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Agriculture and Livestock Priority Lead Funding
Sources

Continue proper fertilizer application through soil analysis and use of buffer strips along creeks and 1 Private, SCD, Private

water ditches. NRCS, CES

Control weeds and insects by non-polluting methods recommended for particular infestations. 1 Private, SCD, Private
NRCS, CES

Armor watering areas and creek crossings with rock or coarse gravel where appropriate. Use 2 Private, IDWR, Private

culverts where appropriate. ACOE

Work with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS, formerly Soil Conservation Service), 3 Private, SCD, Private

to determine creek fencing needs. NRCS, CES

In winter, feed livestock away from creeks or waterways, leaving a vegetative buffer sufficient to 1 Private, SCD, Private

filter runoff. NRCS, CES

The project manager shall encourage voluntary compliance with established BMPs through ongoing 1 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,

public I&E programs. SCD, NRCS, NRCS, CES
CES, Private

Use rotation and controlled grazing, especially on creek banks. 1 Private, SCD, Private
NRCS, CES

Furnish assistance to hobby farms, providing information, education, and established BMPs. 1 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,
SCD, NRCS, NRCS, CES
CES, Private

Establish an Agriculture and Livestock Demonstration project, provided funding and a suitable site 3 PLPM-DEQ, Private, State,

can be secured. SCD, NRCS, Federal

CES, Private
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Hazardous Materials (HM) Priority Lead Funding
and Underground Storage Tanks (USTSs) Sources
and Above Ground Storage Tanks (ASTsS)
1. The project manager shall provide for monitoring and implementation of the HM, USTs and ASTs 2 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,
Action Items and BMPs, in this management plan. DEQ-REM DEQ-REM
2. The project manager shall assist Bonner County by identifying Aquifer Sensitive Areas and Lake 1 County, County,
Sensitive Areas, and in the development of comprehensive plan goals, objectives and ordinances PLPM-DEQ PLMP-DEQ
relating to planning and development.
3*. Require secondary containment of all new USTs, ASTS, and piping within 1000 feet of the lake in-the 1 DEQ-REM Private,
Priest-Lake-watershed. Leak detection systems for USTs will be required. County County,
DEQ-REM
Enf = DEQ-REM
4. No UST or AST larger than 20,000 gallons will be permitted in the Priest Iake watershed. 2 DEQ-REM DEQ-REM
Enf = DEQ-REM
5°. Seeendary Containment, or treatment of stormwater or other runoff/spills from retail ef-commereiat 2 DEQ-REM Private,
motor vehlcle pump statlons and fuelmg areas shall be requlred within a 2 mile penmeter of Priest County County,
eFAqy : h : A : eF© 0 DEQ-REM
Pﬂest—laake—er—ﬁs-mbmaﬂes Any ex1st1ng retall motor veh1c1e pump 1slands or fuelmg areas shall Enf = DEQ-REM
have 3 years from the date of enactment of this management plan to comply with this action. All new
construction shall comply at the time of construction.
6. The project manager shall coordinate an inventory of existing UST and AST tanks in the Priest Lake 3 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,
watershed and assist owners with compliance and planning. DEQ-REM DEQ-REM
7. Conduct a public I&E program (focusing on assisting commercial projects with compliance) regarding 2 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,
HM, USTs, and ASTs. DEQ-REM, County, EPA
County, EPA
8. To build awareness of water quality protection, the project manager shall conduct public I&E 3 PLPM-DEQ, PLMP-DEQ,
programs on: hazardous materials, solvents, paints and stains; and on herbicides, pesticides and DEQ-REM, Federal
fertilizers, and alternate methods which could avoid their use. DEQ-M&TS
9. There shall be no point source discharge of pollutants into Priest Lake or its tributaries. 2 DEQ-P&C, EPA DEQ-P&C
Enf = DEQ-P&C
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HM, USTs and ASTs continued Priority Lead Funding
Sources
———————— |
10. Road dust abatement materials shall be applied only according to current DEQ and county guidelines 3 DEQ-REM, DEQ-REM,
covering approved materials and methods of application. County, Private County, Private
Enf = DEQ-REM
11. The use of arsenic-treated, creosote-treated, or Penta-treated Jumber in or over the surface waters of l IDL, IDL, DEQ
the Priest Lake watershed shall be prohibited. DEQ-M&TS, Private
DEQ-P&C
Enf = IDL,
DEQ-M&TS
12. The sale or use of detergents and soaps in the Priest Lake watershed that contain phosphates shall be 3 DEQ-M&TS, DEQ, County,
prohibited. County Private

Enf=DEQ-M&TS

*Amended February 16, 1996.

Notes and Explanations:

Item 2. Aquifer sensitive areas are being identified through groundwater studies of the PLP, and a groundwater atlas developed through contract with the Uofl. Lake
sensitive areas would include bays where lake water is extracted for potable purposes. This is quite common around Priest Lake.

Item 3. Secondary containment is a method to assure that leaks or ruptures of storage tanks do not contaminate ground or surface waters. A typical example is a doubled
walled fiberglass tank. Secondary containment of new installations is not a federal regulation, but it is a Kootenai County requirement. Leak detection systems will be a

federal requirement by 1988.

