 3.45 1.3
Wampus 380685 .44 .2
North McDougal 380686 2.25 .8
Triangle 380715 .91 .3
Greenstone 380718 .32 .1
Sand 380735 1.29 .5
Cedar 380810 1.93 .7
Fall 380811 1.95 .7
Seven Beaver 690002 .15 .1
Birch 690003 8.03 3.0
Hhite Iron 690004 .97 .4
Long 690044 .34 . 1
Stone 690046 .55 .2
Round 690048 .32 .1
Big 690050 .83 .3
Little Long 690066 .57 .2
Low 690070 1.00 .4
Nels 690080 .98 .4
Cadotte 690114 .32 .1
Bear Island 690115 3.92 1.5
Johnson 690117 2.76 1.0
Burntside 690118 9.11 3.4
Wolf 690143 2.97 1.1
Muckwa 690159 .61 .2
Sl im 690181 .32 .1
Big 690190 6.86 2.6
Bearhead 690254 4.51 1.7
Eagles Nest 690285 5.74 2.1
Whiteface Reservoir 690375 9.38 3.5
Vermilion 690378 20.24 7.5
Wynne 690434 .32 .1
Pike River Flowage 690580 .34 .1
Little Rice 690612 .38 .1
Vermilion River 690613 8.31 3.1
Echo 690615 .57 .2
Crane 690616 3.46 1.3
Big Rice 690669 3.46 1.3
Winchester 690690 .62 .2
Johnson 690691 3.45 1.3
Namakan 690693 1.38 .5
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Rainy 690694 20.53 7.6
Susan 690741 1.36 .5
Ban 690742 .32 .1
Elbow 690744 .32 .1
Clear 690747 .66 .2
Myrtle 690749 .10 .0
Moose 690750 .32 .1
Little Johnson 690760 1.14 .4
Sunset 690764 1.61 .6
Leander 690796 .49 .2
Hoodo 690802 1.08 .4
Rice 690803 4.51 1.7
Elephant 690810 3.47 1.3
Pelican 690841 7.75 2.9
Black Duck 690842 5.76 2.1
Kabetogama 690845 6.27 2.3
Ash 690864 .44 .2
Perch 690932 .23 . 1
Side 690933 1.19 .4
Sturgeon 690939 .83 .3

TOTAL 268.57 100.0
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TABLE 9
DNR-Administered Lakeshore Lots with Identified Potential for Development

(Lakes larger than 145 acres)

Lake Level of Number of Acres of
Development &1 Lake Existing State-owned 1~i1es of DNR-owned
Road Classes Number Name Acres Oeve10pment2 Parcels Shoreline Land

I 1Il 160096 ELBOW 415 16 1 0.322 34
-lJ Q) 160143 DEVIL TRACK 1873 72 1 0.436 40s:: 1Il
Q),...( 1Il 160360 CARIBOU 714 32 2 0.474 89e III III
O"·M ,...( ,...( 160382 LICHEN 306 9 3 0.550 111o -lJ UN,...( s:: 1Il 380406 LAX 273 54 1 0.038 0Q) Q) 1Il '0 l-l> -lJ III III 0 380656 GREENHOOD 1469 20 2 0.796 43Q) 0,...( 0
Clll<U ex;,...( 690693 NAMAKAN 14050 38 2 1.004 42
I 690939 STURGEON 2050 43 4 0.834 93

I [160143 DEVIL TRACK 1873 72 2 1.269 75
N 160156 TWO ISLAND 858 52 1 0.436 39
1Il 380810 CEDAR 472 18 2 0.644 87,...( '0 1Il

III III III
1160089 NORTHERN LIGHT 443 13 1 0.284 37'M ~(j-lJ 160096 ELBOW 415 16 3 1. 269 64s::

Q) 160143 DEVIL TRACK 1873 72 1 0.644 8-lJ
0 M 380406 LAX 273 54 1 0.114 39ll<
-lJ

1Il 380641 JASPER 195 42 5 2.255 1461Ils:: 'Ill ,380666 SLATE 354 17 6 3.448 159Q) ,...(

e U 380686 NORTH MC DOUGAL 323 48 3 1.572 0o..N
0 '0 380735 SAND 506 30 3 0.966 93,...( 1Il III
Q) 1Il 0 690285 EAGLES NEST 1926 59 10 3.769 302> III ex;
Q),...(

L690693 NAI4AKAN 14050 38 1 0.379 31ClU
690694 RAINY 220800 94 12 2.803 344
690845 I<'ABETOGAMA 25760 95 12 3.882 291
690864 ASH 678 36 1 0.246 2
160448 LOON 1197 51 2 0.606 81

III 380605 ONE 822 49 4 1.401 116
-lJ ,...( 690003 BIRCH 7628 80 3 0.814 88III
Cl 1Il 690115 BEAR ISLAND 2667 75 1 0.246 51Il
1Il III 690378 VERMILION 49110 98 4 1.174 109,...( ,...(.

'M U 690580 PIKE RIVER FLOWAGE 241 17 1 0.341 400
Ul 1il 690749 MYRTLE 860 57 1 0.095 1
0 ~ 690796 LEANDER 253 39 2 0.492 59z

690841 PELICAN 11944 95 3 0.890 47
fiqOq~3 SIDE 375 70 5 1.193 111
160019 TOM 411 18 2 0.360 79
160027 MC FARLAND 394 41 2 0.568 61
160077 GREENWOOD 2078 34 1 0.322 31
160228 WEST BEARSKIN 522 39 2 0.398 57

III 160406 HOMER 516 15 1 0.246 36-lJ
III N 690003 BIRCH 7628 80 2 0.701 72Cl Ul 690114 CADOTTE 318 52 2 0.285 01Il Ul

,...( III 690115 BEAR ISLAND 2667 75 6 1.950 214'M ,...(

0 U 690118 BURNTSIDE 10236 76 1 0.284 39Ul '0 690254 BEARHEAD 693 47 2 0.644 690 III
Z ~ 690375 WHITEFACE RESERVOIR 4980 63 12 2.614 480

I
690616 CRANE 3396 88 1 0.795 2
690741 SUSAN 305 15 1 0.227 19
690810 ELEPHANT 782 48 4 1.098 118
690842 BLACK DUCK 1264 40 5 1.344 119

150 47.52 4,222

Indicates potential for development based on criteria of road access, nearness to major service centers (Ely
and International Falls), soil type, vegetative cover, natural lake ecology.

Road class 1 = Lake lot is adjacent to a paved road 2! adjacent to a gravel road and
within! mile of a paved road.

Road class 2 = Lake lot is adjacent to a gravel road and over i mile to a paved road.

Road class 3 = Lake lot is not adjacent to a paved or gravel road but is (a) within! mile of a paved road
or (b) between! and 1 mile from a paved road and within! mile of a gravel road.

Indicates existing level of development. Lakes throughout the study area were ranked from 1-100 based on
number of shoreland housing units and on resort. campground and water access development. Lakes were assigned
rankings for each of these four criteria, and the individual rankings were averaged for a combined development
ranking.

pje 457
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It is important to note that table 9 does not necessarily list all the lakes in

the study area that are suitable for development; rather, it is intended as a

tool that could be used to begin more site-specific evaluation of areas with

potential for development. It could be used in combination with information on

distribution of access sites, resorts and campgrounds (maps 3, 4 and 5 in

Existing Recre~tionai Facilities chapter) to identify areas where development

might be clustered. It could also be cross-referenced with access priority and

fisheries management lists to identify where accelerated access development,

intensified fisheries management and development of related opportunities may be

desirable. In all cases, use of this list should be coupled with on-site

evaluation of development potential.

Existing Guidance Affecting Recreational Development

The 1985 Draft State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (Volume II) addresses

issues related to recreation and tourism planning in Minnesota and provides

direction that may guide evaluation of ideas for the Edge-of-the-Wilderness

study area. In many cases, SCORP direction supports development ideas that were

suggested for the study area.

