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ABSTRACT

Currently, needs for the provision of public outdoor
recreational facilities are not being fully satisfied by
government agencies in British Columbia. Changes in activity
patterns and value demands, combined with population and
participation rate increases, warrant modifications to some
Provincial Parks. Historically, development in such areas
has tended to provide facilities for a limited number of
activities such as sightseeing, swimming, boating, fishing,
hiking, picnicking and camping. Hence, Provincial Park use
has overwhelmingly been confined to summer months, peaking
in July and August. But, a modified park design providing
cabin accommodation and offering a wider range of activities
would add variety to the present Provincial Park system in
British Columbia, and would promote year-round park use.

Initial research details park development policies
and facilities in the Lower Mainland Region of British
Columbia. Subsequently; the thesis investigates, mainly by
field study in Saskatchewan and a mail questionnaire survey,
various aépects of park rental accommodation throughout
North America. The results of this investigation are
examined for their applicability to the Provincial Parks

system in British Columbia.
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When offered to the public, rental accommodation in
parks is much in demand throughout Canada and the Untied
States. Controlling Park Agencies almost unanimously con-
sider that such accommodation provides a popular and needed
alternative to camping, is conducive to family, senior
citizen and institutional recreation, and stimulates year-
round park use.

It is argued that similar benefits should be made
available in British Columbia through the introduction of
modern rental cabin accommodation and some urban-type
recreation facilities in selec¢ted Provincial Parks. Since
the majority of British Columbia's population is concen-
trated in the Lower Mainland Region, this area should
receive development priority. The Daisy Lake area of the
Squamish-Lillooet Corridor is suggested as a possible

location.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

THE PROBLEM SETTING

Increased participation in a wide range of outdoor
leisure activities has been one of the most significant
social changes in recent years. Between 1969 and 1972,
camping in pick-up campers in Canada increased by 100%,
while participation in bicycling, sailing, snowmobiling,
canoeing, and power boating all increased by 25 to 50%.1
Although similar large increases were not recorded for the
traditional outdoor activities, significantly more people
did engage in these activities--and furthermore, their
frequency of participation was higher.2 Such trends were
noted during the early 1960's in the United States by the
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, which con-
cluded that the greatest amount of leisure time was spent
on outdoor activities requiring the least preparation or
specialized equipment.3 The general picture (with very few
exceptions) for all regions in Canada is that participation
in outdoor recreation is increasing--not only in the range
of activities but also in the frequency of participation by
all age groups, for both sexes, and for all socio-economic

1evels.4 Furthermore, surveys show that a significantly

1



larger percentage of British Columbians tend to participate
in a wider variety of activities than do Canadians as a
whole.5

Such overall growth in outdoor recreation has been
attributed to two basic factors; demographic and sociologi-
cal changes.6 Population has been expanding rapidly,
particularly in large metropolitan areas. For the province
of British Columbia as a whole, this réte of growth is
unsurpassed by any other province in Canada.7 More signi-
ficant, however, is the fact that 55% of British Columbia's
population is concentrated on barely 3% of its land area,
with the bulk concentrated in metro—Vancouver.8 By the year
2001, the population of the Lower Mainland is expected to
exceed 2.1 million (almost a twofold increase over 1975
levels), with metro-Vancouver absorbing most of the increase.9
The scale, rate and concentration of this growth, if past
and current trends of urbanization are a guide, must lead to
increasingly stressful conditions for urban dwellers. And
the already important therapeutic role that outdoor recrea-
tion plays in combatting urban pressures will undoubtedly
assume even greater importance.

The past two decades have witnessed rapid increases
in personal incomes, mobility, and leisure time, which have
encouraged promotional programé by physical fitness organi-
zations, government health and recreation departments, and

educational institutions. 1In particular, such increases



have stimulated a rapidly expanding recreation industry
which has been both perceptive and persuasive in developing
a wide diversity of recreational innovations for a mass
market.

These increases in population growth and leisure
activity have escalated demands for recreation facilities.
Consequently, land-use conflicts have intensified, espe-
cially between outdoor recreation (which can demand
extensive land acquisition or alienation) and other more
'basic' land uses such as agricultural, industrial, and
residential developments. For outdoor park activities and
overnight accommodation in British Columbia (the focus of
this study), the greatest pressure has been exerted on parks
within easy reach of Vancouver residents.

To satisfy growing demands, it has been argued that
there is a need to acquire more park land and/or intensify
development of existing park facilities. Recreational park
land in the Lower Mainland Region is becoming more difficult
and expensive to acquire, largely because agricultural land
in the Fraser Valley is under development pressure and green
belt protection. An alternative is to use areas outside the
green belt for park development.

One such area is the "Squamish-Lillooet Corridor"--
the southern end of which lies only 40 miles from Vancouver's
core. The Squamish city council foresees this corridor as

a major recreational outlet for residents of the Lower



Mainland. This is based on projected population growth for
the Lower Mainland, and on the fact that much of the avail-
able recreational land in the Fraser Valley is being

converted to either farm land or housing deveIOpments.l0

THE PLANNING MILIEU

Local, regional, and provincial levels. of government,
together with private agencies, have attempted to satisfy
burgeoning recreation demands. The B.C. Provincial Parks
Branch, the provincial agent most responsible for providing
outdoor recreational space and facilities for the public,
has steadily added new parks and campgrounds to its system.
This is both desirable and necessary. However, developing
new park areas along existing guidelines may not be the best
way of satisfying demands. A reorientation of basic plan-
ning philosophies regarding the provision of types of
accommodation facilities and activities may be necessary to
intensify park use by encouraging greater year-round use,
diversity in leisure activities, and participation of all
age groups.

This proposed change in facility and activity park
planning stems from urgent needs:

(1) to satisfy changing public demands in outdoor recreation;
(2) to provide the public with the opportunity to enjoy
diverse experiences; and

(3) to intensify recreational developments given rising



participation rates and park land acquisition costs.

An example of a shift in public demand is shown by
the increased use of recreational vehicles compared with
tents. 1In 1973, Provincial Park Branch figures for B.C.
showed that the use of tents in parks decreased.ll In its
early campsite developments, the Branch attempted to pre-
serve the outdoor recreation experience which it felt the
camper was seeking, i.e., tenting in an attractive environ-
ment.12 However, the increased dominance of recreational
vehicles and trailers containing many of the conveniences of
home, indicates that many park-users prefer 'modern' over-
night accommodation, although they are still drawn to
environmentally attractive park areas.13 Such vehicles not
only offer opportunities for outdoor recreational experience
without sacrificing basic home comforts, but extend the
recreational season into weather which would be unfavorable
for family tenting. Moreover, recreational vehicles offer
increased flexibility and amenities while en route to the
recreational area.

Parks Canada has suggested that Canadians in general
have no strong desire to seek wilderness enjoyment. They
note that only a small proportion of park visitors actually
participate in hiking, riding and camping in the isolated
area of the parks and conclude that the majority demand and
receive most satisfaction from modern accommodation and

recreational facilities commonly found in cities.l4



Similar conclusions are made in a study on leisure-
time activities, which shows that Canadians, when travelling,
prefer motels, summer cottages and hotels, in that order,
for overnight accomrnodation.15 Rough cabins, although
stationary, receive a much lower rating, as do mobile accom-
modations and trailer parks. The latter two are, however,
highly rated by some people. Temporary outdoor accommoda-
tions such as tent camping and "roughing it" are slightly
disliked by the average Canadian. The increase in popular-
ity of these facilities has occurred within a minority group
--but not for the general populatiohﬁ Cémpgrounds, however,
receive a modicum of general approval. But the majority of
Canadians prefer comfortable modern overnight facilities.

In assessing park planning priorities, one would
assume that greater attention should be directed to the
majority of the population since it supplies the largest
percentage of the recreation tax dollar. Since modern
accommodation in parks is not provided by government recrea-
tional agencies in B.C., many people purchase or rent
recreational vehicles and trailers so they can enjoy modern
amenities when outdoors. However, in a 1974 statement by
the Director of the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch, people in
recreational vehicles and trailers were not considered to be
true park users. The Branch félt that these people were
essentially seeking a convenient form of accommodation, and

argued that the provision of overnight accommodation in



parks was not the prime responsibility of the Parks
Branch.16

Encouragement of tenting and a low emphasis on
providing modern overnight accommodation and urban-type
recreation facilities continue, therefore, to determine the
development of provincial parks. If the above findings of
Parks Canada and the Crow Report regarding accommodation
preferences of recreating Canadians are applicable to B.C.,
then it appears that the demands of the silent majority in

B.C. are largely going unheeded.
ALTERNATIVE PLANNING

Given the dual demands on a park for recreation and
accommodation, ways of satisfying both should be investi-
gated. Modern rental cabin accommodation in certain areas
provided by the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch offers one
possible approach. This would provide the public not only
with the opportunity to benefit from satisfactory accommoda-
tion but would also expand recreation experiences on a year
round basis. Most people will never be in a financial
position to own a cabin, and in the absence of an alterna-
tive, "cottaging" remains an activity of the wealthy.17

Suggestions for an 'urbanization' of traditional
recreation facilities close to metropolitan areas are

increasingly appearing in both the European and North Amer-

ican literature. Provision of accommodation in provincial



and perhaps regional parks in some areas of B.C. could well
be complemented by more intensive facilities, such as tennis
courts or large open areaé suitable for various games that
are now more commonly found in urban parks. Commenting upon
the English scene, Richardson states:

If it is accepted that outdoor recreation is beneficial to the
community, it follows that recreational facilities should be
provided that will appeal to a majority of the popﬁlation. And
a predominantly urban population will want urban facilities.ia'-

In the context of the Canadian peri-urban areas,
O'Riordan suggests that:

The issue here surely is to provide more varied near-urban recre-
ational facilities--offering different facilities, different
experiences and thus encouraging people again to sort themselves
out according to their existing and latent recreational prefer-
ences.* Such areas can only be of value to the local population
if they are designed to provide variety and pleasing recreational
use in such a way that high densities do not offend people. It
should be noted that the bulk of people using such areas do not
mind moderate to high densities or even a certain amount of noise
and excitement for they actually enjoy group interaction. The key
to these areas is intensive management, sensitive design and a
great variety of scenery, setting and facilities.lg

The recreational planner should therefore strive to
provide opportunities for the enjoyment of varied recrea-
tional experiences. However, given that recreation is a
personal affair, the planner can only try to guarantee the

opportunity, not the experience.

*Latent demand is defined as a demand for certain
kinds of recreational experiences which may not be readily
available to the mass of the local population. In other
words, people visit areas that are available and that they
know about, but this does not necessarily indicate that
these revealed recreational choices are indeed preferred
recreational choices.



STUDY OBJECTIVES

The basic premise of this study, therefore, is that
the outdoor recreation park system close to urban centers
in B.C. should serve to accommodate the latent demand of a
predominantly urban society by developing new, and modifying
existing, parks, thereby adding variety to present outdoor
accommodation and facilities.
To substantiate this premise, the study has the
following objectives:
(1) to evaluate the need for more intensive park development
in Vancouver's recreational hinterland;
(2) to examine cabin/lodge park developments in other parts
of Canada and the United States;
(3) to identify the advantages and problems of offering
rental cabin/lodge accommodation in parks; and
(4) to select a site in Vancouver's recreational hinterland
that has the potential for cabin park development and
which could provide a new kind of recreational experi-
ence to the residents of the Lower Mainland on a year-

round basis.
Data Sources

Analysis is based on data from current recreation
literature; questionnaire returns on cabin/lodge accommoda-

tion from out-of-province recreational government agencies;
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fieldwork in Saskatchewan and in the Squamish-Lillooet
corridor, and personal contact with people working in the

recreation field.
Framework

Chapter II examines the policies, philosophies and
programs of government agencies responsible for outdoor
recreation in British Columbia. Of prime importance to
these agencies is the trade-off between the preservation of
the natural environment and development for the use and
enjoyment of the general public.

Chapter III follows with a review of parks in the
Vancouver region, focusing on their distribution, accessi-
bility, and use. Adequacy of the existing park system to
satisfy the needs of a predominantly urban society is
evaluated in relation to projected population increases for
the Lower Mainland and rising participation rates in out-
door recreation. This evaluation indicates the need for
more intensive park development near large urban centers.

Chapter IV focuses on intensive park development
in Saskatchewan. This Provincial Park Agency offers one
working model for cabin accommodation and urban-type facil-
ities in parks.

Chapter V broadens the scope on cabin/lodge accom-
modations in_parks. It contains an analysis of State,

Provincial, and National Park Agencies which do and do not



11

offer cabin/lodge accommodation. This analysis is based on
a mail questionnaire survey. The tabulated results provide
information on: type of accommodations offered; public user
preferences; methods of operation; economic issues; and
advantages and problems of providing rental cabin/lodge
accommodations in parks. Furthermore, some differences of
opinion are noted between agencies offering and not offering
cabin/lodge facilities.

Chapter VI outlines in detail the main benefits from
offering cabin/lodge accommodation in parks and contains
general guideline principles regarding construction and
operation of such facilities. Throughout, reference is
directed to the provincial park scene in British Columbia.

Fieldwork in the Squamish-Lillooet corridor, supple-
mented by the above findings, provides the basis for
selecting a park environment in this area which is suitable
for the development of rental cabin accommodation and inten-
sive to extensive facilities. Chapter VII describes the
proposed site, its recreational potential, and that of
immediate adjacent areas.

The main points and conclusions are summarized in

Chapter VIII.
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CHAPTER II

ADMINISTRATION OF OUTDOOR RECREATION
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

RECREATION AGENCIES

The main agencies currently responsible for provid-
ing non-organized outdoor recreational opportunities in the
Lower Mainland are the Provincial Parks Branch, the Greater
Vancouver Regional Parks District, and the Recreation Divi-
sion of British Columbia Forest Service. Other agencies
play less comprehensive roles. B.C. Hydro and the Depart-
ment of Highways have assumed only token responsibilities
for recreation provision; the role of municipal governments
is restricted to the provision and administration of neigh-
borhood or community parks within their administrative
boundaries; and the private sector usually provides high-use
intensive facilities on relatively small land holdings.
There are no National Parks in Vancouver's hinterland.

The combined policies and programs of these main
agencies dictate the variety of recreation experiences
offered to the residents of British Columbia. This chapter
outlines and examines the evolution of the present recrea-
tion system and policies, espeéially in the context of the
diverse leisure needs and demands of a predominantly urban
society.