Item 5. Secondary containment of fueling areas requires the construction of a system to collect, hold, and treat fuel spills. Such containment is required by Kootenai County

over the Rathdrum Prairie Aquifer.

Item 6. DEQ currently has an inventory of regulated storage tanks (over 1,100 gallons) for the Priest Lake area. To assess the potential impact to ground and surface waters
in the basin, efforts would be made to expand the inventory to include exempt tanks (less than 1,100 gallons) and non-compliance regulated tanks. It is known that there
are many private underground and above ground tanks less than 1,100 gallons used to supply fuel for boats. A rupture of such tanks could threatened drinking water wells

supplies, and impact the environment.
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Item 10. Road oiling for dust abatement is very common in the Priest Lake watershed. There have been several observations by PLP staff of road oil being washed directly
into the lake during storm events. This is caused by applying oil on compacted dirt roads, over-applying the oil so as to cause puddles, and then within a day or so a rain
event occurs. If dust control oil reaches water, it is considered a hazardous and deleterious material under Idaho Water Quality Standards IDAPA 16.01.02800. DEQ

recommends, but does not require, that the road be graded prior to oil application, and then compacted after application. There are also alternatives to road oil, such as
calcium lignosulfate which is non-toxic to plants and animals.

Item 11. Wood for use in and around water often is pressure treated using preservative chemicals which include Creosote, ACZA (Ammoniacal Copper Zinc Arsenate),
ACA (Ammoniacal Copper Arsenate), CCA (Chromated Copper Arsenate), and Pentachlorophenol (Penta). Current DEQ guidelines are that any of the above materials
may be used in, over or around state waters if the methods of wood treatment with preservative, and the installation of structures using preserved wood, comply with "The
BMPs for the use of Treated Wood in Aquatic Environments" issued by the Western Wood Preservers Institute (WWPI, 1994). Many marinas and individual residents around
Priest Lake have however adopted a policy of non-treated wood only, either redwood or cedar. The planning team voted to officially adopt this policy as an action item.
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Priest Lake Management Plan Implementation

A DEQ Project Manager shall be assigned to implement the Priest Lake Management Plan (PLMP). Current DEQ base funding would continue to support
a 1.0 FTE.

The current DEQ Priest Lake Project budget shall be continued to implement the PLMP. Expenditure items from the budget would include:

a) support for the project manager position.

b) continued monitoring for: routine trend monitoring to detect any consistent changes in Priest Lake water quality; site specific monitoring where the
baseline study of 1993-95 has detected existing or potential water quality problems; and monitoring stipulated in Action Items of this plan.

c¢) funds to support a comprehensive public information and education program, which is a high priority component in all eight of the lake issue topics
comprising this plan.

d) funds to implement other selected action items in the plan and assist other entities in implementing their action items.
e) contracts to perform selected action items of the lake plan.

¢) required Idaho State matching funds for federal or other grants obtained to conduct demonstration projects and watershed remediation projects.

Implementation of action items would be through Annual Workplans. Upon approval of the lake plan by the Idaho Legislature, the project manager and
steering committee (see Al 4) will develop annual workplans. In planning for public agency budgetary requests to implement action items, it is necessary
that annual workplans be completed at least one year in advance of the fiscal year for implementation action. Annual workplans would include the
following:

a) action items to be accomplished in a given fiscal year based on priority rankings.

b) the associated costs to implement the action items.

¢) mechanisms and strategies to implement action items and secure funding from public agencies and private interests for implementation.

d) schedules to accomplish action items.

e) schedules for continued water quality monitoring.
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Management Plan Implementation, continued

4.

A PLMP steering committee shall be formed whose membership shall be a fair representation of the various land managers, and user and interest groups
of Priest Lake and its Idaho watershed.

The following agencies/citizen groups, which were represented on the Priest Lake Planning Team, would be requested to select a representative to serve
on the PLMP steering committee:

U.S. Forest Service Priest Lake Chamber of Commerce

Idaho Dept. of Parks and Recreation State Lessees Association

Idaho Department of Lands Priest Lake Citizens Volunteer Monitoring Program
Idaho Intermountain Forest Industry Association  Selkirk Priest Basin Association

Bonner County Commissioner - 2nd District Outstanding Resource Water Nominator

The ten representatives from these groups, as their initial steering committee task, would add three additional members to the committee. They would
select, solicit and/or consider requests for membership, representatives from the following pool of user and interest groups: Idaho Dept. of Fish and
Game, Idaho Dept. of Water Resources, business, agriculture, conservation, federal lessees, private landowners, and sewer districts.

The thirteen member PLMP steering committee would meet three to four times annually. At the initial full meeting of the steering committee, operating
guidelines would be established.

Functions of the PLMP steering committee would include:

a) advise, consult and provide expertise to the project manager in implementing the action items of the lake plan;

b) assist the project manager in defining solutions to problem areas identified by the original Priest Lake Planning Team.
¢) assist the project manager to prioritize and schedule the action items of the lake plan.

d) review and comment on progress reporis prepared by the project manager and submitted to the steering committee.

e) assist the project manager in the public information and education programs.

f) serve as liaison between the project manager and the Priest Lake community, receiving input from the community on the conduct, effectiveness, and
concerns about the lake plan implementation.

g) assist the project manager in securing additional funds and participation for public I&E programs, demonstration projects, remediation projects, and
enforcement of laws and regulations listed specifically in the lake plan.
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Management Plan Implementation, continued

5. Under Senate Bill 1284 (1995), Idaho Code §§ 39-3615, DEQ and the Panhandle Basin Advisory Group may name a Watershed Advisory Group(s)
(WAG) to recommend actions needed to control point and nonpoint sources of pollution to those water bodies where designated beneficial uses are not
fully supported ("water quality limited segments”). The PLMP steering committee will fulfill this role of the WAG.