Aiding the Private Sector: The SCORP draft suggested several ways in which the

state could aid the private sector in recreation development. Among the

suggestions:

a) The DNR and the Department of Energy and Economic Development (DEED) should

work together to assess the recreational significance of resort failures on

prime lakeshore.

b) The DNR and DEED should work with other state agencies to identify key

underdeveloped highway intersections and indicate the tourist services

missing from these intersections.
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c) DNR and DEED should work together to identify locations for development

near key state and federal recreation/tourism resources, and if no other

public purpose exists near these key developments, lease the land to

private businesses that cater to recreation tourists.

d) DNR should consider leasing state-owned lakeshore to private interests who

pledge to develop lakeshore for public use.

The latter two of these suggested guidelines lend support to the idea of making

DNR land available for development of facilities such as a developed campground

or multipurpose resort complex.

Public Facility Development: SCORP directs the DNR to continue to lead the

state in promoting Minnesota's recreation and tourism image through continued

protection of public waters, intensified management of fish populations in major

lakes, accelerated management of lake-surface use on major recreation lakes, and

development of highway facilities in prime tourism areas. Suggested ways in

which this is to be accomplished include:

a) Increasing fish stocking where such action is biologically and economically

sound.

b) Accelerating the trophy fishery program and other special management

efforts designed to enhance fishing opportunities.

c) Developing public water-access and day-use areas on prime recreational

lakes.
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d) Designating and promoting (with other agencies) sightseeing routes and

developing facilities such as waysides, interpretive displays and improved

access along these routes.

e) Developing major interpretive and educational facilities.

These suggested guidelines for public facility development correspond with ideas

related to fisheries management, access development, auto and bus tours and

interpretive/educational facilities.

Coordinating Promotional Efforts and Information Distribution: SCORP identified

information on available recreation facilities as an important component in

increasing the vitality of the state's tourism/recreation industry. Among the

guidelines put forth for information and promotion:

a) Under the auspices of DEED, the DNR, USFS and National Park Service should

jointly provide information on public and private recreation opportunities

in Minnesota and make this information available at interagency-sponsored

information displays in strategic locations.

b) The DNR and Office of Tourism should consolidate informational materials to

reduce duplication in brochures and other media messages.

c) Within the DNR, divisions should pool their information resources and

develop promotional messages and information materials that provide a

complete picture of Minnesota's public recreation facilities. A cooperative

work group should be formed to coordinate development of divisional maps

and brochures, and this information should be developed and distributed

with the Office of Tourism.
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These guidelines give strong support to ideas to provide more comprehensive

information on recreation opportunities in the study area. In addition, SCORP

identifies the multipurpose recreation map as one of the most effective

information tools for the recreation/tourism market and makes reference to

computers as a valuable tool in disseminating information. Both of these methods

of disseminating information were suggested for the study area.

Other, related guidelines .identified in SCORP are:

a) State and federal land managers should consider development of public lands

immediately south of the BWCAW to provide additional, less-primitive

recreation areas and promote motorized recreation in the area near

Voyageurs National Park·to reduce pressure on the BWCAW.

b) The state should increase its supply of natural history and historic sites

and provide interpretive information to the public. More information

should be provided to assist in interpretation.

c) The DNR and the USFS should develop a joint management and development plan

that focuses on servicing motorized BWCAW users displaced by federal

wilderness legislation restricting motorized use. The plan should provide

for coordinated acquisition, development, management and promotion of

resources and should consider the full range of development and management

options available to the state and federal governments, including

private-sector development options. The primary management objectives of

the plan should be provision of opportunities for motorized fishing and

camping in the summer and snowmobiling in the winter.
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Further Action Regarding Recreational Development in the Study Area

In the process of preparing this report, a number of DNR personnel in the

central and regional offices and in the field expressed the hope that further

action would be taken to implement development ideas. Staff in all resource

disciplines are concerned with providing the types of recreation opportunities

that will meet the needs of residents and visitors to the area and contribute to

the tourism-based segment of the area's economy. They are also concerned about

providing these opportunities in a way that preserves the integrity and

character of the region and that maintains the quality of its natural resources.

Many resource managers perceive changing trends in the desires and needs of

recreationists in the BWCAW and Voyageurs National Park periphery area, but they

cannot pinpoint these trends with certainty. Because of this, they identify a

need for better information (such as user profiles and identification of

recreational markets) with which to make management decisions and promote

recreation opportunities.

There appears to be a widespread desire and willingness to work cooperatively in

efforts to provide additional recreation opportunities and boost tourism in the

area. To this end, several suggestions were made regarding action that could be

taken to implement development ideas:

a) Each DNR division and unit could identify ideas that they could best

address. They could also identify barriers and constraints to implementing

ideas, and prioritize the ideas. An interdisciplinary task force could

then be formed to discuss ideas not addressed by individual units. Some

ideas would be interdisciplinary in nature and coordination would be

required to implement them. The Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Committee

could perform these functions.
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b) A conference could be held to address recreation development and tourism

promotion within the Edge-of-the-Wilderness Area, with participation from

state and federal land management agencies, the Department of Energy and

Economic Development, including the Office of Tourism, interested local

government units, legislators, regional and local development groups, the

University of Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service and other interested

groups and individuals. The Edge-of-the-Wilderness Study, along with other

work that has been done on tourism development and promotion, could form

the basis for the conference.

c) An interdisciplinary team could be formed to develop criteria for

evaluating ideas and a process for improved public-private cooperation.

On the basis of this evaluation, a pilot project could be

undertaken to develop and promote recreation opportunities within a defined

"test" area. This could be an area where there already is a concentration

of public-private facilities serving base activities such as fishing and

camping and where there are opportunities for additional development (with

minimum investment) of ancillary activities such as guided interpretive

tours, day hikes and other planned activities. The project would focus

on identifying and developing diverse activities, packaging information

identifying, target markets, and promoting in those markets. The Outdoor

Recreation Coordinating Committee could playa key role in this effort.

The department could pursue the project in conjunction with the U.S. Forest

Service and other interested organizations.

d) Compile information on existing and proposed DNR recreation programs.

Using this information, along with ideas and background information in this

report, regional and field staff could develop work programs to implement

some of the ideas.
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e) An ombudsman-type position could be created for a recreational development

coordinator. The person in this position would work with the DNR, DEED,

USFS, regional and community groups, and other concerned agencies and

organizations to coordinate information on recreation opportunities,

development plans, packaging of information and promotion. While there are

a number of state and federal agencies and private organizations involved

in recreation research and management and tourism promotion, communication

and coordination could be improved.

Findings of this study indicate that whatever action may be taken to further

develop recreation opportunities in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness, it should be an

interdisciplinary, interagency, private-public cooperative effort that will

bring together existing information and expertise for coordinated development.
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APPENDIX A

DNR and USFS Lakes
with Priority for Access Development





?r;~OO06.03

DEPARTMENT

TO:

FROM:

Nl\TURAL HESO(TRCE~3

l'1ike :·1i.nkcdl
\'1all:~r /\cr..:CS~j :':;ll')(·l.'\/i~,\)l.'

aob Moore
Water Access Srccialist

STATE OF MINNESOTA

Office Memorandunl

DATE: '; / JO/B:1

PHONE: 327/1 708

SUBJECT: Ely Ar0..:l h'at0r ACCl:'!ss Priori ties and StcJ.tus

As \.;e discussed, the following is n brief summ.::lry of the: \Vater access
si tuation a.::ound the Ely I t-1N., area.

A couple of ye~rs ago it was brought to our attention that a large
nl~.rnber of l.J.l~es around Ely h,'1d limited or no public wnter access.
While :Ill of these l.:\kes are located outside the BWCA many are \'Jithin
the St.lf)t~ri()l" tl~tional Forest.

vIe h.:lve lllet in Ely and communiccJ.tcd closely with local are:l srou~s I the
US~·S, ..lntl out" DLvisLon L)E Fisheries in identifying priorities rOt:
acces~) in this ..:lr0cJ.. nualizing th':it the USFS and our Depat'tmcnt do !lz(\,'('!

separ'-1te dcv(~loptncnt programs [or ItJ,Jter .::lcces,ses I we established t·,oJO

suparcJ. te priori ty deve lopm8nt 1is ts for this area. On a ShOl:t tcrr.i b':lS is
it 'NUS docidC'd ti1~lC. we ~"oLllc1 \Vork tow~rd developing sites 3t"ound th L:'1
c.1Lea mostly I)n priority lakes outside the Supel-ior Natior.al Forest, dllJ

th\~ USFS \voLlld .1ttl~mpt t:o Jevelop sites within the Superior tltitiOll':il l'OLC:.j~.