14
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EVOLUTION OF THE PARKS SYSTEM
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

The Beginning

Local parks were the first to be legislated in
British Columbia. The Act for the Management of Public
Parks in 1876 provided for the appointment of trustees to
develop and maintain small local parks, and in 1881, an
amendment to this Act empowered the Lieutenant-Governor-In-
Council to grant and convey small public parks to municipal
and urban councils.l This amendment gave local governments

complete responsibility for management of their parks.
Provinecial Parks

The establishment of large nature or wilderness
parks was made possible by the 1908 Provincial Park Act,
which, stimulated by the conservation movement in the United
States, empowered the government of British Columbia to
reserve Crown land primarily for park purposes. Prior to
this act, park statutes provided only for the management of
small local parks.2 The first Provincial Park created under
this act was Strathcona Park on Vancouver Island, formed in
1911 and covering over 500,000 acres.3 From 1911 to 1930,
several others were established, including Mount Robson and
Garibaldi. During this period there were no methods of

planned acquisition, no formal plans for any park develop-
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ment, and no central agency for park administration. Some
parks were constituted under Special Acts of the Legislature,
others by Orders—in—Coundil. Some were placed under the
Deparﬁment of Lands, others with Park Boards and some with
the Forest Service.4

The Depression Years marked the first real develop-
ment of Provincial Parks. Work programs for the unemployed
funnelled labor and funds into park improvements, particu-
larly road construction, and were the first significant step
towards making park areas accessible to the general public.S
Previously, there had been no development programs aimed at
encouraging park visitation, and most Provincial Parks had
remained in a natural state. The eruption of World War II
and its subsequent demands for manpower and funds drasti-
cally reduced park programs. In 1940, Provincial Parks
were placed under the administrative control of the Forest
Service, which developed a small Parks Section to meet this

responsibility.6
The Role of the Forest Service

The post-war period witnessed a significant rise in
park visitation and also signalled a need to establish a
central agency to develop and manage Provincial Parks. 1In
1948, this task was given to the Parks and Recreation Divi-
sion of the Forest Service whose immediate function was to

consolidate existing reserved areas into an organized
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£ 7 . .
Provincial Parks system. Recreation was now recognized as

a legitimate land use, enhancing the planning and develop-

ment of park areas.

The first major development was in 1951 when the

recreational policies and objectives of the Division were

formalized as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

To develop and manage a park system capable of meeting non-
urban recreational needs of the people of the Province;

To protect areas comprising such a system from alienation
and from the real or fancied claims of individuals;

To develop the park areas to enable their best recreational
use by the greatest number of people by encouraging all
practical constructive activities;

To control the recreational areas to ensure that use by
minorities shall not interfere or prevent the opportunities
and use by other individuals;

To preserve the natural atmosphere of our recreational areas;
and

To perpetuate the recreational opportunities offered in our
park areas. g

In the same year, the construction of organized

campsites was introduced.9

Formation of the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch

Increasing public concern with the social and econo-

mic significance of provincial recreational resources and

their management led to the creation of the Department of

Recreation and Conservation in 1957.

8 This Department

consolidated the Branches of Fisheries, Fish and Game, and

Tourism and Parks (which previously had some jurisdiction

over various aspects of outdoor recreation), into a single
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administrative unit. The Parks and Recreation Division of
the Forest Service was transferred to this new Department
which became known as the Provincial Parks Branch. Admin-
istrative responsibilities for the 104 existing Provincial
Parks were handed over to the Provincial Parks Branch by the
Forest Service, which now had no responsibility or juris-
diction for recreation.11

Following this major change, the status of recrea-
tion was reviewed and new legislation enacted. In 1965, the
British Columbia Legislature passed the Park Act (British
Columbia Statutes, 1965, c.31l, s.l) which defined the oper-
ating framework, powers, and functions of the Provincial
Parks Branch, and also passed the Regional Parks Act

(British Columbia Statutes, c¢.43, s.l) which made provisions

for the establishment of regional parks.

The Forest Service Reassumes a Recreation Role

Events in the 1960's, however, forced the Forest
Service to reassess their recreational responsibilities in
forest land management. Public access on forest areas rose
sharply due to fewer access restrictions on logging roads,
improvement of existing road conditions, construction of
additional roads, the use of four-wheel drive vehicles, and
the public's increased desire to explore and camp in new
areas. The implications of these trends for possible con-

flicts between traditional forest uses and management on
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the one hand and recreation uses on the other soon became
apparent, as did the need to enhance public enjoyment of
forest lands. The establishment of recreation sites and
facilities would not only provide additional recreational
opportunities but would also concentrate forest visitors
into chosen areas, thereby reducing possible management
conflicts and the danger of fire. By amendments to the
Forest Act of 1969, the Forest Service recommitted itself

to a forest recreation role.12

Greater Vancouver Regional Parks District

In the Lower Mainland, it was becoming increasingly
apparent that more people were using parks outside their own
municipality. At the same time, however, municipalities
became more reluctant to spend money on parks for dispro-
portionate use by outsiders, especially when the recreation
resources were spread throughout the Lower Mainland without
regard for municipal boundaries. The solution to this
problem was joint regional action. Therefore, in 1967, the
majority of the municipalities in the Lower Mainland united
to form the Vancouver-Fraser Regional Parks District--now
called the Greater Vancouver Regional Parks District.13
Their function was to establish and manage parks which were
significant to all Greater Vancouver residents.

Thus, since 1967, there have been three major out-

door recreation agencies operating in the Lower Mainland,
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of which only one has been in operation for more than ten

years.
PARK ADMINISTRATION AND POLICIES

We can now turn to a more detailed examination of
the policies of the three main agencies involved to obtain
a clearer picture of the type of recreation experiences and
facilities each is attempting to provide. Before this
examination, however, the policies of Parks Canada with
respect to preservation and development are reviewed because
these have influenced policies adopted by the B.C. Provincial

Parks Branch.
Parks Canada

The first Dominion (later National) Parks of Canada
were reserved for "the benefit, advantage, and enjoyment of

the people of Canada."14

Parks were viewed as being plea-
suring grounds for tourists, and served as an attraction to
encourage travel. Developments which enhanced recreational
pleasures were permitted and encouraged within park boun-
daries. Wilderness preservation was not a major issue
because most of Canada lay in a natural untouched state, and
the need for 'museum pieces' was not apparent. It was not
until the National Park Act of 1930 that a preservation

clause was first introduced as park policy. Legislation

adopted in that year still governs present administration
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policies. The Act (R.S. c.189, s.4) states:

The National Parks of Canada are hereby dedicated to the people

of Canada for their benefit, education and enjoyment . . . and

shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave them unim-

paired for the enjoyment of future generations.l5

Park administration officials therefore were given
guidelines that the basic purpose of National Parks was to
preserve for all time nationally significant areas for their
geographical, biological or geological features, as a
national heritage for the benefit, education, and enjoyment
of the people of Canada, present and future. In trying to
reconcile the possible conflict between use and unimpairment,
the most fundamental and important obligation in the admin-
istration of the Act is to preserve from impairment all
significant objects and features in the parks. This is the
prime reason the parks were established.l6
However, the popular interpretation of the Act has

been to permit, and in fact encourage, facility-oriented
recreation and to develop some parks along summer resort
lines. The townsites in Banff and Jasper National Parks are
prime examples. It was felt that since the majority of
parks were large, the introduction of outdoor recreation
such as golf, tennis, lawn bowling, skiing, and similar
participant sports would not seriously detract from the real
purpose of park preservation. It was believed that these

developments contributed to overall enjoyment and provided

an increased variety of activities within a natural setting.
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The crucial part of the Act is the arbitrary fine
line separating objectives of enjoyment from those of
preservation. Trade-offs between these two sets of objec-
tives have produced a conflict as to whether pleasure was
to come from natural (and preserved) magnificence, or from
cultural facilities in a natural setting, or from both.
Policies to satisfy the two sets of objectives- have been
adopted by Parks Canada. This is apparent in the number of
National Parks which offer a wide range of facilities com-
bined with modern overnight accommecdation to encourage year-
round visitation, thus contributing to greater utilization
of the recreation resource base.

Parks Canada attempts to satisfy a wide spectrum of
demands by planning based on gravity-use patterns. This
concept relates to the decreasing use of amenities with
increasing distance from a core of origin. It implies that
the more popular, mass participation, high intensity use
activities be easily accessible and located where site
modification and impact do not adversely affect preservation
areas. Areas most distant from the core will, in general,
be used the least and these will be maintained in their
natural state. Hence, if a park's land base is sufficiently
large to permit some development without endangering the
prime natural features to be preserved, then such a policy
satisfies preservationalists and other people who enjoy

modern amenities.
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Although Parks Canada has been criticized for not
strictly adhering to preservation, their development poli-
cies have enabled more Canadians to enjoy National Parks
than would have been possible had these areas remained in
their wilderness state. Only a small percentage of the
population are true wilderness seekers, and it must be
remembered that all Canadians COntribute to Parks Canada
operations via their tax dollars. In relationship to B.C.,
these policies are significant because they influenced the

policies adopted by the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch.
B.C. Provinctial Parks Branch

Provincial Parks were first reserved for the plea-
sure and recreation of the public.l7Preservation was not
included as a major role. This early policy paralleled that
first introduced by the Dominion Parks of Canada. In 1952,
the Provincial Parks were managed according to the objectives
of the Parks and Recreation Division of the British Columbia
Forest Service. Of the six stated objectives, three encour-
aged recreational use and only one mentioned preserving the
natural environment (p. 17). One objective was to develop
park areas to their best recreational use for the greatest
number of people by encouraging all practical constructive
activities. The emphasis still seemed to be on enjoyment.

The 1963 policy statement mentioned that only the

Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council was authorized to constitute
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a Provincial Park, and this lawfully only for "the pleasure

and recreation of the public."l8 These parks were managed

to enhance wildlife, and the air, rocks, soils, and waters
which nurtured them. Further:

While it cannot be assumed that recreational considerations will
always prevail, parks are constituted for the pleasure and recre-
ation of the public and it is a purpose of the Branch to emphasize
these considerations and to oppose every exploitation which tends
to depreciate the recreational value of any park in any way. In
this connection, Parks Branch personnel, at all levels, have a
single objective: the preservation of the unspoiled natural envi-
ronment of parks for the recreational use of the public forever.lg

Provincial Parks function as intermediates between
Local and National Parks because they provide longer over-
night recreational experiences than local parks and are more
accessible to the majority of British Columbia residents
than National Parks. In other words, the Provincial Parks
are not meant to exist in isolation, but are an integral
link in a comprehensive park system.
The Parks Branch favors activities relating to
nature and to an appreciation of man's cultural heritage.
It systematically strives to provide areas for, and programs
related to the following:
(1) viewing scenery and natural areas;
(2) strolling, hiking, horseback riding, and mountaineering;
(3) swimming and water sports;
(4) camping, touring, and picnicking;
(5) boating and canoeing;
(6) fishing and hunting;
(7) nature study and interpretation;
(8) study and interpretation of cultural and historical features;

(9) skiing and water sports;

(10) outdoor sports and games. 20
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Although the Parks Branch emphasizes natural fea-
tures and activities, it stated in 1963 that:
It is, however, a purpose of the Branch to meet demonstrable
public park needs which cannot be met by other agencies and

provisions must be made, within the Provincial Park System, for
some activities normally enjoyed in urban surroundings.Zl

This suggests that the Parks Branch was prepared to
expand its facilities and include urban-type park opportuni-
ties if no other agency was fulfilling that function.
However, in reality, the Branch continues to emphasize non-
urban activities and facilities and the preservation of the
natural environment. This reflects the claim that much of
the value of Provincial Parks stems from their natural con-
trast with the cultural daily environments of their users.
Therefore, these values can be retained only to the extent
that the natural conditions of a park are preserved. Work-
ing within this guideline, the Branch feels that while
improvements necessary for the enjoyment of planned non-
urban activities are permissible, the introduction of urban
activities waste the comparative advantages of naturalistic
parks and constitute uneconomic competition with urban
establishments elsewhere.22

In the 1965 Park Act, provisions were made for both
preservation and enjoyment. Subsection 4 of section 6 states
that ". . . provincial parks of Class A . . . are dedicated
to the preservation of their natural environments for the

w23

inspiration, use, and enjoyment of the public. To meet
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these terms of reference, the Parks Branch established
several categories of parks: wilderness; cultural; multi-
use; specialized recreation areas; wayside; marine; and
community parks.
In 1974, the Minister of Recreation and Conservation
wrote:
In short, the provincial parks are dedicated to the people of
British Columbia in perpetuity for their healthful enjoyment and
for the cultural, educational, and social benefits that may be
derived from them. However, because the needs and desires of
people differ, the parks system must present a varied range of
quality recreational experiences to the public. 24
In what way, then, can variety be expanded, while
ensuring the integrity of Park Branch philosophy? One pos-
sibility is the selective introduction of cabins and other
urban-type facilities. The opportunity would then exist for
visitors to enjoy a new experience within a natural environ-
ment. The need for these to be developed by the Provincial
Parks Branch becomes more apparent as we examine the policies

of the other two major recreational agencies in the Lower

Mainland.
Greater Vancouver Regional Parks District

In the same way that Provincial Parks are intermedi-
ates between Local and National Parks, Regional Parks are
intermediates between Municipai and Provincial Parks.
Whereas a Municipal Park serves a gingle municipality and

a Provincial Park serves the interests of the province, a
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Regional Park serves the interests of several municipalities.
These are developed around regionally significant natural
features and cater to such day-use activities as swimming,
strolling, picnicking, boating, fishing, sightseeing, and
nature study.25 The parks are within one hour's drive of
the regional population with no provisions for overnight
use.

When formed in 1967, the Greater Vancouver Regional
Parks District had as its objective the establishment of 40

26 It was esti-

parks and trails containing 44,000 acres.
mated that 44,000 acres of recreational land were required
to meet open space needs to the year 2001. These areas were
to be representative of the different natural features
within the region (which extends north to Squamish, east to
Hope, and south to the United States border) and potentially
would give Lower Mainland residents the 6pportunity to visit
and enjoy a different park for almost every weekend of the
year. In fulfilling this objective, the first five years
were to be devoted to land acquisition. Once completed,
development and maintenance would then become the main func-
tion of the District.

To date, only 3,637 acres on nine different sites
have been purchased by the Greater Vancouver Regional Parks
District.27 Although the District acknowledged increasing
pressure for more development from both the public and

elected representatives, priority remained on land acquisi-
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tion until 19?5.28 Budgetary constraints slowed land

acquisition and few funds were left for development of
acquired areas other than for minor improvements. However,
commencing in 1976, capital is to be evenly split between
acquisition and development.29

Preservation of the environment is not a basic aim
of the 1965 Regional Parks Act. Section 5 states that "all
lands acquired by a regional park district shall be deemed
to be dedicated for public use and enjoyment as a regional

park or regional trail."30

Furthermore, the Regional Park
District may "on or in any property acquired or held by the
regional park district, construct, maintain, operate,
improve, and use buildings and other improvements and pro-
vide any accommodation facilities or equipment requisite
for the proper use and enjoyment of the regional park.“3l

But lack of funds have so far limited improvements
and development. Without an adequate land base and some
amenity development, the present Regional Parks are not
capable of satisfying the outdoor recreational needs of the
people in the Lower Mainland.