6. The project manager, along with other interested citizens, shall seek to form a Priest Lake Association, with dues-paying membership. Such a lake
association would be requested to assist with lake plan implementation. Areas of involvement would include:

a) routine trend monitoring through the established Citizens Voluntary Monitoring Program.
b) public information and education programs.

c) offer a voluntary work force for demonstration and remediation projects.
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CHAPTER 5
PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT OF DRAFT LAKE PLAN

Public review and comment of the draft lake plan was received in several different ways. Two
public meetings/hearings were conducted on August 12th and 19th, 1995. The meetings were
well attended with a total of 171 people. Comment sheets were handed out with an opportunity
to cast a vote on the plan in general; either in favor, opposed, or neutral. The sheets also
provided space for written comments. Some comment sheets were handed back at the end of
the meetings. In other cases attendees wanted to further review the draft plan before
commenting. Over half of the comment sheets, often accompanied by letters, were received by
mail after the meetings. Attendees also had the opportunity to make a verbal testimony about
their views on the plan. Verbal statements were tape recorded and transcribed. These
statements were in the format of a public hearing, made uninterrupted and without debate from
the audience.

Written comments were also received from people not attending the meetings. They had
requested copies of the draft plan, as advertised in the newsletter and newspaper adds, and
mailed in comment letters.

All comments received have been included in this chapter, and the volume of comments is large.
In most cases written responses had several comments relating to different parts of the draft
plan. Comments were separated and categorized into either general comments that did not
address specifically an action item in the lake plan, and comments that made a statement about
a specific action item. A few selected letters in their entirety have been included in this
document (Appendix D). These are: a statement from the Clean Lakes Coordinating Council;
letters concerning a sewer treatment system in the Granite/Reeder Sewer District (the issue of
largest debate); ; and lake plan review comments by Shireene Hale of the Panhandle Health
District.

Because of the volume of public comment received (over 100 responses and several hundred
individual comments), the planning team feels that it has obtained a representative subsample
of the ideas and thoughts of the Priest Lake community on the lake plan. On the August 27th
meeting of the planning team, several action items were modified to reflect the prevalent view
of the comments.

A summary of the public review and comment response is as follows:
A total of 111 comment sheets or letters have been received.
At the August 12th meeting at Priest Lake Elementary School,
85 people attended
23 comment sheets were returned

7 people gave verbal testimony
3 letters were submitted
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At the August 19th meeting at The Inn at Priest Lake,

86 people attended
26 comment sheets were returned
7 people gave verbal testimony

Fifty-five letters or comment sheets were received after the meetings by people who attended
the meeting, or people who did not attend the meeting but received the lake plan by mail and
submitted a comment.

The tally of votes on the plan as a whole, either from the check boxes on the comment sheets,
or as stated in letters, is as follows:

In Favor: 81 80%
Opposed: 13 13%
Neutral: 7 7%
Total: 101

General Comments

The following comments did not specifically apply to action items in the nine lake issue
topics of the management plan.

Work of the Priest Lake Planning Team

- Applaud the planning team on their efforts. (22)

General comments on lake plan

- Please put some teeth into the plan, ensure that this treasure of northern Idaho be kept for
future generations. My granddaughter needs to share in its beauty and peace that I have had.
Nowhere on earth is there such a beauty and peace as sitting on the dock, looking north and
admiring what the good Lord has provided. I truly love this lake, let us keep it beautiful and
peaceful.

- The plan, in general, does not seem too harsh or radical. Anyone who loves Priest Lake
should be willing to make minor changes in their relationship to it. Working to maintain the
existing water quality is not beyond our means.

- Strongly support plan; strongly support protection of Upper Priest Lake. Haz Mats,
stormwater, wastewater must be planned for to safeguard lake.

- Draft plan does not go far enough in its protection of the lake.
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- It is the obligation of DEQ to ignore political pressures to undercut the plan’s purposes
and those comments of individuals who would breach their social responsibility to pass Priest
Lake to other generations in anything less than an oligotrophic condition.

- Support plan; with growing population it is imperative to anticipate impacts on the lake.
Pollutants must be controlled. Road building and road density should be kept at minimum.

- Hope experts keep or improve quality of our beautiful Priest Lake.

- It is both easier and cheaper to prevent problems than to correct them. If there is doubt
about the need for an action, we should err on the side of prevention.

- Priest Lake is "Idaho’s Jewel." Maintenance and improvement are essential to providing
heritage for our progeny, recreation opportunities for Idaho’s citizens and important resource
to tourist industry.

- Urge that the Priest Lake plan be coordinated with USFS, IDL, and Idaho Parks and Rec.
in long range management plans; each are important elements in overall basin plan and plan
must not be developed and carried out independently.

- The plan appears to face a contradiction in goals - to maintain water quality and to continue
those activities that cause a decline in water quality. If nonpoint sources of pollution can’t
be controlled, water quality can’t be maintained.