1 f we (DNR) CUr:1tJ.lutud d~v~lQpmerlt on the lukes we identified u~; priul ill:' I

t.hen \';0 could .J1so look at \vorkill<:j cooperatively with the USFS 0n '\ !·(~1..1

t"lf the m'..ltu,11 pri\1rities \.;ithin thu Superior National F'Ol:C,st (t!1I.,~ U;):·'~:;

have indica tGd th~l t they expect 1 imi ted funding [or ClcceS!J ck:';c lO'l;mt :Ii l.

ov,=r the nE"~<. t fe\1/ yeal"s).

The follo',.;il1':j is '-l list of our irr.meditite priorities for: thQ Ely ,'11:<..'<\ J,lld

a list of the shot't t..:rm USFS priorities. Also att.::lchcd i:::; il list cl'

long tr.·rm pl:ioritil"s for this u.t"Cil ~s ictentificc1 throll'..JIl uur. l:'eC~lit ::1L<:t:i[~

1. E,:u:ll,;s ~Jest No. :1 - CurrL'llt:1y Oil ul.lr .1.'185 de:.:velCJL.llnunL ;;1,\1'1 ll)cdl.;·d

on State: Pack 1.111(.1 \I/e need engineering pl.:lns and £ulldiwJ fOI: Lh i.:: L. t"c ~ C"'_'!' •

.,
2. Shagawa Luke - Acqulsition being pursued The property should be

close'to option st.:lge. Once acquired the development would be: CUll;; i.f \l.'l ­

ed a very high regional priority.

3. Little Long L.1ke - Listed on aul." "85 development plan. \vuiting fol.' fil:~,}.

engineering review. Site needs to be closely evaluated because ()(
high rock ridge between road and lake. Property owned purtially by
USFS and State. Special use permit will be required if this site
is developed from USF& (They have given us preliminary approval, but
now need formal plans to complete that permit). Project wi] 1 h,J..,\:
to be dropped if cost evaluation is too high.
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4.

5.

6.

-,
I.

8.

~.

Armstrong Lake - Le ..'lse to use St. Louis COlmt.y land approved by County
BOi:lrd thr"OIKJh r<.:s,11ution. This r/Lo j(1ct will be added to our next
development plan. Final lease from County will be necessary prior to
construction.

Snowbul\l, Lake - e}dstiny site [_'l.-0posal to expand parking. Bids have
b~en .::lC'cept.ed for this small projf:'C't.. Work should be completed this
summer.

~,!;.,ite rLon Lake - L<.1)-:2 County does have an area that has potenti.::ll for
imFI!:ov,:-'ment:county has not beE·n. formally approached about c1 possible
coopcr~tive agreem0nt uS tllis project would not be added to our develop­
ment list until .::It least next year. If the County is unwilling to
coopcr.:tte with us locating a site on White Iron throu9h acquisition,
it will be difficult and expensive.

Cedar, Brown, Low Lakes - Potlatch controlled. ~le hcJ.ve approcJ.che.d ther.l
abclut 20ssiblc lease, etc.. To date: response has been negutive.

BI.ll.nt.:::Ld~· SO'.lth Side - Recl?ntly identified as priority USFS devclopiwj
access on north side. We will have to look closely at limited USFS
ownership on South side or plll:'SUe .::lcquisition.

V€:!'r:11liO(l - Uuol.1oo Poillt - Hehubilitation curr~ntly out on b1,.1 - e>:i~~tinf.J

D~IR _H.:C~SS ;5 j.ll.~.

1..,
3.
.1
'I.

Iro t L12 l,1k..:J

Bi<j LI;"e

0~ ib..!w~l

Bur:ntLiide
Snov·..lx:ll1k - Resort .::lCtluisitiion '- longer term.

FOR YOUR tNFORJ.'1.l\T ION:

i':e were rt:cently informl2d that the U.3FS had funding available fOL tilG J:'oEt('
Lake and g...,ls-l4'i -. i ae L.:1ke access developments.

li It.- ?
The .:lttZJ.che:d list i~ ,'1 complete longer term li~t of access prioritlc~ for t-rtf' El'./
ilrea. Including the .Jbovc short term priorities these include v<:lLicd t:YP('~' o(

developmenl:=: SOlnl~ of which development may be impossible boc.:::lu::,~0. of o'dliur;:il1[i

problerr.s, lake l(Jcation~;, suitability, (~tc .•

~~e do feel t.hat tllis is ~n important area for improved water ac:c.;0~.;~·j inIFroV<"I:1f'nl:;.

If we C.3.r1 cit-"!velop 2-'3 of our priorities over the next 1-2 years and l:he USFS
can do the same, I feel, we would be well on our way to satisfying loc<:ll. COIWC'LrW.

on this issu(;·. If you have questions 01:' need additional inform..ltion at this
ti~e, plea3e call this office.

cc: John Chell
Les Ollila

Attachment

vf
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SF-00006-02

DEPARTMENT

TO

FROM

NATURAL RESOURCES

John Chell
Regional Administrator

Bob Moore
Thru: Les Ollila ~~

Trails & waterways

STATE OF MINNESOTA

Office Memorandum

DATE: 6/28/83

PHONE: Ex. 151

SUBJECT: Superior National Forest Water Access Development Priority List.

The following lists resulted from comparing the USFS access. priority
list with our Division of Fisheries priority list for the Superior National Forest
area. The first list A) identifies lakes that DNR Regional Fisheries considers as
priorities for water access within the Superior National Forest and are also listed
on the USFS development plan; B) identifies lakes that DNR Regional Fisheries considers
as priorities for access with ~he Superior National Forest, but are not currently
on the U.S. Forest Service priority development plan; C) identifies projects that
were on thu DNR Regional Fisheries priority list, but not on the USFS list that
through our statewide water access program priority rating system would have the most
potential for cooperative type projects according to our program guidelines. ~Je

hope all lakes prioritized by the Division of Fisheries are considered for water
access development by the USFS. Perhaps, many or all of those priorities could be
incorporated into the Superior National Forest priority plan.

A. DNR Fisheries Priorities/Listed on U.S.F.S. Plan

I.D. No.

1. Tofte Lake, Lake Co.
2. Ojbiway Lake, Lake Co.
3. Burntside Lake, St. Louis Co.
4. Big Lake, St. Louis Co.
5. Grassy Lake, St. Louis Co.
6. Round Lake, St. Louis Co.
7. Slim Lake, St. Louis Co.
8. Nels Lake, St. Louis Co.
9. Gun Flint Lake, Cook Co.
10. Mayhew Lake, Cook Co.
11. Birch Lake, Cook Co.
12. Hungry Jack Lake, Cook Co.
13. Tait Lake, Cook Co.
14. Barker Lake, Cook Co.
15. East/West Twin Lakes, Cook Co.