Since the Provincial Parks Branch caters to provin-
cial interests, it is apparent that the Branch should accept
increased responsibility for providing more space and facil-
ities in the Lower Mainland--or make more funds available

to the Greater Vancouver Regional Parks District--because

over half of B.C.'s population resides in this region.
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Recreation Division of the British

Columbia Forest Service

When the Forest Service recommitted itself to a
recreation role in 1969, its first objective was to identify
areas presently being used by the public.32 Once these
areas were identified by the Ranger District, priority
shifted to upgrading and maintaining high use areas for
public enjoyment. Disturbance of the environment was
deliberately kept to a minimum, although preservation was
not directly mentioned in Forest Service Recreation Policy.
Unless Forest Recreation Sites can be properly maintained,
they are not established.

The Forest Service considered that, since recreation
was for the public, greater public benefits would be derived
if areas already attracting large numbers of visitors
received priority. Many of these areas are near highways
and main logging roads--thereby providing easy access.
Facilities generally include toilets, garbage cans, and
gravel pads for tents, vehicles or campfires. Recently,
rustic log tables have been introduced to serve two basic
functions; people can be directed by table arrangements,
and tables also significantly reduce the number of sapling
trees cut down for construction of makeshift tables. These
sites offer extensive outdoor activities similar to those

available in Provincial and Regional Parks.



30

Since it was impossible to immediately identify and
develop all potential recreation sites, the Forest Service
established priority ratings. Sites within forest reserves
near logging roads, fresh water, and wilderness received
first attention. Similar areas within Public Sustained
Yield Units were next, followed by sites within unregulated
vacant Crown land. A decreasing order of admiﬁistrative
control over the resource base dictates this priority rating.

The basic recreation policies of the Forest Service

are:

(1) To satisfy a public demand and need for outdoor recreation
in forest lands;

(2) To incorporate forest recreation management into multiple
use resource planning in proportion to its relative value
or importance in any general or specific forest management
situation;

(3) To retain a low key approach to recreation with minimum
terrain modification, and with installation of facilities
as necessary to deal with sanitation and public safety;

(4) To enhance the aesthetic setting in areas used by the public,
both by on-site improvement, and by modified logging prac-
tices in adjacent visibility areas, and along stream and
road corridors;

(5) To perform a complementary role to other resource agencies
involved in outdoor recreation management. To this end,
Forest Service activity will be directed to manage Crown
forest lands tributary to logging access roads and water
access from these roads and will, so far as possible, stay
away from proximity to main highways, urban areas, provin-
cial parks and private resorts. 33

Intensive development and facilities are not pro-
moted in Forest Service recreation policy. Recreation sites
are supplied with minimum rustic facilities and modification

of the natural environment is kept to a minimum. The Forest
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Service has no intentions of introducing urban-type facili-
ties because this would be encroaching upon the role of

Provincial and Regional Parks.
AN INTEGRATED PARK SYSTEM

Government involve@ent in recreation dates back many
years. The various public agencies have provided the major
segment of today's recreational space and facilities, the
role of each contributing to an overall system of parks (see
Table 1 for the Complete Park System). Each agency, in
fulfilling its role, tries to complement the duties and
responsibilities of others. A variety of parks become
established to satisfy some recreational need for both
present and future generations. These parks must be diverse
in natural features and facilities to meet the diverse needs
of a dynamic society. The park system must be flexible
enough to accommodate new recreational demands; particularly
it must expand to accommodate the burgeoning population and
increasing per capita recreation demands. In order for the
system to be adequate it must:

(1) Serve all age groups, from pre-schooler to senior citizen;
(2) Serve all social levels;

(3) Provide for the full range of recreation, from active to
passive participation;

(4) Provide variety of landscape from natural to carefully
developed land; and

(5) Provide for visits ranging from brief to ones of several
days.34
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THE COMPLETE PARK SYSTEM?!

PARK TYPE AND

REIPONSIBILITY PARK PUNC]‘IUN? PARK PEATURZES

PLAY LOTS

(municipal, # to provide pre-schoel children in a st the focus of a "blcck™ or houslng development
private, or joint garden apartment, housing project, or accens without strect crosaings.
reeponaibility3) other higher denaity reaidential area one or twe lota, as needed.

with a substitute for the "backyard®;
day use.

nent: sinple, aafe apparatua at child'a acale to
ae of arlf-discovery; paved areas for wheeled toya.

NEIGEBOURHOOD PARKS

(municipal
responsibility’)

# nainly to provide activity areas for
pre-school and elementary schoo.
children in the residential "neighbour-
hood" (3,000-6,000 people) served by
an elemeniary sachool; day use.

e may include play lot.

s location: st the centre of a “neighbournood®, preferably next
to the elementary achool grounda, facilitating access on foot
avoiding major street croasinga.

pervice radius: 1/4 to 1/2 mile, depending upen density.

ecurrent standard: 1.25 acres per 1,000 populatiecn excluding
school gm-mas.. «5 ncrea per 1,000 including schoel grounda.

eaize: 4 acre minimuz.

sdevelopmentt apparatus and ficlds for play and active gazes;
may have acme aenmonal supervision.

COMMUNITY PARKS

(municipal e mainly to provide activity areas for elocation: at the centre of a "community®, preferatly next to
responaibility3) high school students mnd young adults the high achool grounda, facilituting access on foot and by
in the "comzunity” (15,000-40,000 bicycle.
people) served by a high school; day sgervice radius: 1/2 to 1 1/2 niles, depending upon density.
use. ecurrent standard: 1.29% acres per 1,000 populntion excluding
e may include nelghbourhood park. acheol groundus; 2.9 acrea per 1,000 including achool grounds.
esize: 20 acre ainimum.
edevelopzent: heavier apparatus; fields for tean sporta;
apecialized facilities for tennis, lacrosse, or swioming; indoor
faciiities; sensconal or year-round supervislon for all mge groups
UREBAN FARKS
(municipal e to provide areas of apecial treatment elocation: at the heart of a commercial core, an area of heavy
responsibilityd) or landscaping as a contrast to assure pedestrian traffic, a parkway or boulevard, a localized focus
variety in a highly urbanized area such in an industrial area.
ns a city or town centre, shopping area, |esize: asmall encugh to fit into the urban texture; nuseroua
office area, or industirial area; for encigh to fulfil the function.
working or shopping adults; day use. sdeveloroent: a shopping mall with tenches and landacaping, a
eity square, a small landscaped node at a key interscection, a
apecial veniage point, a busy passageway for pedestriana
between tuildinga to interconnect key areas.
TOWN PARKS
(municipal level of e to provide central natural aress and elocation: one or more within cach "regionml town", permitting
responsibility?,4) activity aressa for residents in a Gocess by transit and car,
- ¥ Wregional town" (over 50,000 peocple);

for both active and casual use, also
providing a fecus for major eivie
facilities and civic pride; day use
on en incidental stop or aspecial
trip tasis.

ecay include comsunity park.

enervice radiua:
ecurrent ata

3 to 5 miles.
4.5 &crea per 1,000 population.

ard:

edcvelopment;

g natural areas and activity arens, as a single
function or in coebination; natural arens consiating of
natural or developed open lawns, wooded arems, water areas,

and vantage pointa, activity aresa consisting of a
unique sports area, fairgreunds, or building ceamplex.

REGIONAL PARKS
(regional level of
responsibility3s3)

®to provide realdents of a natural
reglon with major natural areas and
activity areas within a convenient
distance for day use on a apecial
trip or incidental atop basis.

emay include a town park, but only
when located within or beside a
regional town.

slocation: primarily to serve regional town population
concentrations, with unique natural features as a secondary
conaideration; access by car or special trip transit.
eservice radius: up to 1 hour driving time.
urrent standerd: 13.0 acres per 1,000 population.
150 acre sinimum; szaller for m unique feature.
wdevelopment: in natural areas, a minimum of development to
augment natural topograpnic Teatures; in activity areas,
such developzent as is necessary to realize the recreational
potential.

PRCYINCTAL PARKS

(provincial ®to provide reaidents and tourists wlocation: dependent upon location of outstanding natural
responaibility) with wildernesa areas of province- features, but must be related to major population concentra-
wide significance for weekerd use tioma in the province and to major tramsportation linkages.
and extended atay use, patural areas egervice radius: indefinite for wilderness aress, 3 hours for
of province-wide and regional natural areas, 2 hours for activity areas.
significance for day use, overnight ecurrent standard: 30 acrea per 1,000 pcpulation for silderness
use, and limited extended atay use, areng and areas, 15 acres per 1,000 for sctivity areas.
and activ'lt.¥ areas of province-wide wdevel opmen in wilderness areas, trail access only; in patural
and region: aignificance for day uase arena, trails and reiated hcilities, with incidental recrea-
and limited overnight use. tional development where not in cenflict with casual atmosphere;
esmay include a regional park when loca- in activity sreas, careful intensive or extensive development
ted within or near region. with provim-:.ns_'i'or off-seasocn or gncidental casual uge.
HATI FPARKS
(national ®to provide people in a visitoer or cation: totally dependent upon location of outstanding
responsibility) tourist role with wilderness areas localized scenery, unique scenie, geographic, or geologlcal

for extended atay uUse, and natural
arens of nntional significance for
day use and extended stay use;
enphasis on extensive natural areas
with incidental recreational
featurea.

features of national interest, cutetanding exasples of flora
and fauna of national interest, features providing ocutstanding
opportunity for non-urban outdoor recreation amid superb
surroundings.
edevelopment: in wilderness nreas, trail access, and in patural
areas, tralls and relate acilitiesa; careful development to
assure preservation of geogravhic, biclogical, and geclogical
featurea of naticonal significance for the benefit, education,
and enjoyment of present and future reasidents and viaitors,
avolding impairzent by private exploitaticn, over-use, or
improper use.

anued on an assessment of material in Park and Recreation Adminisiration by C. E. Doell, Recreation Aress bty G. B. Butler,
Parks for America by the U. 3. Departeent of the Interior, and Project Open Space reports of the Fugel Sound Intergeovernmental
Gonference, and diascusniona with municipal, provineinl, nnd federwl parka officinls.

2Iﬂ describing park function:

wilderness areas wean large tracts of undeveloped land providing pecple the cpportunity to expand

their knowledge and experience of the outdoora in its natural wild astate;, divorced from civilization; natural areas mean native

or developed arens of special scenic quality, of historie or other special interest, or of cultural signific

pregserved for

casual viewing or experiencing, which may include incidental recreational sctivities such as hiking, camping, picnicking, and
ewinning, if they do not conflict with the casual qualities of an area; aclivity sareas mean areas with natural features suited to
one or severnl active outdoor eports activilies on an intensive or extensive basis, which may include incidental or off-seasen

casual activity.

3Rﬂsponsihi.l.it.;ﬂ in Unorganized Arens lies with the Provincial Covernment.

‘Renponsl‘bllity lies with the two or three wffected ounicipalitics jointly where an individual cunicipality is toc amall to
provide such a park on ite own, or where a distinet social unit overlapa punicipal boundariesm.

Sﬂaapcnnlbllity fnlls to the affected municipalitiea jolntly, to.the province, to the municipalitiem and the prevince jointly, or
to a reglonal governmental body.

Source:

see footnote 35.
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Given the above criteria, one must question whether
the present outdoor parks in British Columbia fulfill all
public needs, and ask if, and what, improvements could be
made to the present system. As seen from the various poli-
cies, most outdoor recreation is geared toward preserving
the environment for public enjoyment. Therefore, developed
land is kept to a minimum and activities are nature-oriented.
Thus development within parks is restricted because of the
preservation policy of the Provincial Parks Branch, because
Regional Park Districts do not have funds, and because the
Forest Service does not think it is their role.

However, as population and per capita recreational
demands rise, intensive development of recreational land
near urban areas will become essential. If cabins and some
urban-type facilities are provided in some of these parks,
they will add variety to the present park system and offer
a new experience to the public. Overnight accommodation in
the form of cabins will encourage year-round use and visitor
stays could vary from a few days to one or two weeks.
Cabins will serve families with pre-school children, senior
citizens, school outdoor education programs, and group
organizations.

At present, parks offering rental cabin accommoda-
tion and more urban-type facilities are virtually non-
existent to residents of the Lower Mainland. This is

regrettable because the development of such parks would
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not only be compatible with stated park objectives, but
would enhance their achieyement. In addition, the latent
demand of society further stresses the need for a commitment
to such development.

Having examined the policies of the main recreation
agencies in the Lower Mainland, attention now shifts to the

nature of the outdoor parks offered by each of them.
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CHAPTER III

PARK DISTRIBUTION IN THE LOWER MAINLAND

REGIONAL SETTING

Although the Lower Mainland region technically con-
sists of a conglomeration of municipalities in the Fraser
Valley, the regional scope for park distribution will be
broader--focusing on a three hour travel time.radius from
Vancouver.* This travel time radius is significant because
the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch notes that this is the
furthest distance most recreationalists are willing to
travel for day use activities and for many camping excur-
sions.1 But more importantly, another source indicates
that about 90% of all outdoor recreation (from day-use to
extended outings) occurs within three hour's travel time of
the participant's home.2

Using the three hour travel time criterion, the
recreation region of the Lower Mainland varies between 25
and 100 miles from Vancouver, depending on terrain and
highway access. It extends west to Sechelt on the Sunshine

Coast, north to Pemberton, northeast to Harrison Lake and

*Three Hour Travel Time Radius from Vancouver--areas
that may be reached within this time via vehicle and/or short
walk.

37
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up the Fraser Canyon to Boston Bar on the Trans-Canada
Highway, east to Manning Park, and south to the U.S. Border
(Map 1) .* Within this three hour travel time region, the
distribution, size, and overnight facilities of parks admin-
istered by the Provincial Parks Branch, the Forest Service,
and the Greater Vancouver Regional Parks District are
examined to determine whether they adequately serve the

needs of Lower Mainland residents.
B.C. PROVINCIAL PARKS BRANCH

At present, there are 32 Provincial Parks and three
Recreation Areas in the Lower Mainland (Map 2 and Table 2).
These 35 areas contain 922,004 acres of parkland or 9.0%
of the total Provincial Park acreage in British Columbia.3
But the Lower Mainland contains over 50% of the Province's
population, and per capita park space is therefore much
lower than it is for the Province as a whole.