- Feel that greatest hazards to lake are new construction and motorized boats. The first
thing people do when building is clear away native vegetation down to the lakeshore. We
need someone local to monitor and to enforce erosion control. We need stricter control of
marinas and associated docks so boating does not increase beyond capacity of lake to
accommodate it. The team did a great job; just tighten up on restrictions.

- We need a plan like this to make us all feel proud of Priest Lake for generations to come.

- Would like lake to stay pristine as possible and we are willing to do whatever is needed to
protect the lake.

- We need to protect the water quality of the lakes and preserve as much of the pristine
nature that we possibly can, lest we end up with another lake like Coeur d’Alene.

- My principal misgiving is the public perception that the task will be completed with the
submission of the final draft to the Board of Health and Welfare. The recommendation that
a viable Lake Association be formed is noted.

The Priest Lake Newsletter was established to meet our need for a forum available and
acceptable to all Priest Lake property owners, State lessees, future of Priest lake. Many
property owners, Federal or State Lessees, and their families are deeply concerned with the
future of Priest Lake. Many lessees are third and fourth generation Priest Lake visitors;
reflected by wide support of the Priest Lake Newsletter (over 930 contributors, 580 have
contributed since May, 1994).
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- The plan seems to lack clear restrictions on streamside activities, such as road building,
logging and livestock grazing. Damage to streams from all those are well documented, and
as much as legally possible should be done to limit those activities, as well as construction,
adjacent to streams and the lake shore. Is there any way that rehabilitation of damaged
stream banks could be included in the plan?

- Opposed to plan: think there are enough agencies to enforce rules. Feel we don’t 3)
need another layer of government bureaucracy.

- The taxpayers are overburdened; the DEQ budget comes from taxpayer money.

- Having been a resident and taxpayer on Priest Lake for the past 45 years I feel the
residents and guests have done a very fine job of maintaining the purity, quality and beauty
of the lake. I do not think we need or deserve the dubious honor of being the only lake in
Idaho to be controlled by Idaho code.

- The Priest Lake Chamber of Commerce wants public input on this plan. Their concern is
that the plan will go too fast and the result will be overly restrictive legislation. The
Chamber can exert great influence on the legislators. Encourage everyone not only to voice
their opinion at these meetings, but also to the Priest Lake Chamber.

- We do not need an Idaho Code to maintain the water quality of Priest Lake.

- I was disturbed by the fact that I couldn’t get a draft copy of the plan until the first
meeting. I think also that only 11 days of comment time is a bit short. Things seem to be
rushed along too much at the public comment stage of this study.

- My criticism of the plan is that it has always been designed as a government program.
There was never a belief that the issues could be addressed and solved by concerned and
intelligent permanent and part time residents. The greatest deterrent to freedom and

innovation is a legislated solution. Once a law is enacted, innovation and experimentation
stops and intelligence is stifled. All of the identified problems should be solved locally.

Management plan costs and funding
- I feel funding has not been adequately addressed. )
- Cost benefit analysis will be critical to begin implementation of plan.

- Cost of the plan and who will pay should be made available to the public before any  (2)
action is taken.

- Concern is that neither residents or users should be over burdened with costs by this plan.
- All kinds of neat plans, but no funding.

- My biggest concern: legislative approval with little or no funding provided.
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- My one significant concern is how are all of these significant expenses to be paid?

Enforcement issues of plan rules and regulations

- Encouraging BMPs versus requiring BMPs are two different things. Requiring BMPs will
need ongoing money for enforcement to be meaningful. Consideration needs to be given to
each required item as to whether the cost of enforcement justifies the gains.

- Implementation and realistic enforcement will be critical to maintain the lake’s quality.

- Enforcement needs to be a major part of the plan. 2)

- Public agencies are not responsive enough in the Priest Lake area to violations of
environmental regulations. The Priest Lake Plan will need local enforcement.

- Plan seems to rely on voluntary compliance especially in areas of private roads and
recreation. Even stormwater section addresses potentially damaging impacts with words like
"encourage" and "promote." Lack of specificity and enforcement within stormwater and

private roads is a deficiency.

- Many of the action items are already codes within Bonner County and in State law.
Enforcement is the problem. There have been blatant violations of these codes lately around
the lake in construction of new homes.

- Hope that Idaho favors education and persuasion over heavy-handed regulation. For
example: fertilizing a lawn could cause considerable degradation, but is 5 lbs. a year on a
small garden really a problem?

- Your rules have got to have sufficient bite, not a slap on the hand. A developer, large or
small, will look at the potential fine in a cost/benefit analysis and if the changes are slight of
getting caught (because of budget constraints), or if it’s still cheaper to violate than comply,
then they will not be inclined to comply. The fines must be steep. Don’t let the plan get
watered down.

- Do not give in to some more vocal people about measures not being necessary or being
too restrictive. I have lived here for forty years and many people on the lake agree with
your philosophy and would be willing to live within the rules necessary to achieve the goal.

- Water quality can only be protected with strict supervision.

- There is no information offered on costs or fines or penalties for not following the rules
or laws.

- I felt some of the public comment was good concerning over-regulation and over-
protection.