16. Deer Yard Lake, Cook Co.
17. Lake Fourteen, st. Louis Co.

38-724
38-640
69-118
69-190
69-82
69-48
69-181
69-80
16-356
16-337
16-247
16-227
16-384
16-358
16-145
16-186
16-253
69-793
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Carry In Access proposed by· USPS
New launch proposed by USPS
Launch proposed by USFS on north area
Reconstruct launch-S car parking-USPS
Carry in access proposed by USFS
Carry in - reconstruct by USFS
Carry in - reconstruct by USPS
Carry in - reconstruct by USFS
Launch-expansion proposed by USPS
Launch - new site proposed by USfS
Launch - reconstruction proposed by USFS
Launch - new construction proposed by USFS
Launch - new construction proposed by USfS
Launch - new construction proposed by USFS

Launch - new construction proposed by USFS
Launch - new construction proposed by USFS
Launch - new construction proposed by USFS
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B) DNR Fisheries Priorities/Not Listed on USFS Plan

I. D. No.

,1. Kemo Lake, Cook Co. , . 16-188
2. Jim Lake, Cook Co. 16-135
3. Poplar Lake, Cook Co. ~6-239

4. ,Devil Fish Lake, Cook Co. 16-29
5. Ball Club, Cook Co. 16-182
6. Gust Lake, Cook Co. 16-380
7. Norfhern Light Lake, Cook Co. 16-89
8. Snowbank Lake, Lake Co. 38-529
9. High Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-71

10. Conchee Lake, St. Louis Co. 38-720
11. Hanson Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-189
12. Reganbogen Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-81
13. Seven Beaver, St. Louis Co. 69-2
14. Pine Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-1
15. Little Long Lake, St. Louis 69-66 Currently on Dt-IR 'n3 d~'lp.l··j,:':\~:I:

16. Mittche11 Lake, St. Louis 69-116
17. Mauden Lake, Lake Co. 38-709
18. Green Stone Lake, Luke Co. 38-718
19. Big Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-50
20. Pike Lake, Cook Co. 16-252
21. Picket Lake, St. Louis Co. 69-79

C) Priorities identified by the Division of Fisheries, not lisu;d bi
USFS that would have good potential for cooperative devclo l .• ml.:lc

projects (bused on our st.:lte\."ide wuter access priority r.:1t.lll ,.j ::;'/'~t·I..'i::)

Size

1- Poplar Lake 950 acres
2. Pike Lake 850 acres
3. Little Long L:lke 388 "

4. Northern Light Lake 443 "
5. Snowbunk Lake 4819
6. Se'len Beaver Lake 1508 "
7. Pine L.:1ke 442 II

8. t'littchel Lake 270 "
9. G~~en Stone Lake 316 "
10. Big Lake 793 "

(List Not Prioritized)

Rated

A3ll
A311
B41l

C41J
A211
B2l4
8411
B41l
8411
A312

T/W will be pursuiny Jloo\/~l(J£i;:'_\:il:

possibili ties wi th U~jF'S

This list does not contain the priorities that are identified for dcvolot'IllL::II: u'j
the USFS as we are assuming th<lt funding and subsequent development of th(I~'12

projects will be completed by that agency according to their schedule. Tilere ur~,

however, many lakes on their list that we do consider "priority" for "".:ltc~r deCL'::";:;

development.
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Additional questions we feel are important that should 'be directed to the
Superior National Forest personnel include:

-' will the sites identified on th~ir priority list be funded and constructed
on schedule?

- What schedules will there be on the projects that are on the USFS priority
list, but where no funding dates have been set? (Example: Seagull Lake,

4996 acres, proposal to expand existing access parking to 40 cars/trailer p~rking,

no scheduled funding date set on priority list).

If funding will not be available on those projects for years, could DNR
participate on the development of a few of the higher priority sites?

Are carry in access sites or launches with small parking areas adequate for
a few of the larger lakes outside of the BWCA?
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GRANO MARAIS AREA

.J

TROUT LAKES

Immediate Management Access Improvement Needed

Lake County I d. No. Priority Lake County Id. No.:

1.
Clearwater
Greenwood
Loon
Magnetic
MOBS

North
Saganaga
Sea. Gull
Trout

Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook
Cook

16-139
16-77
16-448
16-463
16-234
16-331
16-633
16-629
16-49

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

/,,,,"/

Gunfllnt.=.=- <... ..J Cook
Mayhew :·1./7 /Sk'/' Cook
Birch.,.: :.<, ': VII Cook
Kamo,,") ~.;;..." ;,-:'" Cook

Jim 7~:.· ""':" -::;:." Cook

16-356
16-337
16-247
16-188
16-135

!:.

i(

~ ~

:'
i")'

•.......
a
a
I

COOL WATER fISH LAKES

Access Improvement Needod

"

i·

I
!!

.:.:

'.
".;

: ~ I

i·:

. i

~ ;
: ~

~
;

fi.; I

land Ownershio

federal
federal, State
faderal, State
fedaral
federal, State
federal
foderal
fedaral
fadaral
federal
radaral
Fadoral, State
r.udBra1, State

County Id. No.

Cook 16-239
Cook 16-29
Cook 16-227
Cook 16--252
Cook 15-143
Cook 16-384
Cook 16-358. -
Cook 16-145, 16-186
Cook 16-182
Cook,. 16-253
Cook J.6-300
Cook 15-09
Cook 16-'?/i

.....

Lake

Poplar ,. /:-')~: r- 3'11

Devilfish "/'7 .~,<!.':

Hungry Jack ,;~, /').// I
Piko 21:::':") r; 3/ /
Dovil Track -/<;::.; 17-:;:/'

- -'
Ta i t :- d:"-' :':::1//

Barker /,,~~, ,'.:, d

East and West Twin '.,:..',
8all Club": ::./ .:,~//.:J

Dee r Ya rd .? -.:;-a 3. 7~~;::_._

Gus t / ~~-'l ,~L/ ..>
Northorn Light .,-'-1 '3 £.!.~/I>

Elbow. ~.. :.
.J

'-,:""'j

1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
7.
B.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

Priority

J'-

fI •

100ft:- " '\ ~\"S ll~J~ ~,'l 5 0-, f e'Ln e 111 p'I'1 .' ().f lrd"5 fJ ~,IOc't('C/ b&{ "h;i!-- D D k
kilt~ PG1 r,h c III ~Iii v>V

1
O( ltV c, I, ~c ~.:,1(~I s , 'tl='f lttl5> u5J:cf , 11

~ r1" '-t.·L .. _~. ~\/>f__,,4!--'t"I/H/' d. 101 Ii (7" ----.~-------.-~-- --- -, ------.---



Immediate ManoQsment

TnOUT L:,!\ ~ 5

Accoss {mor-ovement Needed

- :..: ,'.

Lake CQunty Id. No.

Dam lel<e None
T.63,H.IOi S .17

Discovery lake 30-602
Glacier Pond No. 1 Lake 38-712
Judd lake 38-601
Big Rossndahi st. louis 69-739
Shipman Bass St. louis 69-168

Prioritv

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Lake

Ojibway
Snowbank "~''i ;:.:-',

Burn tside 'J; :::.., i~ :/ I

To f t e ~ L/ '7;,:;-!/
High :' ',j ~ J.' '-/

Conchu ":;') J,;:,',:L-':­

Hanson.2 0 -:..... ,.._....~

Reganbogan 12 f ;:/ I

County

lake
lake
st. louis
lake
st. louis
lake
St. louis
St. louis

I d. No.

38-640
38-529
69-118
38-724
69-71
38-720
69-189
69-81

I......
o......
•

rf/'.

r.

Priority

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

COOL WATER fISH LAKES

State Accsss Improvement Naeded Federal Access Improvement Needed

~ ~Q.un~y' Jd. No. PI'iority Lake County Id. No.

Browna Lake 38-780 1. Big ;':J:"- ~ t;';':!~ St. louis 69-190
Cedar J lake 30-810 2. Grassy;;!] __ Lj/"'3 St. louis 69-82
Eagles Nsst #3 St. louis 69-285C 3. Se van 8 a a v a r I ~ ) 2, .:,.),.:...,' St. Louis 69-2
Armstrong..J St. louis 69-278 4. Round " :', .f' ,', St. Louis 69-48
low St. louis 69-70 5. Pina -IL/ .-: .:. / ::- St. louis 69-1
Ed Shave

J
st. Louis 69-199 6. Slim3 ' " f::'/I' Sl;.. louis 69-181

Shagsws st. louie 69-69 7. Na19_:'),) :.,'/2-. ",,// St. Louie 69-80
White Iron st. Louis 69-4 8 . Little Long..,'-~";,·-··t st. louin 69-66
Besr Island St. Louie 69-115 9~ Mitchol1~'):)!'-'" St. loui9 69-116

I

Twin St. Louis 6Q-163 10. f'lndd8n ::7 .:. -,-: '1 Lake ]0-709
Clear St. Louis 69-277 11. 'Grsanetono ~.":'.; ~'~::/ Lake 38-718
Joseph St. louis· 69-157 12. Pick 0 t ',~';'j J / • -- St. louis 69-79
Isaac St. louis 69-158 13. B i CJ :-" ~'~ 3"~~ St. louil:> 69-50
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FINAL PRIORITY LIST: FOREST-WIDE
(12/31/82)

SCHEDULED FOR $'s IN FY:

BOATING SITES

85

..... ,- :

~z 83
~; 82
82
~} 82
83
~Z 84
83
83
84
84
84
85

85
85

~ I r ....