Additionally, much of this park acreage, especially
in Garibaldi, Golden Ears, Manning, Skagit River Valley and
Mount Judge Howay lies beyond the three hour travel time
limit from Vancouver because of poor road and trail access.
The 70,041 acres that are accessible within three hour's

travel time (Table 2) represent only 7.6% of the total park

*Although some areas in the U.S. lie within three
hours drive of Vancouver, the presence of the international
border limits Canadian jurisdiction and, therefore, termin-
ates all recreational endeavors undertaken by B.C. Recrea-
tional Agencies.
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TABLE 2

LOWER MAINLAND PROVINCIAL PARKS, 1975!
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Park Class Acres ACCESSlgle Campsites“
: Acres

Alice Lake A 979 979 95 d
Apodaca A 20 20
Brandywine Falls A 365 365
Bridal Veil Falls A 80 80
Chaster C 6 6
Chilliwack Lake A 400 400 23 d
Chilliwack River A 65 65
Cultus Lake A 1,620 1,620 296 4
Cypress A 5,200 3,450
Davis Lake A 474 474
Emory Creek A 37 37 32 t&d
Ferry Island C 7 72
Garibaldi A 483,989 14,750 117 w
Golden Ears A 137,376 9,200 351 4
International Ridge RA 5,140 1,000
Kawkawa Lake A 16 16
Kilby Historic A 29 29
Manning A 176,433 19,400 358 t&d
Meadowland A 13 33
Mount Judge Howay RA 15,270 2,000
Mount Seymour A 8,669 2,829
Murrin A 60 60
Nairn Falls A 423 423 88 t&d
Nicolum River A 60 60 9 t
Peace Arch A 23 23
Pemberton C 75 75
Plumper Cove A 83* 83* 16 m
Porpoise Bay A 150 150 86 d
Roberts Creek A 100 100 25 t&d
Rolley Lake A 285 285 65 d
Sasquatch A 3,015 1,000 100 4
Silver Lake A 190 190
Skagit River Valley RA 80,500 10,000 44 te&d
Sumas Mountain A 452 452
Weaver Creek A 335 335
TOTAL (35 Park Areas) 922,004 70,041 1,705
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TABLE 2 (continued)

lsource: British Columbia Department of Recreation and Travel Industry
Parks Branch, Data Handbook: Facilities (Victoria: July 28,
1976), pp. 26-32.

2Class A: Purpose is to preserve their natural environments for the
inspiration, use, and enjoyment of the public. No other
resource use is permitted.

Class C: These are Community Parks whose purpose is to make lands
available to unorganized communities to accommodate local
recreation needs which cannot be met on other lands. They
serve as local municipal parks, but derive the same protec-
tion as Class A Parks.

Recreation Area (RA): Crown land reserved or set aside for public
recreational use. Other resource uses may be permitted.

*Sources: Paul T. B. Adams et al., The Future of the Skagit Valley
(Vancouver: Institute of Ecology, University of British
Columbia, July 31, 1971), pp. 173 and 174; B.C. Provincial
Park Branch Maps, 1976.

Accessible area is defined as being within the three hour
travel time radius from Vancouver by vehicle and/or short
walk.

l'Campsite subscripts indicate dominant type of use:
d = destination t = transient
m = marine w = wilderness

*Accessible by boat only.
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acreage in the region. But this small acreage, representing
less than 1% of the total Provincial Park acreage in B.C.,
must currently absorb the great bulk of Provincial Park use
by the urbanized Lower Mainland population.

Furthermore, Provincial Park Branch attendance
figures for 1975 show that the smaller park areas (under
3,000 acres) receive a disproportionately large number of
day and overnight visitors per accessiéle acre as compared
to the larger parks, 323 and 38 respectively.4 These 26
smaller parks average 247 acres in size, are fully acces-
sible and/or developed. The latter two characteristics make
them attractive to park visitors. Thus if park benefits are
indeed measured in terms of use, then these smaller, easily
accessible and developed parks are of great recreational
value to the residents of the Lower Mainland.

Another facet of the smaller parks is that they con-
tain 10 of the 16 campgrounds provided by the Provincial
Parks in the Lower Mainland. These 10 campground areas
contain 735 campsites, which is over 40% of the total camp-
site capacity in this region. Including the campsites in
Garibaldi, Golden Ears, Manning, Sasquatch and Skagit River
Valley, there are 1,705 Provincial Park campsites in the
Lower Mainland--representing only 22.4% of the B.C. total.5

Since most outdoor recfeation takes place within a
three hour travel time radius of the participant's home, it

is evident that, with over one-half of British Columbia's
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population in the Lower Mainland, the demand for camping

in Provincial Parks is at a premium--especially during
summer months. Yet, rather than build more campsites, which
would tend to stimulate the demand for such facilities dur-
ing peak use summer periods, another solution might be to
spread recreation demand over the entire year. One way of
doing this would be to introduce cabins in parks. However,
unless many were constructed, they could not be expected to
adequately satisfy rising overnight park visits.

With the exception of Manning Park, where a small
number of cabins and lodge units are currently available,
present campsites are generally not conducive to overnight
winter recreation. Perhaps if more Provincial Parks in
British Columbia offered cabin accommodation, the public
would have mofe opportunities to enjoy winter park vacations,
and would no longer be necessarily restricted to holidaying

mainly during- the summer months.
B.C. FOREST SERVICE RECREATION SITES

In 1975, the B.C. Forest Service had a total of 883
Recreation Sites established throughout the province, but
only 83 or 9.4% of them were located within a three hour
drive of Vancouver.6 These Lower Mainland Sites are concen-
trated in five main areas: from Squamish to Pemberton (21);
around Harrison Lake (15); in two valleys near Hope (13 and

9); and between Chilliwack and the United States border (18)
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(see Map 3). These five valleys contain nearly all of the
Forest Service Recreation Sites in the Lower Mainland, a
reflection of their prime'recreational opportunities and
easy road access. As noted in Chapter II, when the Forest
Service reassumed a recreation role in 1969, its first
priority was to upgrade sites experiencing high public use,
and the first areas to receive high public use were the
attractive, accessible sites.

Acreage figures for the 83 sites are not available
because they do not have strictly defined boundaries.
Generally, the developed portion of the site is only a few
acres in size, usually consisting of gravel pads for camp-
sites, garbage drums, a pit toilet, and a few rustic log
tables. However, beyond these small, semi-developed areas
lie vast acres of forest suitable for recreational pursuits
such as hiking, sightseeing, exploring, berry picking, fish-
ing, hunting, cross-country skiing, and snowshoeing. In
addition, these areas are used extensively by people with
trail bikes, four-wheel drive vehicles, and snowmobiles.

Campsite capacity figures such as those given by the
Provincial Parks Branch also are not available from the
Forest Service. Unlike the formal campground layout in
Provincial Parks, the Forest Service campsites are much more
informal; users have greater freedom in selecting a camping
spot and are not directed to a particular location. As a

result, many camping parties often take the opportunity to
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camp close together, forming a relatively large group of
people in one small area. Such flexibility makes it diffi-
cult to accurately assess camping capacity. Despite this
uncertainty, the respective Directors of the Forest Service
Recreation Section in both Victoria and Vancouver claim that
a figure of 10 vehicles per recreation site would be a
reliable average capacity estimate. Based on this estimate,
the Forest Service Sites in the Lower Mainland contain
approximately 830 campsites. In 1975, the Forest Service
estimated that these recreation sites were used by about
183,000 people--or 20.5% of the 894,000 total visitors to
Forest Service Recreation Sites throughout British Columbia.
Their proximity to a large population center accounts for
this high use. The most popular sites, where annual visitor
usage may avefage 5,000, are located on lake shores and
rivers.7

Between 75% and 90% of all visitors are residents
of British Columbia, and in many cases, local people are the
prime users. The Forest Service does not extensively adver-
tise the locations of its recreation sites, and maﬁy urban
dwellers (unfamiliar with a particular region) are not aware
of these alternative camping and recreational opportunities
to Provincial Parks. However, some Ranger Districts have
recently compiled small recreation brochures of their area
and these are available at the local Ranger District Office.

The brochures usually contain a map showing recreation site
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location, significant trails, points of interest, a valuable
section on travelling safely on forest logging roads, proper
campfire procedures, and regulations governing the use of
fire. With such information being made available, the use
and the demand for these sites will rise. Although they do
take some pressure off Provincial Parks, these sites cannot
be expected to adequately satisfy outdoor recreation in the
Lower Mainland, as they cater mainly to individuals seeking
more isolation and less development than exists in Provin-

cial Parks.
GREATER VANCOUVER REGIONAL PARKS DISTRICT

To date there are 11 active Regional Parks in the
Lower Mainland (Map 3). Together, they represent only 3,637
acres of land owned by the Regional District (Table 3).
However, future land acquisitions will significantly increase
the acreage of these parks, with most of the increase occur-
ring in Belcarra, Boundary Bay, and Burke Mountain Parks
(Table 3).

The acquisition and development of Regional Park-
lands has been much slower than anticipated. It was'planned
that most of the projected 44,000 acres (refer to p. 27)
would be purchased within 5 to 10 years, and that subse-
quently prime concern would shift to development and main-
tenance. However, the 3,637 acres that have been purchased

represent only 8.2% of the final goal. Until 1976, priority
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TABLE 3

LOWER MAINLAND REGIONAL PARKS, 1976!

Park Present2 Projecteg

Acreage Acreage

Aldergrove Lake 688 700
Belcarra 332 4,520
Boundary Bay 96 3,000
Burke Mountain 0 7,000
Burnaby Lake 2 702
Campbell River 1,250 1,370
Capilano River 235 400
Derby Reach 268 440
Iona Beach 0 1,100
Kanaka Creek 141 : 670
Tynehead 625 639
i 3,637 20,541

(11 Active Regional Parks)

lsource: Greater Vancouver Regional District, Regional Parks Review:
1976 (Vancouver: June 1976), pp. 7-8.

2These are the number of park acres currently owned by the Greater
Vancouver Regional District.

3These are projected park acreage figures once land acquisitions are
completed. Of . .the projected total of 20,541 acres, 15,456 acres are
owned by various public agencies and 1,448 acres are privately owned.
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remained on land acquisition with little money budgeted for
development. For the 1974 operating year, 30 property
acquisitions totalling 437 acres at a cost of $3.3 million
were initiated, whereas only $237,500 was budgeted for
development purposes.8 In 1976, Regional Park District
officials decided to split their budget equally between
acquisition and development expenditures.9

Without an adequate land base and development pro-
gram, Regional Parks are not capable of supporting high
recreational use. Unless the District can purchase and
develop most of its projected 44,000 acres within the next
few years, the supply of recreational space and facilities
will continue to lag behind the demand. Even if this level
of acquisition were achieved, the Regional Parks would not
ease the demand for overnight park accommodations because
they cater to day-use activities only. The Regional District
feels that responsibility for overnight provisions rests
with the Provincial Parks Branch.

The implication of the foregoing summary is that the
three recreational agencies are failing to provide adequate
recreational space and opportunities for the population of
the Lower Mainland. And as the population of this region
increases, the demand for residential, commercial, indus-
trial, and agricultural land intensifies. Consequently,
recreational agencies will experience greater difficulty

acquiring additional park land. The land that they do
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acquire will be expensive, and this will restrict large
scale purchases. To compensate for lack of land, these
agencies (and in particular the Provincial Parks Branch--
because over half of the Provincial population resides in
the Lower Mainland Region) should intensify development in
some parks within a three hour's drive of Vancouver. The
rationale of such a policy becomes apparent upbn analysis
of how outdoor recreation participation will be affected by
increases in population and by social and economic factors.

The following review provides some insight.
LOWER MAINLAND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

In 1961, the population of British Columbia was
1,629,082. The 1966 and 1971 censuses reported figures of
1,873,674 and 2,184,621, increases of 15% and 16% respec-
tively.l0 Nationally, these were the highest growth rates
recorded, making British Columbia the fastest growing
Province in Canada. However, more significant is the fact
that the bulk of the Provincial population resides in the
Lower Mainland, and that this region absorbs most of'the
Provincial growth. Overall, 55% of British Columbia's popu-
lation is concentrated in the Lower Mainland which repre-
sents slightly over 3% of the Province's land area.11

At present, the population of the Lower Mainland is

12

about 1.3 million. Projections made by the Lower Mainland

Regional Planning Board indicate that by 1981 and 2001,
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there will be respectively 1.5 and 2.2 million people
residing in the Lower Mainland.13 Much of this increase
will be due to net immigration, which during the 1966-71
period accounted for 76.5% of the population increase in
the Lower Mainland.14 Analysis of all immigrants showed
that approximately 75% were under 40 years of age and that
33% of both male and female immigrants were between the ages
of 20 and 30.15 This latter group has high fertility rates
and thus will contribute significantly to the region's
natural population increase. Furthermore, because most of
the immigrants are young, they will actively participate in
recreational pursuits. The Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission stated that:

Of all the factors, age has the sharpest influence. As might be

expected, the older people get, the less they engage in outdoor

activity. This decline is especially noticeable in the more

active pursuits=-=-cycling, hiking, horseback riding, water skiing,

camping. To be sure, even in late middle age, people still

engage in such activities as swimming, motorboating, fishing,

and nature walks. And there are types of recreation--walking

or driving for pleasure, sightseeing, fishing--where participa-

tion rates are impressive even for the oldest category of

citizens. But the general picture is one of declining activity
with advancing years. ;

Nearly a million more people (the majority being
under 40 years of age) are therefore expected to inhabit the
Lower Mainland in the next 25 years. What implication will
this have for outdoor recreation? There will obviously be
an increased demand, but will participation in outdoor
recreation actually increase at a higher rate than population?

Projections by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
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Commission--that a doubling of the United States' population
in the period 1960 to 2000 would be accompanied by a tripling
of participation in outdobr pursuitsl7—-now seem to be very
consefvative.18 Detailed reviews and discussions of the
complex socio-economic factors behind these trends are con-
tained in much of the U.S. recreation literature, and will
not be repeated here.19 They are significant, however, in
that it is generally agreed that social trends and changes
in the U.S. are usually followed by approximately similar
changes in Canada. Whilst Canadians and British Columbians
may not wish to mirror conditions and trends to the south,
the likelihood of broadly parallel changes must remain a
distinct probability.

The above projected demographic changes and social
trends will significantly affect the present park system in
the Lower Mainland. Needs for expanding recreational facil-
ities and opportunities will intensify as parkland require-
ments are expected to shift from the current standard of 65
acres per thousand population to future standards of 80
acres per thousand population by 1981, and 94 acres per

thousand population by 2001.20

If this shift occurs, the
acreage of Regional and Provincial Parks in the Lower Main-
land will have to be increased substantially. Greater

emphasis must also be placed on park development that

increases the efficient use of the recreational land base.
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In the past, most outdoor recreation parks in
British Columbia have been selected only with respect to
natural features and with little regard for population
distribution. However, the need to serve major population
concentrations is increasingly recognized. In the United
States, the National Park Service has suggested that State
natural areas be located within 50 miles or 1-1/2 hour's
travel time of the people to be served; and that State
activity areas be located within 25 miles or one hour travel
time.21 Since the Crown holds most of the land in British
Columbia, it would be possible for government agencies to
establish and develop more intensive recreation areas closer
to major population centers. Such action would more ade-
qguately serve the existing and future population of the
Lower Mainland.