- Sometimes we overprotect. We don’t want to overprotect the lake so the general pubic
can’t use it. We need to use moderation.
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- The plan depends to a great extent on information and education, a fine objective.
However, judging from the litter on paths, the non-complying dumping at garbage stations
and the violation of road and trail use regulations, I doubt that much will be accomplished
without some sanctions to back up the information and education. The project manager with
a citizen advisory board is a good idea but they need some enforcement tools.

Wording of the lake plan

- For those lake plan action items that are specific in their requirements (such as the 100 ft.
buffer zone for application of fertilizers/pesticides/herbicides), the Priest Lake Planning
Team needs to make sure all items are defined for clarity of intent.

The approval process of the lake plan

Implement plan as soon as possible.

- Concerned that legislature will "pick the plan apart."

- Hope the plan will be accepted by Idaho Legislature. 2)
- Scientific studies should be in before draft plan is submitted to Idaho Legislature. 3)

- Urge legislature to approve plan in its final form and to provide funds for its
implementation.

- The Clean Water Act, I believe, is what started the process that the lake plan is now
attempting to finish. The planning team is a group of people representing local interests
making a unique plan for Priest Lake. The lake plan is the culmination of a great amount of
time and effort spent by volunteers. The plan should not become a political football and
should be adopted by the legislature in order for Idaho to be in compliance with the Clean
Water Act. The plan should not be amended and changed to suit the needs or desires of a
far off legislature. We need a local plan for specific local needs.

- Public support must be actively solicited. Many who consider themselves influential do
not subscribe to local newspapers (Priest River Times, Gem State Miner, Idaho Spokesman-
Review, Bonner County Daily Bee). The Times and the Miner are published weekly. Idaho
Spokesman-Review content and editorial staff are not echoed by the Spokane Spokesman-
Review editions. The Handle (Idaho Spokesman-Review) carries many articles not included
in Spokane editions (60 percent of the Priest Lake Newsletters are sent to Spokane and
eastern Washington addresses).

- Need to watch carefully as plan proceeds through legislative process. Need to see what

role county will play. We need to keep the plan from turning into something we can’t live
with.
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Representation and participation in lake plan

- Absence of representation and input by the Priest Lake Permittees Association (headed by
Peter Glass).

- No solicitation for input from service clubs and organizations (Priest Lake Lions, Priest
Lake EMTs).

- Social and church groups have been ignored (the Priest Lake Grange, the Priest Lake
Community Church, the Coolin Community Church, the Lamb of God Lutheran Church,
Saint Blanche’s Catholic Church, dinner meetings of the Priest Lake Chamber of
Commerce).

- There should be no conflict of interest in any of the subcommittees.

Fisheries
- Idaho Fish and Game Dept. should be directly involved. 3)
- Lake plan does not address Priest Lake fisheries. 2)

- Fishing is one of the main recreational activities conducted on the lake. However, there
are no specific action items directed at maintaining fisheries or improving fish habitat. The
plan should at least call for education materials for distribution to lake users.

- Fish and Game representation has been restricted to "technical" advice. Uniformed
biologists and Fish and Game representatives should be active participants; continued dog
and pony shows can be offered all luncheon and dinner groups. Professional level slide
programs (ten to fifteen minutes, followed by Q&A sessions) would be welcomed.

- Fish & Game expertise, commitment, and knowledge are in disrepute. Mysis shrimp
introduction, abandonment of kokanee and trout planting, curtailment of hatchery programs,
stream closures (and the success or failure, if known) should be discussed.

Public Information and Education
- We need another subcommittee entitled, "Education.”

- Education is your most potent tool in absence of a large budget. Ideas at meetings
seemed too passive; you should print 1 page pamphlets targeted to particular users and
distribute them.

- I like the idea of information being available to people involved in any of the activities,
and the plan has some useful ideas.
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Continuation of water _quality monitoring

- Water quality monitoring should be continued, especially the nearshore studies and
sediment analysis.

- Water quality monitoring should continue. 2)
- Would like to see sedimentation study done on the lake.

- A monitoring program is essential to the successful implementation of the plan and
protection of the lake. Only through monitoring can the beneficial impacts of action items,
or their shortcomings, be assessed. However, the monitoring program needs to include the
near shore areas and the confined and semi-confined bays as well as the open lake stations
monitored during the baseline studies.

Priest Lake Project baseline studies

- I consider the baseline water quality study to be the one valuable thing to come from this.

- The baseline chemical studies of open areas, stream flow, nutrient loading and lake
morphology and nearshore enrichment provide excellent background on which to build.
Based on my studies of last ten years of this lake, the data from open area suggests too rosy
a picture of lake water quality. Results of some of my studies show nutrient concentrations
2-3 times those found in open water from a site near Cavanaugh Bay. Primary productivity
and nutrient measurements on occasion reflect meso-oligotrophic conditions.

Upper Priest Lake (also see Motorized Watercraft - General, and Recreation - Action
Item #2)

- Airplanes should not be allowed to land or to fly low over Upper Priest Lake.

- Hope planning team considered the concept of Upper Priest as being an area of
nonmotorized recreation. If only a recommendation, this idea should merit consideration and
support.

- Especially concerned about Upper Priest Lake. Whatever rules are made for the 5)
lower lake and islands should also include upper lake. Concern is that rules would move
campers to Upper Priest if rules only in place for lower lake.