86
86
86
~p 86,

86
82 i.. .. -

Hog ere e k ( 0 b 1 i t era teo 1 d sit e ) ( 0 7) :. A ;- r '1 ..j)N
To f teL. ( 05) ::'4 no' '7 ~ L./ Lj (1 ere :$ ::- S" /!

Lake One (05) .~.:. rr c... ,-C...... 9 2.2~,(",. ('5 f! jJ 2-
Da rk L. (09) La 1.1//,: ~ :' '1''-1 c.. t-/ /3-
Johnson L. (06)c,Jrrl.j 4.'j"./ /(;!JS- 172//
B~ r ke r L. ( 07) L ,'; i .. '-..,1 (~, t \ J~ (p ,: I, .Lj/ 3
Bl~ L .. (05) - Lc/u/./t!.J) :;0.47 ~f -:2/ '-
Whlteflsh L. (07) LO')l)cl, /.)..:T.:) '?)y! \
N. Arm Burn t side L.~ 05) I 0 'J, 3l, f~ \ I !

Slim L. (05) ..: .to: r T' c: S.I/ 3GS '6 '-i I i

Gunflint L. (02) L(,u",),'~ ('(:'.J/jr]) ;;;.;;.'-10 /~21/

Clara L. (07) ~:"r~I/,':t. (=,'~/"i(.J:r"....d) 7/ 8 3J..// '"L

Ta i t L. (07) L <:J :h'.JC ~ J d ,~ -;:; ~',r2-
Nels L. (05) C):.r;-L.r 0-".I)/} :::'u<..J. ,;~ c...... .~ (..;.':'
Bireh L. ( 05) >; --'"~ c ~ '-.I .., ~ :.../ ;, ,

~1 0 0 s e R. ( 06 ) - - Prio r i t y'" Ill' !,oJhe~ R'. 0 . W. i s r e c e i ve d .
Silver Island L. (04».)'.//1::':-' ~,!,jl;"',,:/:J'h,f" 'j /':'7':..-' ::;;: /:-
Round L. (02) .2Jrr:-" l~.:Ju-rn 1~8 ~3Y!' {·~5,·r'

Range L. (05) ,.!,.'":.r ("-/ c.Y.Jfti ,) '''-/
Picket L/ (06) !..)rt:-: ()'/f0 308.J -: r ~ S 2 -, ~/

Toohey L. (07) ~_ (, I
j

) !./t:' ,J, -="1'..; ~I ,:.. ~' .3
Little Gabbro L. (05) 1,.-1-· .•,' (1';_J.rY"'. J.,)8 ,~I../)"I
Hog ba c k L. ( 04) :... ,-:; J 1.1 _~ .'\ !-j' (./ ..J:~ r 2:) ~,:;-I /
E/.'rJ Twin L, (02)l../IJI'..;,,', '::"1\',' ,'(i·)",.( " 'o"J/:-i ':.,-;- 'S~/'

I ' /

C~ cJ 0 t teL. ( 0 1 ) ;.. .:J:,; // ) ,.. ': :;.:J. ~ :....,/.. -: '
, "-' ,::;> - --.

Deeryard L. (02) (to be built in 85 with/Public L _i .. ',"/-_;.:.-'

Works Road 1410)
'rt1li te Pine L. (07) L J :-/-jl/c- :--, 3 '? 7 t!.:..j! 3
Shoepac L. (09) !-,j ''..J/,,,: ~1 ::5 ),:r- ~ ':0

Mud ro L. (05) ,.), i .' /'~: C:; ,,,IF',,

F i 1son ere e k ( 05 ) ) , I /. r' ./ ( J VF"':' , ....
Ric e L. (0 7) .:... )' . I /./ ~:. ,~ ;-:-,'~ J ~ ~. ' :'

Lake Fourteen (09) .-' ,f:',,:,,( ,: "~::) :'~'l :.", ?
Ha r r i e t L. ( 04) ~,' j ,'i','.~ /, .', • (. I,~ • ," ;~' j' ~ ~/ '~

See~ion-29-t7-~e41 - DROP 07/06/82'by Misiano
8ne-P±ne-~7-t851--DROP10/22/81 by Church
Fa rrn L. (05) :..;.;.; '" //.!:" '1'''' r' ~2. )') :L
Big Roseoda,hl L. (09) L/t-J ..:.) ~/''' ': "~. ....:.1(- ," _: '\ J'-'-""", ()".. _.I

Clear L. (09) Lcv... ~ ',' :: ~, /'/'1 ~.'.,. ':' S e S.J '3
Knucky L. (09) L ,J •.11'./ •• ' j..., (,~.'. ~

Cas cad e L. ( 07) :~ :JL,{ /-' Co t, ("i '.J-3 '-j It3 J~
Kaw±~hiw±-~~-te11--DROP 10/01/81 by Anderson
Long L. (09):'" ~ ....' f--,',,~ ~ ;. '-17 C. 7/"3
Gander L. (04) L 0 l.'/',.< ~ I -~,; ':" ~, ,,~, (2. S'/")
~1 0 0 s e L. ( 0 4) L:) '_',J./.: ~. ;;. 0 I Co l '.. ~ :!...( d-- t-j
Cabin L. (04) ~~I 1.1....._1'" !,.... -

-, I I .:1.....-: ·u- ~

Car1 son L, ( 06 )! '~/." if " ~. / _,0( -: ./ J
.., '/ :.. ) (' r -? ::- ' .,

Sea gull L. ( 02 ) l:" "I /.~ " \ ~' ::.' ~r~, J .. ,. .. .' -,e;.;;l I I
Ba 1-1 Cl ub L. (02) L,l.(//.J v'~ ::: ~ I 'I:' ,~~J.-:) j '-1/1- ,

27.
28.
29.
30.
31 .
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
'+4.
45.
46.
47.
48.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7 •
8.
9.

10.
11 .
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17 .
18.
19.
20.
2l.
22 ..
23.
24.
25.
26.

'80

'79

- ", ,-"--'-''-"':..;..:------
-102- '



FINAL PRIORITY LIST: FOREST-WIDE
(12/31/82)

BOATING SITES (continued)

SCHEDULED FOR $IS IN FY:

'81

'82

49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.·
58.
59.
60.

OJ i bway L. ( 05 ) :- ~'UA /'/ ~. ~ "3 8 "3 B Lj I /
Lit t 1e Cas cad e L. ( 07 ) ~ r 1'-1 eO.-. 30 GO:' r ~... S /') ,/'/I "3
Swampe r L. (02) L.:.. '.-1.,---<.'. ~ /-~ .? '1 r ('.~ c: S-) "J
11a yhew L. ( 0 2 ) L CI ,;,.t/_ ,,: ::: :.../ 7 ~ J

. , .£ f .~~. S '-1//
Hun g ry J a c k L. ( 02) L.tJ ~//.... '" ~' I".;;' . , --';. . ..'
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APPENDIX B

Guide to Fishing
Opportunities in St. Louis County

(Sample Draft)





-
Fishing the Wild~rness ~erimeter in the Ely Area

,,;.:l
,..,., U~~ or -n, Jt::-

After January 1, 1984, ~ Boundary w'aters Canoe Area 'Nilderness is "0 ff

limits" to -motor boats and snowmobiles. While many of your favorite trails,

camping sites and fishing lakes will no longer be accessible by motor, there

•are many lakes in the Ely Area outside the BWCAW that provide a wilderness

setting and good fishir.~!