In short, this chapter shows that there is a need to
expand and intensify park areas around Vancouver. Greatest
pressure is currently exerted on Provincial Parks (especially
those with campgrounds) as they receive extensive use during
summer months. Consequently, Park Branch Planners see the
need for acquiring and developing additional parkland. As
additional land is acquired for Provincial Parks, it is
suggested that areas designated for overnight development
include not only traditional campground facilities but also
modern cabin accommodations along with some urban type

recreational facilities. But unless a large number of cabin
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units were built, they could not be expected to satisfy
rising demands for overnight park visits. They would, how-
ever, provide the opportunities for extending year-round
park experiences, thus contributing to more efficient use
of the resource base. In addition, people who do not like
to camp or do not have camping equipment would have the
opportunity of using these facilities.

Since Recreational Agencies in B.C. do not presently
advocate cabin accommodation in parks, it is necessary to
obtain information from agencies that do, in order to learn
more about this alternative form of overnight park accommo-
dation. Cabin accommodation, along with a variety of urban-
type facilities, is currently available in some Provincial
Parks in Saskatchewan; this system provides one working

model.
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CHAPTER IV

PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCY CABIN
RENTALS: A WORKING MODEL

Provincial Parks in Saskatchewan offer opportunities
for the traditional extensive outdoor recreation activities.
In addition, some areas provide a variety of urban-type
facilities, including playgrounds, tennis courts, ball
fields, golf courses, and open areas suitable for badminton,
volleyball, soccer, and frisbee throwing. Moreover, service
conveniences are provided for park visitors and generally
include a park grocery store, service station, boat rentals,
showers, and eating facilities. At some parks, dance halls
and licensed lounges provide social evening recreation.

Four parks offer rental cabin accommodation which is popular
with the general public and promoted by park officials.l

In spite of these developments, the parks retain
nature and wilderness experiences with increasing distance
from the developed core centers. According to the Honourable
J. Kowalchuk, Saskatchewan Minister of Tourism and Renewable
Resources, "people enjoy the wide range of activities and
services offered in these parks because they provide recre-
ation for all age groups and services which enhance visitor

comfort and enjoyment.“2
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ORIGIN OF RENTAL CABIN ACCOMMODATION

The Saskatchewan Provincial Parks Branch started to
provide rental cabin accommodation approximately 30 years
ago through the purchase of privately owned summer resorts
located within Park boundaries. These were purchased so
that cabins and other facilities could be upgraded as pri-
vate entrepreneurs either lacked money .or incentive to do so.

The Branch felt that it was necessary to maintain
these facilities because they provided accommodation for
many park visitors. The type of campsites and camping
equipment typical today were uncommon at that time. The
standard form of accommodations were hotel/inn type facili-
ties and it was considered appropriate for the Parks Branch
to provide similar accommodations in their parks. Over the

years, the Branch has constructed additional cabins.
RENTAL PARK CABIN LOCATIONS

Provincially operated rental cabins are located in
four parks: Greenwater Lake; Duck Mountain; Cypress Hills;
and Moose Mountain (Map 4). The latter also contains a
l4-unit motel and a 9-room chalet. All rental facilities
are planned by the Head Office of the Parks Branch in
consultation with the Park Superintendent. Cabins are
constructed by the Parks Branch in éooperation with the
Public Works Department as required by regulations pertain-

ing to all government buildings. Once constructed, the
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management and maintenance of the cabins is the responsi-
bility of the Park Superintendent.

At present, the number of cabins per park ranges
between 26 and 34 with at least 40 per park considered the
economic optimum. Deluxe modern, modern, and rustic cabins
are available, providing the public with a range according

to preference.
GENERAL CABIN FACILITIES

All cabins are equipped for light housekeeping and
contain either one or two bedrooms. Living room hide-a-beds
or fold-down type chesterfields are standard in all cabins.
Electric lights, range, refrigerator, bed linens, towels and
kitchen utensils are included in all cabins. Clean linens
and towels are supplied every two days. Cabins do not con-
tain fireplaces, radios or TV's. For a time, the Branch
supplied the two latter, but reversed their decision after
discovering that visitors spent a considerable amount of
time entertaining themselves with these facilities rather
than enjoying the park environment. Furthermore, some were
stolen. Public demand for cabins with fireplaces is high,
and the Branch is considering adding them when new cabins
are built.

Depending on the number of bedrooms, the standard
sleeping capacity ranges from two to four people. For each

additional person above the stated capacity, a $2.00 fee is
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charged. If required, rollaway cots and cribs are available

at a cost of $2.00 per night.

Rustic Cabins

These are small log constructions dating back 30-40
years (Figure 1l). Construction costs in those days amounted
to only $100 per cabin. Some renovations have been under-
taken but all cabins lack modern plumbing, and wood burning
stoves are the only source of heat. A small electric
rangette is supplied for cooking, but water, shower, and
washroom facilities are centrally located outside. One and
two bedroom rustic cabins rent for $7.00 and $10.00 per
night for two and four persons respectively (see Table 4,

p. 77, for cabin rates).

Modern Cabins

The majority of modern cabins were built during the
late 1950's and early 60's. Although the exterior gives
the appearance of log construction, they are actually
standard frame units (Figure 2). The log cabin look was
obtained by nailing specially planed rounded boards to the
exterior walls. All have hot and cold running water,
showers, and flush toilets and are equipped with thermo-
statically controlled propane heating units. Rooms are
larger than in the rustic cabins, and furnishings, kitchen
fixtures and interior decor are also more modern. The

higher construction costs of these units are reflected in



Figure 1

RUSTIC CABINS IN GREENWATER LAKE PROVINCIAL
PARK, SASKATCHEWAN: August 1975

g

i

Figure 2

MODERN CABINS IN GREENWATER LAKE PROVINCIAL
PARK, SASKATCHEWAN: August 1975
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higher rental rates of $12.00 and $15.00 per night.

Deluxe Modern Cabins

The deluxe modern panabode cedar cabins were built
in 1973 (Figures 3 & 4). Although the cost of the package
was $10,500, labor and material costs boosted the final
figure to between $18,000 and $20,000. Containing all the
features of the modern cabins, these units also feature such
trimmings as colonial furniture, floor length drapes, wall-
to-wall carpet and wall lamps. One and two bedroom deluxe
modern cabins rent for $17.00 and $21.00 per night respec-

tively.
PARK CABIN RESERVATION SYSTEM

Cabins are rented on both a reservation and first-
come-first-served basis. Reservations are accepted by Park
Offices via phone, letter, and personal visits (for letter
reservation form see Figure 5). Phone reservations are
preferred over letter requests because any uncertainties can
be immediately clarified. Summer reservations are accepted
from March 15, and Park Superintendents have discovered that
the deluxe modern cabins are always the first to be reserved.
Within one or two days, they are completely taken up for all
of July and most of August. The modern are next most in
demand followed by the rustic cabins.

There is no set limit on the length oflstay, and

reservations can therefore be made for a day or several



Figure 3

DELUXE MODERN ONE BEDROOM CABIN IN GREENWATER LAKE
PROVINCIAL PARK, SASKATCHEWAN: August 1975

oY

Figure 4

DELUXE MODERN TWO BEDROOM CABIN IN GREENWATER LAKE
PROVINCIAL PARK, SASKATCHEWAN: August 1975

4
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FIGURE 5

SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS ACCOMMODATION REQUEST FORM!

ACCOMMODATION REQUEST

To: Greenwater Lake Provincial Park
Box 430
Porcupine Plain, Sask.
SOE 1HO

FROM

ADDRESS
ARRIVAL DATE Check in time 4:00 P.M.
DEPARTURE DATE Check out time 12 noon.

TYPE OF ACCOMMODATION

Deluxe cabin - 1 bedroom (2 persons) - $17.00
Deluxe - 2 bedroom (4 persons) - 21.00
Modern - 1 bedroom (2 persons) - 12.00
Modern - 2 bedroom (4 persons) - 15.00
Non-Modern - 1 bedroom (2 persons) - 7.00
Non-Modern - 2 bedroom (4 persons) - 10.00

A $2.00 charge will be made for each extra person in excess of the number
indicated for each type of unit. Extra persons are those 6 years of age
and older.

Deposit Enclosed (one night's rental)

We require roll-away cot

baby crib $2.00 per night

REMARKS :

lsource: Accommodation Request Form received from Greenwater Lake
Provincial Park, August 25, 1975.
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weeks. In general, reservations are for a week or less.
Couples over 50 years of age will more often rent for longer
periods of time (two weeks or longer) than younger people.
The Parks Branch feels that the cabins have to be operated
in a business manner and therefore revenue becomes a prime
concern; it is immaterial whether 10 or 15 different people
rent a cabin for a certain time period or whether that space
is occupied by only one or two people. For park administra-
tion purposes, the latter is desirable. However, in terms
of public benefit, the former is more rewarding to society
because the benefits are distributed amongst a greater num-
ber of people.

A deposit of one day's rent must accompany all
reservations, and is acknowledged by the Park Office (Figure
6). Reservations may be cancelled without penalty if notice
is given within 7 days of scheduled arrival (during peak
summer months, only 2 days notice is required). Failure to
comply results in a lost deposit. The deposit safeguards
losing revenue from the no-shows. In such instances, the
deposit pays for the unused reserved space which next day is
rented on a first-come-first-served basis.

When registering at the park, cabin renters are
required to fill out a form indicating their name, address,
and vehicle license number (Figure 7). This information
enables authorities to quickly locate culprits who vandalize

and/or burglarize cabins. Such practices infrequently occur.
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FIGURE 6

SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS RESERVATION DEPOSIT RECEIPT!

DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM & RENEWABLE RESOURCES
SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS
RESERVATION DEPOSIT RECEIPT

PARK

DEAR SIR OR MADAM:

This will acknowledge your letter enclosing Deposit as
recorded. Accommodation will be available from 4 P.M.
on Day of Registration until Noon on Check Out Day.

Type of
A dati
SRABRRAlADY PLEASE BRING THIS
Reservation 3 A9 r 19
From 4 P.M. To Noon RECELET WLH, Y00
NAME
DATE AMOUNT
ADDRESS
PLEASE PRINT

FOR MINISTER

ACCOMMODATION RECEIPT NO.

CUSTOMER'S COPY

lsource: Park Office staff, Greenwater Lake Provincial Park, Sask.,
August 25, 1975.



FIGURE 7

SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS ACCOMMODATION RECEIPT'
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Cabin No. DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM & RENEWABLE RESOURCES
SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS
Hox 08 GRegts ACCOMMODATION RECEIPT
PARK
Guest's
Signature Car Licence No.
Province
Address City or State
Da%s Dags Length PAYMENTS
o o o
prrival| Departure Stay Eate ApeL DATE | DETAILS | AMOUNT
Misc. E&H
Charges Tax
TOTAL TOTAL
CHARGES PAID
TYPE OF
ACCOMMODATION
SERVATION RECEIPT NO. AMOUNT

Customer's Copy

FOR MINISTER

lSource:

Park Office Staff, Greenwater Lake Provincial Park, Sask.,
August 25, 1975.
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The Park Offices handling reservations use a very
simple but efficient system. On a large wallboard, a matrix
is composed for each month displaying days and cabins (for
an example, see Figure 8). As reservations are accepted,
the person's name and address are entered on the matrix.
Brackets around the name correspond to the length of stay--
for example, John Doe's reservation is from the first to
the sixth of July. When the deposit fee is received, the
person's name is then enclosed by a red bracket. 1In this
manner, a quick check on the board indicates reserved and
available space and people who have paid their deposit. The
park personnel claim that this reservation system works very

well, especially if handled by one person.
SEASON AND USE

The park cabins open in mid-May (on the Victoria Day
holiday weekend) and close around October 15. The Park
Superintendent may vary the closing date depending on
weather, which in late autumn hasa direct bearing upon use,
and other factors. The rental cabin season is therefore
approximately 140 days. During the season, each cabin
receives about 75 to 80 days use, representing 54% capacity
factor. The pattern of use at Greenwater Lake shows that
during May cabins are used to 25% qapacity, 70% in June,
100% in July, 85% to 90% in August, and 25% or lower in
September and October. These figures are representative of

cabin use patterns in the other three parks.



FIGURE 8

SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS RESERVATION BOARD SYsTEM!
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lsource: Park Office staff, Greenwater Lake Provincial Park, Sask.,
August 25, 1975.
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To compensate for the low use in spring and fall
months, the Branch encourages and often rents cabins to
conventiou groups. Groups in excess of 100 are not uncommon,
and each year more groups reserve park facilities. By doing
so, the group members are able to combine recreation with
business, especially since many bring their families. The
Branch also benefits by obtaining additional revenue from
cabins which are not used to capacity during this time. 1In
addition, other park services are patronized--especially
golf courses and dining establishments. In order to attract
convention groups, the Branch considers it essential to
provide modern accommodation, a golf course, and dining
facilities.

Excluding conventions, most cabins are rented by
family groups. The parents are generally between 35 and 50
years old. The Branch suggests there are several reasons
why this group, compared to younger age groups, dominante
cabin rental. First of all, being older they are probably
wealthier and more willing to pay higher overnight rates.
Second, caring for children is easier because of modern
conveniences. And third, many older people who do not enjoy

camping can enjoy the park environment by staying in a cabin.
PROBLEMS WITH PARK CABINS

Virtually no problems are encountered when cabins

are rented to family groups. This also basically holds true
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for single or married people who rent for several days or
longer. However, from experience, park personnel have noted
that most noise and damage problems originate when young
single people (under 20) rent a cabin for only one night

or a weekend. Often, the cabin is rented solely for the
purpose of having a large party. Closer checks are now
maintained on these types of renters.

Theft and vandalism, in spite of a few incidents,
are minor problems in Saskatchewan Park Cabins. Knives most
frequently disappear, probably into fishing tackle boxes.

To reduce this, the Branch considered supplying plastic
cutlery but decided against it because of possible breakage
and the small amount of theft.

Overall, Saskatchewan claims that it does not have
any real problems in operating rental cabins--but that their
main problem is not having enough rental units to satisfy

demand.
PARK CABIN BENEFITS

Saskatchewan Provincial Park Branch Officials state
that cabins offer comfortable and complete facilities to the
public, serve as an alternative to camping, and are competi-
tive to camping in terms of cost. Furthermore, cabin
reservations ensure visitors of obtaining serviced accommo-
dation space during peak use summer periods. Park personnel

note that many people, after camping for a few days--
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especially during periods of cold and/or wet weather,
inquire about renting a modern cabin for a night. They seek
a change in accommodation.so that they can sleep in a clean,
dry béd, have a hot shower, and utilize better cooking and
food storing facilities.