- Upper Priest Lake is more sensitive to impacts due to its size and remoteness.

Shoreline Erosion

- Shoreline erosion was not addressed in the plan. Feel that shoreline erosion has been
appreciable over the years. This is due to lake level control by the Outlet Dam, and resulting
loss of shoreline vegetation and more wave action by larger boats. The new proposal by
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Idaho Dept. of Water Resources of lake level alterations should be researched before
implemented to make sure that the proposed changes do not further accelerate erosion along
the lakeshore.

Potable uses of water

- Drawing water from the lake for potable use could reduce adverse effects of developing
other sources of drinking water, i.e. wells.

- Public Information and Education programs are needed on proper treatment for lake water
used as potable source.

Water quality observations

- See an increase in sediment and seaweed each year. Boats leave a trail of bubbles on the
water now.

- Feel strongly that the lake water quality has degraded over the thirty years of
observations.

Docks

- The plan briefly discusses the impact of docks on lake water quality. Guidelines should
be provided for planning agencies and the public to review the impact of proposed new
extensions to docks on water quality. Furthermore, docks create barriers to water
movement, especially if piers are installed. Should these piers be discouraged?
Miscellaneous

- I want ordinary people to be able to use the lake, not just special interest people.

- A microphone should be provided for speakers at meetings.

- Use of aircraft should be addressed; these could pollute as badly as boats.

- We need a philanthropist to donate land for outdoor camps such as Camp Easton.

- We see greed and profit as the Lake’s worst enemies.

- Everyone will always worry about money to pay for preservation of the lake, but all of
this worry is superfluous. If we don’t have a habitable world in the future for our children,
money is not important. Money and jobs will always be made, but there is only one Priest

Lake and it will never be created again.

- It should be noted that only about 15% of lakeshore is deeded land.
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- Main concern is that Idaho Dept. of Lands can do whatever they want, without reports or
studies and without concern for water quality and fish. Two examples: first is spraying of
24D along Hunt Creek and Hunt Creek Road. After it rains the residue that is left on the
plants and trees runs into the ground and into the creek. Fish will be affected. Second
example is the 6-8 foot deep trenches dug into Horton Creek Road. These trenches are
absurd. The signs posted say this is to protect water quality, but as soon as fall rains come,
a lot of dirt and silt will wash into the creek. Many people take their drinking water out of
this creek. IDL is abusing their authority and not considering the best interest of the people
and of the land.

- It was pointed out that the idaho Department of Lands was self-regulating and also

regulates other agencies. On the east side of the lake, IDL is the largest polluter. How do
you expect them to enforce their own standards until they clean up their own act?

Comments Relating to the Lake Plan Action Items

Timberland and Associated Roads:

General
- There is too much logging at Two Mouth; a danger to watershed.

- The USFS and IDL should have long-range management plans in timber operations that
parallel the goals of the lake plan.

- Accountability for timber management as it affects water resources is commendable.
Enforcement of Forest Practices Act should be mandatory.

- The Forest Practices Act has enough rules and regs already in place without adding any
more.

RE: Action Item #2 & 3

- Would like to see enforcement of rules protecting streams from logging and logging road
construction.

- Stream crossings and logging roads should be built such as not to allow debris to reach
the creeks.

RE: Action Item #4

- Include in the information made available to all land owners a summary of forest
management BMP’s from the Forest Practices Act. This will make acceptable practices
more widely known.
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RE: Action Item #5

- With over 2,000 miles of forest roads in the watershed, I believe that associated impacts
from both timberland and public/private roads have been underestimated and consequently
not adequately addressed in the draft plan. More BMP’s and action items need to be
developed to address roads and water quality impacts from them.

- Support the closing of excess roads and limiting new road construction where it threatens
the watershed. The land should be repaired and made natural again wherever a road is
closed. When a new road is built, care should be taken that no additional harm is done to
the countryside.

- Maximum road density for roads should be established for land types and 3
proximity to surface waters for logging roads.

- Items 5 and 10 take steps toward limiting the impact of unnecessary roads in watershed.
Stormwater runoff from road construction and poorly maintained roads result in greatest
nutrient loading to lake. A factor in determining when roads are "excess" or should not be
built is the overall road density. An item should be added to evaluate existing road density
and define an appropriate density target.

- I disagree with suggestion to close "excess" roads. We are already heavily impacted by
grizzly bear habitat road closures.

RE: Action Item #6

- I agree with the subcommittee that additional features of the "feedback loop" need to be
implemented to fully comply with FPA requirements to protect water resources.

RE: Action Item #9

- Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) should be included in the FPA and results from
surveys using the CWE should be used to force compliance.

Public and Private Residential Roads:

RE: Action Items #1, 2 & 3

- West Shore Road needs paving. If it can’t be paved, consider making it dead-end with
access from two sides.

- There is a lot of money being spent oiling and grading; could be better spent paving.