L<)oK. oVt>r tr.e IDko::- :: ~st and mf:p9 Y'Ju'll find fishing ]~k€:s for stream

t.rout, lake trout, ;..:alley(!, bass, }1n.nfisn and northern pike listed by lake

type. Summer access vr,ries from parking lots and concrete ramps to primitive

port~ges. 7he ~ir.ter fisherman will find lake accesses ranging from plowed

roads to r~~ct~ snowmobile trails leading to back country lakes.

Boat c£lmpers have .:ccess to ov(?r remote campsites on----- -----
lakes acijacent to the wilderness. Snowmobilers have over miles of-----
trails leading to pristine l8kes from trail heads and resorts throughout the

wilderness fringe.

The Min:r.esoto Cept. of Natural Resources and the United States Forest

Service are 'floddng together to provide ne .... public accesses to remote lakes,

upgredp. existiIJg public accesses, develop winter and s~mer trails, increase

campBites or. :totor use lc.kes and emphCilsize fish management on tne lakes out-

side t:-.e 3WCAW.

There Bre many placeR adjace~t to the BWCAW that provide the beauty, the

isolati.on, ~nd the recreation of the wilderness without restrictions on mo~ars.

You CRn Fit Li.l enjoy ttt:' ',,' l.\.derness experienc e from your sno\\'ffiobil e or mot'o r

boat if you'll give tt.ese lakes a try.

/
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Some nice ones -. nlpo -~ m:
portage fro~ High L.

Some nice rainbows

Good fishing

Try shore fishing

-""-

"''',

Some nice ones, pretty
lake

Comments----Facilities

Bearhead Lake
State Park

Lift-over from Dry L.

Access

Portage-1/8 mile from
Burntside L.

Portage-15Q yds. from
Bass L.

Portage-100 yds. from
Bearhead L. Road

Portage-1 mi. from
Flash L. Portage off
l-loose Lake Road

Township-
Range- Fish

~~~e Name Section Present----
~itrenm 'frout--------
Chant 6-~-1_3-10 RBT

Cub 61-14-1 BT, S

l:ry 63-12-9 BT, S

lJry, Little 63-12-9 8'f, S

Enr.is 64-9-.33 RBT, S

I......
o

'"I

Glacier Pond 91

Glacier Pond -;"2

;~ar.son

63-10-11

63-10-11
,
'64... 13-36

B'f, S

RET, 0'1'. S

Carry down

Carry dO\-Jn

Logging road to about
2tXj yds. from lake off
Echo Trail

0-
Newly rec~med - try in
1985

....Small ones

Usually small fish

High 63- 12-4 1<B'l', DT, S

Norberg 61-14-1 RBT

~eg8r.bogar. 64-12-:8 Rrl1'

T'Jfte 6~.-10-2 HET

Portage-1J. mi. from Dry L.

Portage-15C yds. from
Bearhead Lake Road

fortage-* mi. from
Echo efra.il

Boat landing

Bearhead Lake
State Fark

Good fishing

Usually small fish

Good fishing, s~me large'
ories -'



Bearhead Lake
State Park ,..

Fish are there .

Yair fisning

Small walleyes

'-.

'~

."..
~"

Good walleye and norther~

pike fishing

Many small, but also some
monsters

Mostlv small fish. ..... .-..

Nice walleyes

Low walleye population

Comments

Some nice walleyes

Par.tially in BWCAW - moto
restrictions apply

Some lRrge fish

Small lake trout, nice
northern pike

~"aciii t it:s

Township-
Range- F'ish

bake Name Section Present Access
..._..------ -----
Lake Trout
--- ---

, ~urntside 63-13-Var. LT, W NP, 5M3 Boat landing,
\
I

Ojib\oiilY c.'-10-Var. 1/1' , NP, 8(; lJol'tage-~ mi. from
Ka""ishh'ii R. tnrougii
'J.'ri angle Lake

Snoll.'bar:k 64-9-Var. LT, \oJ, 5MB Eoat landing

W8lleye

Armstrong 62-14-14 W, NjJ, bG None developed

Arthur 61-'13-30 \~. NP t~one developed

Astrid 65-16-13 W, f"P Portage-}/. mi. from'"

"
US.it'S Road #200

,
• 61-14-11: b bearhead W, NP, LME Bout landing

'-J
I

i
"

~ear island b1-1?.-Var. W, NP, SNB B:>st landine:

~irch 61-12-Var W Nf, C, BG Boat landirlg,

Ero-..:ns 63-"! 1_8 W, NP Private

(:FJmp 2n 6~-10-12 \tr', 5MB. Carry dO'JJn

LMH. BG

':S?"(~:)~ E,.~--~ ~-~.: W, Nl-' Carry l.lo .... r~

'i :'.G :::.. (.t~ 'J f: 6e::. ""J ;;:" W. NP ~;one developec/- '., - ~.Q
!

'1
!



.";'''''
'.

Luke Name

Township­
Rrlnge­
Section

Fish
Present Access Facilities Comments " '''''.

~.'l.lleye (Conet)

~;ven~·tt 64-12-31 \.J, NP, C, 00 Portage-50 yds. from
Twin La\<:e

Us~ally slow, but try
evening. Also *mi.
portage from Fenske L.
crossing Echo Trail.

rtlrm 63-11-Var. W, NP Boat landi ng

flash 61.-9-28 W, NP Portage-3/4 mi. frollt
Hoose Lake Road

Gnrden 63-11-Var. W, tG'. C, 5MB Boat landing

Greenstone (Stone) 63-10-21 ~J. NP Fortage-l mi. from
Hadden Lake

.Jasper 63-10-'! W, NP. LHB Portage from M~ose Lake
I

t-a

~ .; ear.et te 65-15-5 w, f':p Boat landing
I

,
.!OSe-piA 6i-1;.-20 W, NP Access off logging road

to torth side of lake

Little 61_12-1 1 W, NP Rough road off County
road 402-Then }i. mi. portage

Loet 62- 1 6-29 W Boat landing

~4;;dden 6;.-10-16 w, t:P Carry dO'o.'n from rough
road off Fernberg Road

~·~i.J uri€: 65- i6-1L~ W, NF' Portnge-~ mi. off USFS
200 Hoad

Y: i tc ~~~ 1.1 62-'l2-1C W, NF None developed

Mostly small fish

Good walleye population,
Also *mi. portage from
Snowbank Lake

Some nice northern pike

Also ~ mi. portage from
Kawishi ..... i River

Some nice walleye

Lots of small walleyes,
~lso some nice ones

Good walleye population

Some nice walleyes

Nice walleyes

A1BO 1 mi. portage from
Greenstone Lake

Old logging road goes up
to dam ~ very roqgh

Nice walleyes



Li1.ke Name

Township­
Range­
Section

:ri5h
Present Access Facilities

"

Comments

Walleye (Conlt)

Moose

Nels

Nickel

Pickett

64-9-Var.

64-12-17

62-10-29

6'4-12-15

W, NP, BG, SM-B Boat landing

W, NP Boat landing

W Carry dO~Jn

W, NP Portage-* mi. (at least)
from Nels Lake

Good fishing

Usually small

Small walleyes

Can drive to lake on _
Cloquet Line ~ith 4 whee)
drive, them must cnrry
down

'friangle (Lower Twin) 63-10-14

Shagnw8

Stub (Stump)

I

b Vermilion
'-D
I

'lIolr

f~B8-Panfi6h-Wolleye

Big

Eagles Nest ii1

~Eigl€:B Nest 1;2

1agles Nest fI ~

63-12-Var.

63-11-14

"61-63,14-18,
l

·Vnr.

62- 1 3-5

65-13-V~lr.

62-14-27

62--14-Var.

• 62-14-Var.

W, NP, 5MB

W, NP, BG, C

W, NP, 5MB,
LMB, BG

W, NP, Sl-~B , C

W, NP

W, NP , 5MB

W, NP, 5MB,
LMB, 00, C

W, Nf··. 5MB,
1MB, BG, C

W. NP, SHB
LHB, 00, C

Boat landing

River from Fall Lake

Portage-* mi. from
Kawishiwi Hiver

Boat landing

None developed

Very rough road off
Echo Trail. to boat landing

Boat landing on
Eagles Nest #2

Boat landing

Carry down

. Good fishing

Nice panfish, fair walle:
fishing

Nice size walleyes

,-
large lake known for goo­
fishing

Can be good fishing

Good SHB fishing, walley
coming on

Nice size walleyes, try
night fishing

.."

Nice size crapp\ea, try
spring time

Quite a fe~ walleyes



Some nice crappies

Watch for deadheads

Nice largemouth bass

FHir fishing

",,-
''',",.

",

~'

Also 50 yd. portage froIT
Everett Lake

Nice pnnfish

Comments

Nice panfish

Some large crappies

Nice crappies, some largE
walleyes

Usually sm~ll - except
may.be nice northerns

,.

Facilities

None developed

By boat up Dear R.
from Burntside Lake

Boat landing

None developed

Access

Boat landiny,

Boat', landing

None developed

Uifficult boat landing
or carry down

Over 1 mi. portage from
Echo Trail

Boat landing

W, NP. C

W. NP. SHE
C, BG

W. NP, C

W. NP, BG

W. NP, E.G

NP, I1"n3

W, N~, 5MB
LMB, C. BG

W, NP. ,0
BG. 5MB

W. NP. 5MB,
LMB. Bu. C

NP, LMB. C.
00

Fish
:Present---

Township-
Range-

Lake Name Section

oj ~qsB-Panfi5h-Walleye (Con't)

E:[agles Nest #4 62-14-25

Fenske 64-12-)0

Hobo 63-12-11

Johnson 62-12-Var ..

Low 63-12-2

i One Fine 62-12-33
I
~......

Pike River Flowage 61-16-9a
"j I

Tamarack 6~._-:4-3J·
\ .

1\'in 62--13- A 4

'!'w"in Lakes 63-~3-1

~s6-Panf1Sh
"I

Bass (Verm. j 62-':5-2 LMB, st-n~. t:P
BG, C

Portage-)/. mi. from
Lake V(;rmi lion

Nice pan fish and northel

6866 (E.T.) 63-12-:0 NP I BG, C Portage-~ mi. from
Echo Trail

Good fishing
......

Cramp (;;?-" 4-2L• SMI~ Non~ developed Not much information



Facilities Comments

""
, ""''- i. ,,'

1

Lots of crappies

Ocassional .winterkill

Good fishing

Lots of small bluegill,
some nice northerns & baSf

Also 175 yd. portage from,
Sletten Lake '

Lots of smallmouth bass
,.

Usually small panfish

Lots of bluegill, fair
crappie and northerns

Nice bluegills

Access of old Hwy. 169
rough road ~

.'

Also 1/3 mi. portage from
Tee Lake

I·
I

Also portage from USFS
Road 191 - very rough rOB'



Ocassional winterkill

OCBssional winterkill '

Public land - no trail

Some crappie fishing

.''''''--

Not very good

Small northern ~ike. alf
11M mi. portage from Nit

w....

Winterkill

Small, but lots of
northern pike

Also portage from Secret I

Possible winterkill

Shallow lake

Comments

Small fish

Some nice perch

,-

Facilities

Bearhead Lake
!jtate Park

'rownship-
Range- Fish

l.clke Name Section Present Access

i'\orthern l-'ike
'! -

Agassa 64- 1 3-1 P Portage-1 mi. from

. BlRckstone 6~-9-;·5 NP Portage-3/8 mi. from
I Flash Lake Portage off1

Hoose Lake Hoad

blueberry 61-12-4 NP, C 'None developed

Buckshot 63-14-?-:2 NP, 5MB Porta,ge-1 mi. from
County Road 408

First 64-12-:8 NP, C Portage-100 yds. from
Echo 'frail

Five Hile 62-14-29 NP, !3G Portage-1/. mi. from
:li'our Mile Lake

•~
63-14-35 NP reported None developed~ Foss

N
•

(jr&6sy 62-1:~-31 NP reported Portage-n mi. from
~ Bearhead Road

Helkkilla 60-1 1.-30 NP reported Private

Horst:shoe 61--'4-4 NP reported Portage-50 yds. from
Taconite Trail

,; e\;.'ell 63-10 NP Portage-~ mi. from
'Ojibway Lake

~;igL 65- 1 5-7 t·:P Portat~e-1/e mi. from
Pauline Lake

r';;llLin,:, 65-16-':2 NP {JortEtge-1/8 roi. from
Ec ho frrti il



Lots of small northerns.
Also access by portaging
from very rough tl'ail on
USFS Road 1j191

Township-
Range- Fish

Lake Name Section Present Access- ----
Northern Pike (Conlt)

.} t)erch 61-12-18 NP Portage-1/. mi. from
Whisper Lake

Facilities Comments

",-

'.'. "­"',

Pickerel 6~.-11-1~) NP Portage-}l. mi •. from
Kawishiwi River

f'icket 65-16-21 NP Portage from logging road
off USFS 200 Road

:
Picketts 6.3-12-12 f,lp Private

Purvis 62-13-29 NP None developed

Putnam 61-'14-18 NP Trails off of
Taconite Trail

Hobinson 62-13-1 8 NP reported Private

Tee ' 61.-12-28 r" Portage-1/.3 mi. from':1:'

Grassy Lake

'~edge 63- oi u-'lO NP ~:one developed

I
~

~

W
I

No current information

Small northerns

Small northerns

Long portage

Probable winterkill

S[;;all northerns

Also 1/3 mi. portage
from $letten Lake

No current information
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PHONE:

STATE OF