During the off-season, the cabins provide accommo-
dation for convention groups which in turn contribute to
greater utilization of all park services. Furthermore, if
winterized, cabins can extend the recreation season, and the
demand for winter recreation accommodation is increasing.

At Greenwater Lake, a private entrepreneur offering year
round cabin accommodation claims that his four cabins and
motel units are used to capacity on most winter weekends.3

Saskatchewan Park Personnel indicate that cabins
(once erected) have less environmental impact than campsites.
Because of their permanency, traffic is channelled to the
front entrance of cabins. On the other hand, campers often
cut saplings for firewood or alter the campsite for parking

purposes.

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS AND CONSTRAINTS

Construction, Maintenance, Revenue

Provincial Park Branch Officials in Saskatchewan
feel that construction costs for deluxe modern cabins could
be reduced by $4,000 per cabin if ten or more were built at

one location at one time. Further economies could be
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obtained if more work could be performed by park crews
during the off-season rather than by public works employees.

The highest maintenance costs are incurred when the
cabins are opened in the spring and closed in the fall.
Before opening, park maintenance crews inspect and repair
all facilities. Once completed, very little maintenance 1is
required during the operational summer months. In addition
to maintenance, there are operational costs which together
annually range between $550 and $750 per rustic or modern
deluxe cabin. Operational costs include hired staff for
repairing facilities and maid service. Depending on the
park, between three and six people perform these duties.
Most work as maid servants providing general cabin clean-up
and fresh linens and towels. To reduce the costs of this
service, the Branch is examining the feasibility of contract-
ing laundry services to a commercial firm.

The short summer recreation season in Saskatchewan
is an economic drawback to rental cabin operations. The
prime recreating period lasts only two months. During this
time, the cabins are used to near capacity, providing good
revenue return. However, during times when use is far below
capacity, little revenue is obtained. 1In spite of this, the
Saskatchewan Provincial Parks Branch indicates that overall,
public use and rental rates generate enough revenue to pay
for operation, maintenance, and capital coéfé. But because

revenue is restricted by the short season, it takes 20 years
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of operation before capital costs are recovered.

Cabin Rental Costs Versus Camping

Saskatchewan Provincial Park Personnel claim that
people who annually camp three weeks or less using modern
recreational vehicles would save money if they rented a
cabin. Since the cabins are supplied with everything except
food, the total recreation accommodation expense is limited
to paying only the rental rate. The costs of different
types of cabins, depending on length of stay, are shown on
Table 4.

On the other hand, campers must come fully equipped.
Purchase price of camping equipment may range from $250 to
over $20,000 depending on type.4 However, since in terms of
amenities, cabins are more comparable with recreational
vehicles than tents or tent trailers, they will be compared
to the former. The equivalent camping equipment capable of
substituting for a rustic cabin could cost about $4,000,
around $10,000 for a modern cabin, and about $15,000 for a
deluxe modern cabin.

Besides the purchase price, there are other expenses
facing owners such as licensing and insurance, service and
maintenance, and depreciation costs. Precise calculations
of these costs as affected by a number of variables are
beyond the scope of this paper. But for comparative purposes,

a figure of $100 will be used for each (this is probably a
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TABLE 4

COST OF ACCOMMODATION FOR DIFFERENT LENGTHS OF STAY
IN SASKATCHEWAN PROVINCIAL PARKS'

Rate/ Cost per Number of Weeks
Type/Capacity2 Night3 (in §)
(in $) 1 2 2 4 5
CABINS
Rustic
1 bedroom (2 people) 7 49 98 147 196 245
2 bedrooms (4 people) 10 70 140 210 280 350
Modern
1 bedroom (2 people) 12 84 168 252 336 420
2 bedrooms (4 people) 15 105 210 315 420 525
Deluxe Modern
1 bedroom (2 people) 17 119 238 357 476 595
2 bedrooms (4 people) 21 147 294 441 588 735
*CHALET ROOMS
Rooms with 1 double bed
(1 person) 7 49 98 147 196 245
(2 people) 9 63 126 189 252 315
Rooms with 2 single beds
(1 person) 9 63 126 189 252 315
(2 people) 13 91 182 273 364 455
*FULLY MODERN MOTEL
Units with 1 double bed
(1 person) 9 63 126 189 252 315
(2 people) 11 77 154 231 308 385
Units with 2 double beds
(1 person) 9 63 126 189 252 315
(2 people) 13 91 182 273 364 455
Light housekeeping with 1
double bed & 1 chesterfield
(1 person) 13 91 182 273 364 455
(2 people) 15 105 210 315 420 525
CAMPING
Serviced site 3 21 42 63 84 105
Unserviced 2 14 28 42 56 70
Overflow 1 7 14 21 28 35

Ysource: 1975 Saskatchewan Provincial Parks Branch brochure.

2For each additional person in excess of the number indicated, a $2.00
fee is charged. Additional persons are those 6 years of age or older.

3A11 of these rates are subject to a 10 percent increase for the months
of July and August.

*lLocated only in Moose Mountain Provincial Park.
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low estimate). In total, then, these three items account

for at least $300 annual expense.

This total is higher when adding the lost interest
income that would have been derived if the capital outlay
had been placed in a bank savings account. Using an inter-
est figure of 6%, the lost potential annual interest income
on $4,000 is $240, on $10,000--$600, and on $15,000--$900.
Hence, the overall annual expense of owning sophisticated
camping equipment may range upwards of $500. This figure
would not apply to tenting equipment and low priced hardtop
trailers, but is valid for more expensive recreation vehi-
cles.

Referring back to Table 4, it is evident that $500
would pay for several weeks' accommodation in Saskatchewan
park cabins. For example, a family of four could rent a
deluxe modern cabin for three weeks and still have money
left over. It should be noted, however, that as length of
stay increases, comparative cost advantages decrease. But
for families desiring modern accommodation in a park and who
camp for only one, two, or three weeks a year, cabins are
indeed competitive in terms of cost to expensive recreational
vehicles.

An alternative to owning camping equipment is to
rent it. The average weekly rental rate for a basic four
person hardtop trailer is $65.5 For one that is supplied

with a stove, icebox, mattresses, etc., the price is $90 per
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week. Weekly rental rates range between $125 and $200 for
pick-up truck campers, camperized vans and self-contained
mobile units. Since these are powered vehicles, a mileage
rate between 5 and 10 cents per mile is added. Regardless
of the type rented, the user pays between $2.00 and $4.00
per night camping fee. Considering all these costs, it is
evident that park cabin rental rates in Saskatchewan are
competitive in terms of cost regardlesé of whether one rents
or purchases modern camping equipment.

However, there are some limitations and drawbacks to
renting cabins. For example, not all parks contain cabins,
and this restricts park selection. There are far fewer
cabins than campsites, and unless a person reserves a cabin
early during the peak use summer months, accommodation
cannot be assured. Furthermore, camping equipment may be
used in areas other than parks and during times when parks
are closed. And lastly, recreational vehicles serve as both

bus and hotel on long trips.
PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN PROVINCIAL PARKS

Private entrepreneurs may obtain leases for provid-
ing services within Saskatchewan Provincial Parks. When
necessary services are required, tenders are advertised,
with the successful tender inigially given a one year lease.
At the end of the year, if park officials are satisfied with

their performance, a two year lease is signed--thereafter



80

followed by four year terms.

When providing rental cabins via a lease system, the
Parks Branch feels that it should be responsible for cabin
construction and major maintenance work, but that private
entrepreneurs be given leases for operation and management.
This method assures that cabins are erected in harmony with
the overall master park plan. In addition, it eliminates
the problem of property sales when private entrepreneurs
decide to leave.

When services are provided by the private sector,
the entrepreneurs pay the Parks Branch 4% of their overall
gross revenue. Such private operations make more clear
profit than provincially operated facilities. There are two
main reasons for this. First of all, during summer months,
the Parks Branch, as part of a government student employment
program, will hire more staff for particular duties than
will a private operator. In essence, then, a social benefit
is being provided to students. And second, many of the
private operators remain open year round. Hence they are
collecting revenue during periods when ParksBranch facili-
ties have closed.

Regardless of whether park cabins are supplied by
the Parks Branch or by private entrepreneurs, the main con-
cern of Saskatchewan Provincial Park Officials is to provide
a good service to the public, at a price that the public can

afford, but which is sufficient to make the venture economi-
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cally viable in the long run.

The foregoing has provided some insight on cabin
accommodation offered by one park agency. Although Saskat-
chewan Park Officials indicate that their present number of
cabins is insufficient to fully satisfy camping demand, the
cabins are viewed as being very valuable because they provide
a viable alternative to camping. 1In addition, the compli-
mentary array of urban-type recreational facilities located
within a natural environment enables visitors to enjoy a
variety of activities and experiences. Similar developments
should be provided in a few Provincial Parks in B.C. so that
B.C. provincial residents can enjoy similar variety and
experiences. To further study intensive park development,
the following chapter examines park cabins in other areas of

Canada and the United States.
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FOOTNOTES

1Information for this chapter was obtained from a
personal meeting on August 19, 1975, in Regina, Saskatchewan
with: The Hon. John Kowalchuk, Saskatchewan Minister of
Tourism and Renewable Resources; Joe Josza, Director of
Saskatchewan Provincial Parks Branch; Clark Gable, Super-
visor of Commercial Enterprises; and Ken Lozinsky, Park
Planner. Additional information came from a personal meet-
ing on August 25, 1975, at Greenwater Lake Provincial Park,
Saskatchewan, with: Don Horncastle, Park Superintendent;
Park Staff; and from a personal examination of cabin facili-
ties at Greenwater Lake Provincial Park.

2Interview with The Hon. John Kowalchuk, Saskatche-
wan Minister of Tourism and Renewable Resources, Regina,
Saskatchewan, August 19, 1975.

3Interview with Glen Broberg, Greenwater Lake Pro-
vincial Park, Saskatchewan, August 25, 1975. Mr. Broberg
operates accommodation and service facilities under a lease
with the Saskatchewan Provincial Parks Branch.

4Price Survey of Recreational Vehicle Dealers in
Victoria, B.C., April 22, 1976. The dealers indicated that
because these vehicles are manufactured for a national mar-
ket, purchase prices are quite similar across Canada.

5Rental Survey of Recreational Vehicle Dealers in
Victoria, B.C., April 22, 1976. The dealers indicated that
these rates are comparable to those found in other parts of
Canada.



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF RENTAL CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATION
IN CANADIAN AND UNITED STATES PARKS

INTRODUCTION

Previous chapters have examined park pélicy in
British Columbia and park distribution in the Lower Mainland.
That examination suggested a need to intensify present park
usage and/or acquire more parkland in the Lower Mainland.
This conclusion was based on the significant population
increase projections for the Lower Mainland combined with
rising participation rates and changing trends in outdoor
recreation. In an attempt to diversify overnight park
accommodation and to encourage off-season use, it was sug-
gested that rental cabin/lodge accommodation could be
introduced in some British Columbia Provincial Parks. The
Saskatchewan Provincial Parks System was used as a model
against which possible alternatives could be judged. How-
ever, before such a venture can receive proper attention
from the policy makers in the British Columbia Provincial
Parks Branch Office, the merits of such an introduction must
further be examined. The method employed in this examina-

tion is a questionnaire survey.
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QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY

In co-operation with the Director of the Long Range
Planning Section of the B.C. Provincial Parks Branch, two
questionnaires were formulated for distribution to various
Park Agencies in Canada and the United States that might
offer park rental accommodation. Questionnaire A was
designed for completion by Agencies offering permanent
rental cabin/lodge accommodation, and B for Agencies not
offering such accommodation. All solicited Agencies received
both questionnaires (see Appendix A).

The objectives of Questionnaire A were to establish
the number of Park Agencies offering cabin/lodge facilities,
and to examine the number of available units, types provided,
methods of operation, economic issues, and related benefits
and problems. But most important, these findings may serve
as guidelines for other Park Agencies contemplating the
introduction of cabins/lodges into their parks.

Questionnaire B was mainly opinion oriented, designed
to reveal differences in thought and assessment compared with
Agencies in group A. It included such questions as: "If
introduced, which type, i.e. fully modern, semi-modern, or
rustic, would be built?"; "Would the general public favor
this move?"; "In your opinion, what benefits and problems
would emerge?"; and "Would rental cébins/lodges have to be

self-supporting before being provided?" (see Appendix A).
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QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS

Eighty-eight questionnaires were distributed and 58
replies were received, representing a return of 66%--extreme-
ly high for a mail-type questionnaire.

Seventy of the 88 questionnaires were sent to the
United States. Each of the 50 State Park Agencies received
a copy, as did the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and each of
its 7 Regional Offices, and the National Parks Service
including its 9 Regional Offices. The National Parks and
Conservation Association and the National Recreation and
Park Association completed the list of U.S. recipients. Of
the 70 questionnaires sent, 43 replies were received, a
return of 60%. Thirty-two replies came from various States,
whereas the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and the National
Parks Service (including Regional Offices) returned 4 and 7
questionnaires respectively. The two citizen recreation
associations failed to respond.

Eighteen questionnaires were distributed within
Canada with one going to each of the 9 Provincial Park Branch
Offices and the 2 similar jurisdictions in the Territories,
6 to Parks Canada (including Regional Offices), and the last
to the National and Provincial Parks Association of Canada.
All replied with the exception of 3 Parks Canada Regional

Offices. Thus, the response in Canada was 83%.
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PARK AGENCIES OFFERING AND NOT OFFERING
RENTAL CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATION

Of the 88 Agencies contacted for the purpose of this
study, 63 actually administer and manage park lands. These
Agencies are significant because they decide the type of
park facilities and accommodation provided for a large seg-
ment of the public. Agencies conforming to a naturalistic
park philosophy will likely have less commercial development
in their parks than those catering more to social demands
and needs.

Of the 45 completed questionnaires from these 63
Agencies (representing a 71.4% return), 33 were from the U.S.,
including 20 or 60.6% offering rental cabin/lodge accommoda-
tion. The remaining 12 from Canada included 5 or 41.7%

offering such facilities (Table 5).