- Roads should be paved near lake (such as Kalispell Bay to Outlet; Beaver Creek from
Nordman)

- Unless private roads are seriously affecting the lake, make this a low priority item.
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APPENDIX D

Selected Letters from Lake Plan Public Review
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CLEANLAKES ===

Public Advisory Committee

COORDINATING
COUNCIL Pl e
2195 lronwood Court « Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 Clean Lakes Planning

Phone (208) 667-3481

August 17, 1995

Priest Lake Planning Team
Mr. Stratton

PO Box 38

Hayden, ID 83835

Dear Mr. Stratton:

On behalf of the Clean Lakes Coordinating Council (CLCC), I am writing in support of the
Priest lake Management Plan. The council highly commends the Priest lake Planning Team for
their diligent efforts in completing a well researched, balanced comprehensive plan.

The Priest Lake Management Plan appears consistent with the other management plans that have
been adopted and implemented in north Idaho. The council will be assisting agencies and
appropriate groups with implementation and support for the north Idaho lake plans through our
report to the Legislature this fall.

The council would also like to extend their appreciation to the planning team for developing a
plan which will greatly protect Priest Lake’s water quality, promote extensive educational
programs in the watershed and provide a balance for economic issues as well.

Sincerely,

Lisa Prochnow

Clean Lakes Coordinating Council

LISA\STRATTON.PL\MK\9S



August 9, 1995

Idaho Division of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

RE: Priest Lake Management Plan

The first draft proposal for the PLMP has a particular issue I wish to address. The
recommendation that the Granite Reeder area of Priest Lake be sewered has several flaws
that should be considered before any final legislation is implemented.

1) There is a sewer district currently in place for the District. Under the guidance of the
present Board and with the assistance of a volunteer citizens’ committee, the District is
studying various types of systems that would be most appropriate for the area.

2) A sewer system has to be carefully defined and implemented for the District. Several
engineers have stated that the widely fluctuating population of the District could cause
substantial operational and maintenance difficulties for a solid waste disposal system.

3) It has to be remembered that a properly installed and maintained septic system with an
adequate drainfield is a very effective waste disposal system. A "sewer system"
encompasses more than just solid waste methodology to dispose of waste. The district is
analyzing other options at this time.

4) Part of the PLMP study involved a water quality study conducted by Mr. Glen Rothrock.
I attended a reporting meeting conducted by Mr. Rothrock earlier this year at the Priest Lake
Elementary School. Mr. Rothrock’s report at that time clearly stated that there was "no
evidence" of any water quality degradation within the Granite Reeder Sewer District.

5) The Granite Reeder Sewer Board is presently about ready to hire a consulting engineer to
assess the best methodology for waste removal for the District. A request for proposal is
being developed to be posted to invite engineering firms to bid on the consulting project.

6) The District has had no success in finding any funding assistance to aid in installing a
system. In fact each report of high water quality adversely impacts the District’s ability to
find any financial aid because there is not a proven "need." If legislation is implemented
mandating a system for the area, will there be corresponding funding? Given current
political concerns of the times, it seems that this type of "mandating" financial expenditures
upon residents of the District could be subject to challenge, especially without substantive
proof of need.

7) This particular recommendation by the Water Quality Study team seems open to question
by reason of their lack of in depth study of the District’s environment. It is evident that this
recommendation appears to be more driven by "perception” rather than facts. The study
team has not participated in any meeting within the District in the last two years. The
District has had a proactive volunteer committee working directly with the District’s Board in
a broad ranging study of the District’s need. There has been a report submitted to the Board
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in July of this year that outlines several practical ideas for consideration by the Board for
addressing the District’s waste management issues.

It appears that this particular recommendation by the Study team is not appropriate at this
time. The Granite Reeder District is on course to developing a waste handling system. The
District has the right to create the most efficient, economically viable system appropriate to
the need of the community. This particular recommendation is not consistent with the
current process underway with in the District at this time..

Respectfully,

Donald V. Howell
Box 192
Nordman, Idaho 83848

208-443-2274
208-922-2222
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Robert H. Mansfield
Hagman Road
Nordman, Idaho 83848

Idaho Division of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho 83814

August 11, 1995
Subject: Draft Priest Lake Management Plan dated July 1995

First, please hear my thanks for inclusion of the public in the challenging task of balancing
multitude of interests and needs in the preservation and protection of the quality of life and
activities that surround Priest Lake and its pristine nature.

While you are shaping legislation around the content of the Draft Management Plan, please
hear the following in the area of wastewater management.

e While the Draft Priest Lake Management Plan (Draft Plan) needs to be given credit for
providing leadership in protecting the lake, the plan has received input from and credit
should be given to the existing Granite/Reeder Sewer District. The Granite/Reeder Sewer
District has done extensive work to explore a range of engineering options that could
provide efficient and effective wastewater treatment methods that respect both the lake and
the financial ability of those within the district.

¢ The current Cost and Engineering Committee of the Granite/Reeder Sewer District has
spent considerable time with area engineers who have offered their preliminary assessment
of those approaches that should receive more detailed consideration. Most of those have
been sensitive to the concentrations of population and have suggested distributed systems
that will serve the most immediate needs while having expansion capabilities to
accommodate growth in the area. The Granite/Reeder Sewer District is moving toward
the hiring of a consulting engineer who will carry the assessment of best applicable
methodology for wastewater treatment to a preliminary design state.

¢ The Draft Plan should accurately reflect the findings of the Water Quality Study by Mr.
Glen Rothrock. Basically, Mr. Rothrock’s report states that there is no evidence of water
quality degradation within the Granite/Reeder Sewer District. This would indicate that,
while we all share a concern for the waters of Priest lake, the need for hasty (and usually
overly-costly) solutions does not exist.