~~~©uL%

E RT T
(218) 365-3230

Area Wildlife Headquarters
Star Route 2, Box 3710
Ely, MN 55731

April 10, 1985

Kate Hanson
MN DNR
500 Lafayatte Rd.
St. Paul, MN 55146

Dear Kate,

F R L R 5

File No

5

Here's an outline of the ideas we discussed pertaining to economic development
opportunities in the Ely Area.

Moose Management

The potential for econornic development centered on tfJE Minnesota's moose herd
is attributable to two basic facts: (1) the moose is one of the most highly
sought after big game animals in North America; and (2) Minnesota has one
of the few huntable populations of any significance in the lower 48 states.
In fact, Minnesota is second only to Alaska in numbers of U.S. moose hunters.

Estimates of monetary value/moose bagged vary greatly, but in all cases imply
a very significant benefit to regional economies. The MN DNR sets the '~ase

value" for moos~ to be applied in cases of illegal destruction, at $800/
animal as of June 1979 (Policy #7-79). The Eastern Region of the U.S. Forest
Service attaches a "willingness to pay" valu~ of $836 to each moose shot.
Either case implies a direct expenditure of perhaps $360,000 in the 1983
NE Minnesota moose season. Tne possibility exists that these figures grossly
underestimate the actual economic benefit from moose. In his study "The
Economic Importance of Moose (Alces alces) in North America", Alan Bisset
found direct expenditures by moose hunters in North America in 1982 equalled
$1687/moose. By combining this value with secondary benefits produced by
respending of monies provided by hunters, and extra market benefits which
represent the "direct value" of the moose resource alone, he derived a value/
moose shot in North America of $5,295 (equals 2 1/3 million dollars in 1983,
NE MN only!). These figures do not represent a maximum potential benefit
associated with moose hunting because demand for licenses in MN exceeded
supply by 20 to 1 in 1981! The capacity of the land is such that we could
never produce enough moose to satisfy demand, so "willingness to pay" values
will not decrease with increased production of moose and therefore, any
increase in our sustainable harvest will generate a significant economic
benefit.
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Also, Bisset cites figures associated with non-consumptive use of moose in
North America (vicarious recreation, etc.) of $315,000,000. As one of the
more populous states or provinces with moose, MN's share of that should be
high. If we apportion out a share based simply on our percentage of the
total moose shot in North America, about $8,000,000 can be attributed to
NE MN, far exceeding the figure associated with consumptive use.