QUESTIONNAIRE A: PARK AGENCIES OFFERING
PERMANENT RENTAL CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATION

I. General Information

I.1 Relative Abundance of
Parks and Accommodations

Replies from various Agencies revealed marked dif-
ferences in the number of parks in each administrative park
system (Tables 6 and 7). Thislranged from 287 for U.S.
National Parks to only 28 for Canadian National Parks. For

State and Provincial Parks, only New York, Manitoba and



TABLE 5

RENTAL ACCOMMODATION IN U.S. AND CANADIAN PARKS'
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Offered Not Offered

UNITED STATES

States
Florida Alaska
Georgia Connecticut
Hawaii Idaho
Illinois Kansas
Indiana Maine
Louisiana Nevada
Massachusetts New Hampshire
Michigan North Dakota
Nebraska Oregon
New Jersey South Dakota
New Mexico Vermont
New York Wisconsin
North Carolina Wyoming
Ohio
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Virginia
Washington
Federal
National Parks Service
20 I3
60.6% 39.4%
CANADA
Provinces
Manitoba Alberta
Ontario New Brunswick
Quebec Newfoundland
Saskatchewan Nova Scotia
Territories
Northwest Territories
Yukon Territory
Federal
Parks Canada
5 ) 7
41.7% 58.3%

UNITED STATES & CANADA

25 20
55.6% 44.4%

1Only shows Agencies that responded to the 1975 Questionnaire Survey.
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U.S. PARK AGENCIES OFFERING PERMANENT RENTAL
ACCOMMODATION: ! GENERAL INFORMATION

No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of
Park Agency Parks in Parks with Cabin/ Parks with Campsite
System Cabins/ Lodge Campgrounds Units
Lodges Units
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 83 5 28 35 2759
Georgia 51 21 245 40 4500
Hawaii 48 6 40 16 NI
Illinois 86 5 255 67 14000
Indiana 20 3 50 19 5300
Louisiana 19 5 58 . 10 ' 800
Massachusetts 70 4 16 B! 2500
Michigan 85 2 14 70 14419
Nebraska 95 5 68 20 NI
New Jersey 35 7 81 16 1300
New Mexico 34 2 113 30 1689
New York 139 25 820 61 8564
North Carolina 33 2 12 16 1800
Ohio 63 14 967 46 10000
Pennsylvania 90 11 147 53 7000
South Carolina 45 12 160 28 2312
Texas 88 7 113 45 4500
Virginia 15 9 147 13 1422
Washington NI 3 NI NI .
Total 1099 148 3334 663 82865
Average 61.0 7.8 185.2 36.8 5179.1
Each cabin/lodge park Each campground park
averages 23.8 units averages 140.6 sites
FEDERAL PARK AGENCY
U.S. National
Parks Service 287 36 10000 95 280000
Each cabin/lodge park Each campground park
averages 277.8 units averages 294.7 sites
U.S. TOTAL 1386 184 13334 758 110865
U.S. AVERAGE 73.0 9.2 701.8 39.9 6521.5

Each cabin/lodge park
averages 76.3 units

Each campground park
averages 163.4 sites

'pased on replies received from July to September, 1975.

NI = Not Indicated.
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TABLE 7

CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES OFFERING PERMANENT RENTAL
ACCOMMODATION:! GENERAL INFORMATION

No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of
Park Agency Parks in Parks with Cabin/ Parks with Campsite
System Cabins/ Lodge Campgrounds Units
Lodges Units
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba 142 3 50 NI 6000
Ontario 121 1 100 97 21500
Quebec 21 16 395 21 1385
Saskatchewan 17 4 120 16 2567
Total 301 24 665 134 31452
Average 75.3 6.0 166.3 44.6 7863
Each cabin/lodge park Each campground park
averages 27.7 units averages 176.0 sites
FEDERAL PARK AGENCY
Parks Canada 28 13 6564 24 17596
Each cabin/lodge park Each campground park
averages 504.9 units averages 733.2 sites
CANADIAN TOTAL 329 37 7229 158 49048
CANADIAN AVERAGE 65.8 7.4 1445.8 39.5 9809.6

Each cabin/lodge park
averages 195.4 units

Each campground park
averages 248.3 sites

!Based on replies received from July to September, 1975.

NI = Not Indicated.
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Ontario exceeded 100 in number whereas Louisiana, Virginia,
and Saskatchewan all had less than 20. Overall, the combined
U.S. and Canadian results show that the average number of
parks constituting a park system is 71.5. The Provincial
Park system average is slightly above this whereas for State
Park Agencies it is below.

Of this number, however, an overall total average of
only 8.8 parks (12.3%) per park system Eontain rental cabin/
lodge accommodation, although this varies from over 20 parks
with such facilities in New York, Georgia, and the U.S.
National Parks Service to less than 8 in 16 other Agencies.
Both the Provincial and State Park averages fall below the
total average of 8.8 in contrast to the two Federal Park
Agencies.

The number of parks per system that contain camp-
grounds versus cabins/lodges is much higher, averaging 39.8
(55.7%). More significant however is the average number of
campsite units per park versus cabin/lodge units per park.
For example, each State and Provincial Park offering camp-
grounds contains an average of 140.6 and 176.0 campsite
units respectively, but parks offering cabins/lodges contain
an average of only 23.8 and 27.7 units respectively. Such
figures indicate that campsite development dominates exist-
ing overnight facilities in Stéte and Provincial Parks.
However, such domination is less evident in Canadian and

U.S. Federal Parks. Collectively, Federal Parks offering
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overnight facilities contain an average of 383.2 campsites
versus 338.0 cabin/lodge units per park.

In general, Tables 6 and 7 reveal sharp differences
between average campsite and cabin/lodge units per park. In
addition, sharp differences are also noted between average
campsite and cabin/lodge units per park for State and Provin-

cial Park Agencies compared to their Federal counterparts.

I.2 Existing Cabin/Lodge Accommodations

Park Agencies were asked to indicate what percentage
of cabin/lodge units provided were fully modern, semi-modern,
or rustic. Units were classified as being modern if they
contained many of the amenities of a modern home (see Appen-
dix A, Questionnaire A, I.2). The semi~-modern contained
some modern conveniences, whereas these conveniences were
virtually absent in the rustic units.

The combined results from all Agencies revealed that
68.1% of all éabin/lodge units provided are fully modern,
20.6% are semi-modern, and only 11.3% are rustic (Table 8).
Provincial Park Agencies provide more semi-modern units than

other agencies but the least number of rustic.

I.3 Public Preferences

Park Agencies were also asked to indicate the type
of facility, i.e. fully modern, semi-modern, or rustic, that
is most popular with the general public (Table 9). Of the

Agencies surveyed, 7 (Indiana, New Jersey, New York, The
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TYPE AND NUMBER OF RENTAL UNITS
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Full Semi- ;
Park Agency Mode:; Skt Rustic
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 28
Georgia 245
Hawaii 32 8
Illinois 255
Indiana 27 15 8
Louisiana 58
Massachusetts 16
Michigan 14
Nebraska 68
New Jersey 54 19 8
New Mexico 68 45
New York 82 246 492
North Carolina 12
Ohio 919 48
Pennsylvania 147
South Carolina 160
Texas 113
Virginia 147
Column Total 2109 679 546
Column Total as % of Row Total 63.3 20.4 16.3
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba 15 30 5
Ontario 100
Quebec 355 20 20
Saskatchewan 47 6l 12
Column Total 417 211 37
Column Total as % of Row Total 62.7 31.8 5.5
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks Service
.Washington, D.C.
(National total) 7000 2000 1000
*Parks Canada
TOTAL: STATE, PROVINCIAL & FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
Column Total 9526 2890 1583
Column Total as % of Row Total 68.1 20.6 11.3

*Parks Canada indicated that the majority of its 6564 units are fully

modern.
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TABLE 9

PUBLIC PREFERENCES FOR RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Fully Semi- .
Park Agency My S Rustic
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 1
Georgia 1
Illinois 1 3 2
*Indiana 1 2 3
Louisiana 1 z- 3
Massachusetts 2 1 3
Michigan 3 2 |
Nebraska 1 2 3
*New Jersey 1 2 3
New Mexico 1 2 3
*New York 1
North Carolina 3 ¥ 2
Ohio 1 2 3
Pennsylvania 2 1 3
South Carolina 1
Texas 5 3
Virginia 1
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
*Manitoba 2 H 4 3
Ontario 1
*Quebec 1 2 3
*Saskatchewan 1 2 3
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
*U.S. National Parks Service
Washington, D.C. 1 2 3
tPacific Northwest 1
tMidwest 1 2 3
Parks Canada 1 2 3

lAgencies were asked to rate these facilities according to public prefer-
ence, i.e., 1 = most preferred.

*Offered all three types of accommodation.
tU.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices.
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U.S. National Parks Service, Manitoba, Quebec, and Saskat-
chewan) offer all three types (Tables 8 and 9). Six of
these Agencies indicated that the fully modern units are
the most popular, while in Manitoba semi-modern units were
preferred. Semi-modern units are second in overall popu-
larity.

Many Agencies offer only one type of facility as
they consider it the most popular. Michigan, however, whilst
offering only rustic units, thought that the public would
prefer semi-modern facilities.

It is apparent, therefore, that when presented with
all-three types of accommodation, the public overwhelmingly
prefers fully modern units. New York State reported that
their fully modern units are exceptionally popular during

winter months.

I.4 Main Users of Cabins/Lodges and Campgrounds

Although many Park Agencies indicated that they did
not have precise group user figures for cabins/lodges and
campgrounds, their returns (based largely on past experience)
suggest that families with young children are the main users
of both types of facilities (Table 10).

Adults over 55 years of age, however, show preference
for cabin/lodge accommodations ‘compared to camping. They are
the third main users of cabins but place fifth (last) in
utilizing campgrounds. The reason may be that.camping is

too strenuous an activity for many older people and permanent
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Cabins/Lodges Campgrounds
Park Agency a b o] d € a b c d e
(in %) (in %)
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 40 20 15 15 10 40 20 I5 15 10
Illinois 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 15 15 30
Louisiana b4 X :
Massachusetts 40 20 25 4 1 30 20 40 5 5
Michigan X 25 25 25 20 5
New Jersey 5 10 10 50 25 25 30 20 15 10
New Mexico 2 8 10 10 70
New York 30 40 10 10 10 30 40 10 10 10
North Carolina 25 60 10 3 2 30 30 20 10 10
Ohio 10 40 15 15 20 30 50 5 10 5
Column Total 172 218 125 127 158 230 235 150 100 85
Column Total as %
of Row Total 21.5 27.3 15.6 15.8 19.8 28.8 29.3 18.8 12.5 10.6
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba X X X X X X
Quebec 15 30 20 20 15 10 25 50 10 5
Saskatchewan X X
STATE & PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Column Total 187 248 145 147 173 240 260 200 110 90

Column Total as %
of Row Total

20.8 27.6 16.1 16.3 19.2

26.7 28.9 22.2 12.2 10.0

adults under 35.
adults 35-55.
adults over 55.

= main user groups.

L]

¥ 0QaOoOUoDwe
n

= adults with families, oldest child under 5.
adults with families, youngest child over 5.
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accommodation provides them with an alternative and permits
them to enjoy the park environment.

Adults under 35 and between 35 and 55 rent permanent
facilities the least, but place ahead of adults over 55 in

using campgrounds.

I.5 Other Park Facilities and Services

Agencies were asked "What other facilities and ser-
vices have been provided in parks containing permanent
rental accommodation?" to see if such provisions differed
from that of Park Agencies not offering rental accommodation.
Since cabins/lodges are intensive park developments, it
might be expected that other intensive facilities such as
tennis courts, golf courses, and skiing areas would more
often appear in these parks than in those without permanent
rental accommodations.

From a given list (see Appendix A, Questionnaire A,
1.5) Agencieslwere asked to indicate facilities most often
provided in parks containing permanent rental accommodations.
Their replies are shown in Appendix B. From the replies,
the rank order of facilities most often provided was calcu-
lated (Table 11).

Results of Table 11 show that campgrounds and picnic
areas rank first and second as complementary facilities in
parks containing cabin/lodge accommodation, followed by swim

areas, hiking trails and boat launch facilities.2
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TABLE 11

RANK ORDER OF FACILITIES PROVIDED IN PARKS
CONTAINING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Rank Order!

Facllities ¥ Services States Provinces Federal? Total’®

=
-
3%
=

Campground

Picnic Area

Swim Area Development
Hiking Trails

Boat Launch Facilities
Boat Rentals
Restaurant

Playgrounds

(o) T R o U - - ¥ I VS A S ]

Grocery Store

Gift Shop

Horse Rental

O W W W U 0 b W N
O WY v o <N o0ounmos e WwN

=

Tennis Courts

=
o
‘_l
"-J

Ski Hill

L0 ¢ I - TR - . B T T~ S VS R~

~ N

—
[ %]

Golf Course 10

l1Rank orders 1 to 12 were determined by weighting the returns in

Table 22 in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 =3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank
order No. 1 is the most frequently provided facility and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one facility
can receive the same rank order.

2pederal rank order determined from results received from only the head
offices of the U.S. National Parks Service and Parks Canada.

3potal: combined results of State, Provincial, and Federal Park Agencies.
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The rank order results indicate that three distinct
groups of facilities are provided. The first is oriented
towards family outdoor reéreation activities not requiring
specialized skills, and most park development centers around
these activities. The second group is service oriented and
provides conveniences for all park users. Many of these,
such as gift shops, restaurants, and rental services, are
operated by private concessionnaires catering largely to a
tourist market. The third focuses on specialized activities
such as golf, tennis, and skiing, which are least often
provided because either they are expensive to construct and
maintain or the necessary physical conditions are not avail-
able. These facilities ére also land consuming, and there-
fore only larger parks are suitable for such development.
They cater more to individuals than to family groups and
participants require more skills and equipment than for the
family oriented activities listed in group one. However, the
presence of these specialized facilities does provide park
visitors with an opportunity to participate in both intensive
and extensive recreation activitieé. Many services and
specialized facilities are often developed and/or managed by
large lodge proprietors as part of the lodge complex in U.S.

Parks and in Canadian National Parks.

I.6 Public Opinion Regarding Cabins/Lodges
When asked whether the general public favored per-

manent rental accommodations being offered in parks, 22 out
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of 23 Agencies replied affirmatively. Agencies contemplat-
ing the introduction of rental facilities can therefore, on
this basis, assume that such action would meet with public

approval.
II. Operation and Management

II.1 Public or Private Responsibility

Replies revealed that in general, all aspects of
cabins/lodges in Federal Parks are basically handled by the
private sector (Table 12). However, on the Provincial scene,
responsibilities are shared nearly equally with the private
sector whereas 72.2% of the State Park Agencies handle all
aspects of cabin/lodge accommodations themselves. The
majority of State Park Agencies indicated that they prefer
to be solely responsible for cabin/lodge facilities, but if
this is not possible, their second choice is to plan and
build the facilities and then lease to private entrepreneurs.

Table 12 shows that 13 of 26 Agencies construct,
manage, operate, and maintain cabin/lodge facilities. Eight
Agencies share these responsibilities with the private sec-
tor. In most of these 8 cases, the Park Agency constructs
and largely maintains the facilities but leases the manage-
ment and operation of them to private entrepreneurs. The
private entrepreneurs are usuaily responsible for minor
maintenance. The 5 Park Agencies 1éasing all phases of

cabin/lodge facilities to the private sector indicated that
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RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVIDING CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATION
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Private Entrepreneurs

Park Agency Park Agency via Leases

b c d a b

c

d

STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Michigan
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Virginia

E
]

ERE
E I T

"
»

L
b
E

A

L
EE

PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba X x
Ontario x X
Quebec X X X X
Saskatchewan X X X X

FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks
Service, Wash. D.C. X
*Pacific Northwest X X x
*Midwest % '
Parks Canada X

E

E-

-

= constructed by
= managed by

= operated by

= maintained by

a0 oe

*Replies from U.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices.
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although they are not actively engaged in construction,
management, operation, and maintenance, they continue to

supervise the entire project.