¢ ] would encourage you to advocate for and with the group of Granite/Reeder area citizens
in their search for adequate solutions to wastewater management. Please be open to
consider technologies that, while not yet used in Idaho, are used successfully in other
states and countries. A citizen-owned process, with state oversight, will find greater
acceptance and ultimately should prove more cost effective than a state-managed process.
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¢ Please note that the word "solutions" was chosen to reflect that we have differing needs
with differing levels of immediacy within the District. We should be free to find
solutions that fit the problems, as long as they have the foresight to fit into a long-range
plan and a schedule that recognizes the real needs of the lake. The Draft Plan does not
yet reflect this flexibility.

¢ And finally, we would enlist your help in finding funding assistance for the development
of a wastewater treatment plan that is truly responsive to needs of Priest Lake and the
Granite/Reeder community. This would be particularly helpful since the lack of a proven
need for a hasty solution has made our attempts to find funding more difficulit.

Thanks for your consideration.

Robert H. Mansfield,

Member,
Granite/Reeder Sewer District
Cost & Engineering Committee

Priest Lake phone: 208-443-2910
Spokane phone: 509-448-8445
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Granite Creek Moorage
Box 1527

Priest River, ID 83856
8-18-95

Division of Environmental Quality
2110 Ironwood Parkway
Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

Attn: Priest Lake Planning Team
Dear Team Members:

It was my pleasure to be a member of your team while in office as a County Commissioner.
I have attended a few meetings since leaving office; however, my health has not permitted
me to attend for the last two years.

I have followed your work in newspaper reports and have studied the draft of your plan,
which was recently released. I have also read and heard about the response to your plan at
the first hearing on August 12. I was unable to attend that hearing and will be unable to
attend the hearing on August 19. I hope that this letter will serve in my absence tomorrow.

I am in complete support of your recommendations, based on your findings, which are the
result of the first truly scientific study of Priest Lake and its sources.

My family has owned property in the Granite Creek area since 1931, and I’m sure has
contributed to the degradation of water quality of Priest Lake. We have supported the design
and construction of a sewage collection and treatment system since the 1970’s. We have
seen plan after plan defeated by those who claim "we can’t afford it." This is a very selfish
and short-sighted reaction to something that we all know that we need to protect what is left
of Priest Lake’s water quality. I say that "we cannot afford not to" design and build a
proper system.

Critics of the plan also say that we don’t need any plan or another layer of bureaucracy. I
have witnessed the results of skimpy land-use planning, excessive logging practices, and
heavy-handed road construction, and I believe that we sorely need better planning.

You have done a very good job and I will support your recommendations.

Yours truly,

Dean Stevens
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August 23, 1995

Priest Lake Planning Team

c/o Glen Rothrock

Idaho Division of Environmental Quality
2210 Ironwood Parkway

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

To whom it may concern:

On behalf of Panhandle Health District I would like to offer our support of your draft Priest
Lake Management Plan. The plan is well thought out and offers workable solutions to the
myriad of activities which affect the water quality of Priest Lake. The plan also appears to
be compatible with those developed for other lakes in this area.

We do have a few suggestions and comments which are attached. Again, we support
adoption of the draft plan, and if there is anything we can do to assist with implementation
please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Shireene Hale
Senior Environmental Health Specialist

cc: Larry Belmont

Panhandle Health District Comments on
Draft Priest Lake Management Plan
August 1995

Timber and Associated Roads
Action Items # 2 and 3

These action items involve encouraging the Dept. of Water Resources to enforce the Idaho
Stream Channel Protection Act. Why isn’t it being enforced now? Do they need
additional personnel, support from Governor? These recommendations might be more
effective if they expanded to address the root of the problem.

Wastewater Treatment

Action #1:
Will the community-wide wastewater treatment system recommended for Granite/Reeder
serve lots which are currently undevelopable? If so, water quality impacts which will

accompany development of these lots needs to be weighed against the benefits of installing
SEeWeEr.
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Action #3:

This recommendation too vague. Does "unapproved disposal systems" refer to illegally
installed systems, or to systems installed legally but to less stringent standards? What are
"acceptable standards?" Current standards or something less? If replacing unapproved
systems is to be a requirement, what happens to those who cannot install a new system
meeting acceptable standards? (because there are no suitable sites on their property,
neighbors are unwilling or they are financially unable to purchase a drainfield easement,
etc.) Who would be responsible for inspecting "unapproved” systems, and for enforcing
these requirements?

Action #5:

Consider replacing the word "evaluate" with the word "define" (New rules shall be
established to better define whether a septic has failed...).

Action #6:

Future wastewater treatment is too vague. Does this refer only to community sewage
disposal systems or does it include individual systems?

Stormwater and Construction - Development
Action #2:

Maintaining vegetative buffers along watercourses is an excellent idea, and an important
part of an effective water quality management plan.

Action #3:

Retaining wetlands is a good idea, however natural wetlands should not be used as the
only treatment mechanism for stormwater runoff. Treatment of stormwater is needed
before runoff reaches the wetlands to remove sediment, heavy metals, petroleum and
other contaminants-otherwise these contaminants can destroy the wetlands and harm fish
and wildlife.
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