There are a number of ways dollars could effectively be spent to manage/
increase the NE ~~ moose herd. On the enclosed map I have identified two
areas demonstrating different degrees of need for expenditure of moose
management dollars. The area outlined in yellow highlighter is the MN DNR's
proposed Moose Management Area in NE HN. If markets for aspen remain firm,
we may be able to maintain existing moose populations there (excluding area
outlined in red) through coordination with forest managers. In order to
increase the number of moose in this area, we need dollars for direct habitat
improvement projects. These projects could include: -Regenerating birch
and aspen through hand felling (recycling) where the timber is unmerchantable
because of defect or inaccessibility and there is a shortage of young age
classes in the type. Approximate cost = $30-60/acre.
-Hand release of conifer plantations. Typically, conifer plantations are
released, i.e. freed from competing vegetation, through broadcast applications
of herbicide. This often eliminates or greatly reduces available moose forage
(broadleaf tree and shrub component) in the stand and reduces the carrying
capacity of the area for moose. In some instances, the forestry objective
could be accomplished just as effectively, or more effectively, through a
hand spot application of herbicide. This maintains a hardwood or shrub
component in conifer stands, resulting in increased moose production compared
with levels attainable under current management practices. Unfortunately,
many foresters are reluctant to utilize hand spot application, and an off­
cited reason is the potential for higher costs associated with the method.
If dollars were available for moose habitat management and we could offer
to pay any extra contract costs associated with hand release, we could increase
acres of acceptable moose habitat and therefore moose densities, and realize
the benefits associated with increased opportunities for hunting and viewing.
Even without considering the "moose factor", our local economy would benefit
from emphasizing hand release. Most contracts for broadcast application
are for aerial spray applications and are awarded to contractors from outside
the area or state. Hand spot application contracts, on the other hand, could
be awarded to local residents, thus providing direct employment as well as
better moose habitat. Need = 500+ acres/year', Cost = approximately $10-30/acre.

The two areas outlined in red on the map are critical habitat areas. Not
only will we not see an increase in moose densities without a direct expenditure
of dollars for habitat improvement here, we'll likely see a significant decline.
This is due to the low aspen component in the area (0-10%) and the current
practice of converting ideal moose habitat - birch, fir, spruce, brush uplands ­
to pure conifer stands through site-prep, planting and broadcast spraying
of non-selective herbicides. Significant opportunities do exist for habitat
improvement, though. One is managing for mixed conifer/hardwood stands by
hand releasing plantations as earlier described.
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Another way would involve site-prep for natural regeneration of paper and
yellow birch. Division of Forestry is reluctant to spend dollars on this
activity because current markets for bi17Ch are poor. However, the "aspen
experience" and rapidly improving wood utilization technologies suggest that
if birch is available in suitable quantities 60 years hence, it will be used.
Also, the benefit of increased moose production should justify the direct
expenditure of dollars to regenerate birch. Need = 200-500 acres/year;
Cost = $60-100/acre.

Any moose management program must be accompanied by an effective method of
monitoring the population, so increases or decreases are detected and bag
limits and other management efforts are adjusted accordingly. Given the
previously demonstrated economic benefits per moose shot, it seems desirable
to harvest moose at a maximum sustained yield level. However, moose popul­
ations subjected to both predation and hunting pressure can display rapid
declines when subjected to slight increases in harvests above the maximum
sustained yield and, therefore, must be closely monitored if managed at this
level (V. VanBa1lenberghe, "Harvest Yields From Moose Populations Subject
To Wolf and Bear Predation"). As VanBallenberghe says, "The rate at which
moose management in the north evolves from art to science may well depend
on how well moose biologists can census moose and predators in the future."
The most effective census method for moose in NE MN is the aerial census,
which has been run nearly every year since 1966. In recent years, the
Superior National Forest funded 60-70% of the costs for moose census flights,
but future funding may not be available. Cost = $10,000/year.

Ruffed Grouse Management Units

I've identified existing and potential ruffed grouse management units on
the enclosed map. The potential units were selected on the basis of
accessibility and aspen component. Other suitable areas certainly exist
near Ely, but would need to be identified through a more intensive survey.

The primary habitat objectives in these areas could probably be accomplished
through a cooperative Forestry-Wildlife agreement. An objective of maximizing.
grouse densities in these areas could probably be met without habitat improve­
ment project dollars through a cooperative Forestry-Wildlife agreement allocat­
ing the size, spacing and timing of timber harvest activities in the area.
However, in order to realize an economic benefit via increased tourism,
dollars should be spent to give hunters access to the grouse. This means
construction and maintenance of hunter hiking trails through the units,
perhaps 2-6 miles/unit. Initial construction would involve dozing and seeding
a trail. Seeding costs should run about $25-30/mile. I don't know what
the dozing would cost/mile, but the Division of Parks or Trails might have
figures on that. I'd quess yearly maintenance (mowing) would run in the
neighborhood of $25-$35/mile. There would also be costs associated with
providing parking areas, signing and brochures.

Intensive Blueberry Management

I spoke with my "blueberry friend" and she offered some suggestions on
managing "picking areas" for tourists around Ely. She suggested ten 10 acre
units within 20 miles of town, or clustered around resort areas for tourists.
They should be located on good, driveable roads.
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If managed on a 5 year rotation of burning, she estimated yields of 200#/acre/
year. Since the average tourist picks about 2#, each area could theoretically
satisfy 100 tourists in seasons plants produced berries, i.e. there are no
late frosts.

I'd estimate the cost to burn one 10 acre unit at approximately $500-$800;
This treatment should be repeated every 5 years to maximize production.
Because intensive management of wild blueberry stands has not been done in
MN except on a "pilot plot" level, she strongly recommended that these areas
be evaluated as to the effectiveness of the treatments. She suggested 2-3
years of evaluation at a cost of $4400/year.

There is also an indication in her thesis that herbiciding and fertilizing
the areas may be worthwhile, however, I don't have any cost estimates for
this. For a copy of her thesis (I don't have one, or I'd send it to you)
or for more information, I'd suggest you call the expert: Deb Shubat

221 Life Science Bldg.
UMD
Duluth, MN , 55812
218-525-3708

I spoke to the Ely Chamber of Commerce and they will send you some information
on the Blueberry Festival (July 27 & 28, this year). By the way, they love
the managed blueberry area idea, as they are continually getting inquiries
about where to pick in the summer. Another indication of demand is Debis
finding that the cost to pick wild berries is $4.70 to $5.50 per quart, more
than wild berries can be purchased for in local grocery stores.

Waterfowl Habitat Management

Seeding of wild rice in NE MN lakes is a relatively inexpensive way of
expanding opportunities for waterfowl hunting in the area. There are many
lakes in the area suitable for growing wild rice where the plant is absent.
Hand seeding of rice in such situations in the past has produced stands of
wild rice and attracted huntable populations of ducks during the season where
none were before. The present State/Federal seeding programs combined do
not begin to put a dent in the backlog of available areas. Dollars to buy
wild rice are the only limiting factor to expanding the program. Need =
100 acres/year; Cost = $1000-$2000/year.

I enjoyed our meeting and recent phone conversation. If I can be of any
further help, please feel free to get in touch.

Very sincerely,

Steven G. Wilson
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APPENDIX D

Periphery Area Big-Game Hunter Harvest Information





Moose: Minnesota's northeast moose population t which numbered 4t 900 in 1983, is

concentrated in the Edge-of-the-Wilderness study area and the BWCAW. A moose

season was established in Minnesota in 1971 and has been held on odd years since

then. In 1983, the last season for which statistics are available t 523 moose

permits were issued for the northeast hunting zone (the boundaries of which

closely correspond with the study area); 442 moose were harvested t with a

success rate of 84.5 percent.

Black Bear: The study area is a part of the North Central and Northeast bear

hunting permit areas. In 1984, 1,385 bear permits were issued for these areas

and 304 bear were harvested.

Deer: The study area boundaries correspond closely with the Superior West t

Superior Central, Superior East and Itasca Northeast deer management units.

Harvest statistics for these units show 6,808 permits issued in 1983, with a

total registered kill of 7,541. In comparison with other deer management units

in the state, the Superior units (which encompass most of the study area) have

the fewest number of permits issued and the lowest total kill.
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APPENDIX E

Candidate Explore Minnesota Trails
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