II.2 Rental and Reservation Procedures

Twenty of 26 Park Agencies combine reservations with
a first-come-first-served system; the remaining 6 employ
only a reservation system (Table 13). ‘No Agency rents these
facilities solely on a first-come-first-served basis.

The majority of Park Agencies agree that a combined
reservation and first-come-first-served system works best
for both the public and cabin/lodge operator. Reservations
assure travellers of overnight accommodation and virtually
assure the operator of income for rented space. However,
where cabins have not been reserved, or where reservations
have either been cancelled or not occupied, they may then be
rented on a first-come-first-served basis.

Reservations for summer use are usually first
accepted during the first few months of the New Year. Weekly
reservations are often encouraged by offering weekly rates
that are lower than equivalent daily fees. Reservation
preferences are given to resident citizens and in some cases
to family groups. If vacancies exist after resident appli-
cations have been processed, outside applications are then
accepted.

A deposit fee (usually one night's rent) must be

forwarded to hold the reservation. This is returned if the
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TABLE 13

RENTAL METHODS

Cabins/Lodges Most Appropriate Method for
Park Agency Are Rented Via Public Park Agency

FC R B EC R B FEC R B

STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts X X X
Michigan
Nebraska
New Jersey X X X
New Mexico X X b4
New York
North Carolina X X X
Ohio X X x
Pensylvania ’ X X X
South Carolina X b4 X
Texas X X X
Virginia X b4 X

R
E
"

E
"o
® X

¥
»
"

PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba X X X
Ontario x
Quebec x X b4
Saskatchewan b 4 X X

FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks
Service, Wash., D.C.

*Pacific Northwest
*Midwest
Parks Canada

X X %X

[}

First-Come-First-Served basis.

Reservation system.

= Both.

Replies from U.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices.

FC
R
B

*
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reservation is cancelled before a certain time period, which
varies from 48 hours to one week prior to arrival, although
some cabin/lodge operators may keep a certain percentage for
handling charges. If, however, no adequate notice of can-
cellation is given, the deposit pays for the unused space

which would otherwise have been rented to another customer.

II.3 Rental Rates

Rental rates for cabin/lodge accommodation vary
considerably depending on the following factors:

(1) occupancy charge, e.g., whether a flat rate or based on
the number of overnight visitors;

(2) time of occupancy, e.g., whether during the week, on
weekends, by the week, or in the off-season;

(3) type of unit, e.g., rustic, semi-modern, or fully modern;

(4) number of bedrooms, e.g., whether the units contain 1, 2,
or 3 bedrooms;

(5) available facilities, e.g., whether bed linen, blankets,
kitchen and eating utensils are provided; and

(6) location, e.g., whether cabins/lodges are located on
waterfront property.

About half of the Park Agencies offering cabin/lodge
accommodations charge a flat rate irrespective of the number
of users up to the stated capacity for that particular unit.
For most cabin/lodge units, the stated capacity (based .on

the number of provided beds) is six. Other Park Agencies
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charge by the number of overnight guests. Working from the
base rate (normally two people) the rate increases by $1.00
or $2.00 per person up to the maximum stated capacity. Rates
for children under 12 are generally half that of adults. 1In
both rate schedules, if the number of overnight visitors
exceeds the stated capacity, a charge generally between $1.50
and $3.00 per additional person is levied for bringing in
roll-away cots.

The cheapest cabins to rent are the rustic units,
ranging from $6 to $10 per night with the rate generally on
the lower side where linen, blankets, and kitchen utensils
are not provided. Under such a policy, the Rental Agency is
spared the initial expenée of providing or replacing these
items and the daily expense of laundering bed linens, blan-
kets, and towels. However, the prime reason that rustic
unit rental rates are low is because initial capital invest-
ment is kept to a minimum by not installing expensive modern
conveniences and facilities.

Rental rates are higher for semi-modern and fully
modern cabins, usually ranging from $8 to $14 and from $12
to $20 per night respectively.3 The rate increase undoubt-
edly reflects higher construction, maintenance, and operating
costs. But in spite of higher rental rates, most Park
Agencies claim that fully modern units are the most popular
type of accommodation with the public, thereby indicating

that many people are willing to pay for modern conveniences.



105

About half of the semi-modern cabins are supplied with bed
linen, blankets, and kitchen utensils, whereas most of the
fully modern cabins contain these items.

Overnight rates for lodges are generally similar to
those for fully modern cabins. However, rates are higher in
lodges offering dining rooms, licensed lounges, convention
facilities, and opportunities for urban-type outdoor recrea-
tion activities such as golf, tennis, lawn bowling, swimming,
and horseback riding. But for simple lodge accommodation
(motel-type structure), rates for two people are often lower
than for fully modern cabins. Unlike the flat rate charged
for cabins up to their standard capacity, lodge unit rates
in most cases vary according to the number of overnight
visitors. Hence for two people, it is often cheaper to pay
$12 for a lodge unit compared to a flat rate of $16 for a
fully modern cabin capable of accommodating six people.

Weekly and off-season rates are offered by most
lodges, the majority of which remain open year round. With
regard to cabins, weekly and off-season rates are not as
standard, especially if the facilities are operated by the
Park Agency. Private operators show more flexibility in
offering weekly and off-season rates. When weekly rates are
in effect, the visitor generally saves the equivalent of one
or two days fee. Off-season rates are generally $2.00 or

$3.00 less than the standard rate.
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In addition to cabins and lodges, a number of Park
Agencies (mainly in the U.S.) provide accommodation for
large groups. These are called 'Outdoor Centers' or 'Group
Camps' and can usually accommodate between 50 and 175 people
in large cabins or dormitories. Priority for using these
facilities is given to school groups engaging in outdoor
education programs, church organizations, and boy scouts and
girl guide institutions. The facilitiés are also open to
adult organizations. Since all of these organizations are
socially acceptable' and considered to be beneficial to the
community, the price per person for overnight lodging is
very cheap--averaging about $1.00. Weekly reservations are

encouraged and some centers rent only by the week.

II.4 Economics of Cabin/Lodge Rental Rates
Nearly 75% of the State Park Agencies responding to
Questionnaire A claim that their present rental rates are
not adequate for economic viability. Nevertheless, most of
these Agencies agree that cabins/lodges are provided to the
public as a service similar to campgrounds, and therefore
are not intended to be economic. A good example is Pennsyl-
vania which charges an average of only $5 per night or $32
a week for semi-modern family cabins. Some States, in order
to reduce part of the deficit, 'are increasing their rates.
On the other hand, four Stafes——Florida, Indiana,

New Jersey, and South Carolina indicated that their nightly
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rental rates (approximately $18 for fully modern cabins, $10
for semi-modern cabins, and $7 for rustic cabins) are ade-
quate to cover all their expenses.

In contrast to the majority of State Park Agencies
are the Federal and Provincial Park Agencies. Both Canadian
and U.S. Federal Park Authorities claim that rates charged
by their lease holding private cabin/lodge operators are
economically viable. If they were not, many private opera-
tors would be forced out of business and presently this is
not the case. Of the four provinces involved, only Quebec
(as opposed to Saskatchewan, Ontario, and Manitoba) claims

that its rates are not economic.

II.5 Optimum Number of Rental Units

In reply to the question "What is the optimum number
of permanent rental accommodation units required at any one
location which would make such a venture most economically
viable?", the‘majority of Park Agencies suggested that
between 50 to 60 units would be sufficient, whereas a minor-
ity group indicated that an average of only 12 units would
suffice. The combined results of these two groups suggest
that an overall average of 42 units per site would be the

approximate optimum number.

II.é Construction and Maintenance Expense
An average figure of $16,000 per modern unit combined

with an annual average of $1,000 for operation and mainten-
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ance was given by Park Agencies as the maximum new construc-
tion and maintenance expenditure per modern unit that would
allow for economic operation of cabin/lodge facilities. The
Agencies indicated that such capital costs could only be
recovered over a long run period--about 20 years. No figures
were received pertaining to rustic units or hostel beds.

The State of Indiana forwarded significant results of
a three-year study (1972-1974) of three parks comparing costs
and revenue between cabins and campgrounds.4 The cost of
constructing a modern cabin was calculated to be $21,000,
compared to $3,500 for a campsite. Therefore, six campsites
could be built for every cabin. However, occupancy rates
during the three-year study period proved to be much higher

for cabins (especially during the off-season) than for camp-

sites:
OCCUPANCY RATES (%)--CABINS VERSUS CAMPGROUNDS
Period ' Cabins Campgrounds
Summer: June 1l—Sept. 1 79.3% 40.4%
Spring-Fall: April-May; Sept.-Oct. 28.1% 10.7%
Winter: Nov.; Dec.; Jan.; Feb.; March 12.4% 0.5%

This, combined with the higher overnight rental rate of $12
per cabin versus $3 per campsite, produced double the annual
revenue from one cabin compared to the six campsites. Slightly off-
setting this was the higher expense of operation and main-

tenance associated with the cabin.
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II.7 Do Cabins/Lodges Have to
Be Self-Supporting?

Park Agencies were asked whether cabin/lodge opera-
tions have to be self-supporting ventures before being
provided in their parks. Forty-one percent of the State
Park Agencies indicated that they do; 59% indicated that
they do not, but that a policy aimed towards self-support
should be implemented. All of the three Provinciai Park
Agencies that responded to the guestion (Manitoba, Ontario,
and Saskatchewan) claimed that cabins/lodges have to be
self-supporting.

II.8 Do Campgrounds Have to
Be Self-Supporting?

A much different response was noted when the same
Park Agencies were questioned as to whether campgrounds have
to be self-supporting before being provided in their park.
As could be expected, the overwhelming majority (90%) claimed
that campgrounds do not have to be self-supporting, whereas
only two State Park Agencies (Indiana and South Carolina
representing 10%) indicated that they do. Indiana pointed
out that all its park facilities have to be self-supporting
because it does not receive any money from general tax
revenue for operating parks.

In general, the vast méjority of the Park Agencies
felt that their campgrounds were préviding a worthwhile ser-

vice and outdoor recreation experiences to urban families
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and therefore they were not obligated to operate campgrounds
in a strict business manner.

III. Assessment of Permanent Rental

Accommodation Provision in Parks
IIT.1 Reasons for Introduction

Factors that have influenced the introduction of
rental accommodations in parks can be of interest to other
Park Agencies contemplating similar moves. In Questionnaire
A, eight possible reasons for introducing rental cabins/
lodges were listed and the Park Agencies were asked to rank
them according to their significance. The replies are shown
in Table 23, Appendix B, and the rank order results in
Table 14.

These tables reveal that in total, the main reason
for introducing cabins/lodges in parks revolved around high
public demand. This is followed in importance by adminis-
tration decisions, and the wish to offer an alternative to
camping. Slight variations in rank order (Table 14) are
observed. between State and Total Park Agency columns but
vary considerably more between Provincial Park Agencies.

For example, the role of administration in deciding that
cabins/lodges should be introduced is ranked number two by
State Park Agencies but number five by Provincial. It seems
apparent that administration decisions did not have the same

effect in Canada as they did in the States.
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TABLE 14

RANK ORDER OF REASONS FOR INTRODUCING
PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Rank Order1

Reasans States Provinces Federal? Total’
High public demand 1 1 1 1
Administration decision 2 5 2
Offers alternative to camping 4 2 3

Offers different recreation

experience 3 6 4
Permits longer visits 5 G 5
Enhances visitor comfort 7 4 6
Intensify park development . 6 7 7

Less environmental impact
than camping 8 - 8

lRank orders 1 to 8 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 23
in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 = 3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No. 1
is the prime reason cited for introducing cabins/lodges, and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one reason can
receive the same rank order.

2Federal reply from the U.S. National Parks Service, Washington, D.C.
Parks Canada did not reply.

3Potal: combined results of State, Provincial, and Federal Park Agencies.
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Many State Park Agencies indicated that the adminis-
trative decision to introduce permanent rental accommodation
in parks dates back to the Depression Years. A work program
of constructing cabins/lodges in parks was undertaken through
the Conservation Civilian Corps to ease unemployment and at
the same time to provide the travelling public with over-
night accommodation in scenic parks. This marked the first
time that such facilities were built in many State Parks.
During this era, the demand for cabins/lodges was high
because modern forms of camping equipment were not available.

In addition to the reasons listed in the tables,
Indiana stated that they built permanent rental accommoda-
tion in parks so that park areas could be used during winter
months. The Midwest Regionai Office of the U.S. National
Parks Service added that their reason for introducing cabins/
lodges was to provide accommodations for other than the
purist and healthy. The State of Virginia provided cabins/
lodges in areas where private enterprise was not meeting the

need.

III.2 Benefits in Offering Permanent
Rental Accommodations

Park Agencies were asked to rank the possible bene-
fits of providing cabin/lodge accommodation. Table 24 in
Appendix B and Table 15 indicate that the prime overal;
benefit is that cabins and lodges offer an alternative to

camping. Hence, people not owning camping equipment or who
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TABLE 15

RANK ORDER OF BENEFITS FROM PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

. Rank Order!
Benefits
States Provinces Federal’? Total’®
Offers an alternative to camping 1 2 1
Increases year round park use 2 3 _ 2

Allows non-cottage owners a chance
to enjoy comfortable accommoda-
tion in a park environment 3 1 3

Conducive to families with young

children 4 4 4
Stimulates more winter use of

parks 5 - 5
Suitable for senior citizens 6 5 6

Provides a base from which to explore
the surrounding area 7 5 7

Suitable for schools engaging in
outdoor education programs 8 - 8

'Rank orders 1 to 8 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 24
in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 =3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No. 1
is the prime benefit derived from cabins and lodges, and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one benefit
can receive the same rank order.

2No replies received from the head offices of Parks Canada and the U.S.
National Parks Service. ’

3Potal: combined results of State and Provincial Park Agencies.
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do not like to camp are provided with an option.

The second overall major benefit is that cabin/lodge
accommodation increases year round park use. In areas where
weather largely confines outdoor recreation to summer months,
these comfortable facilities apparently induce people to use
parks during the off-season. The U.S. National Parks Service
notes that because cabin/lodge facilities are available,
people use them not only in peak summer periods but also
during early spring, late fall, and throughout winter months.
Furthermore, since large sums of money are invested in park
lands, more efficient use of this investment occurs if
people are able and encouraged to use parks more on a year
round basis. Saskatchewan does this by encouraging conven-
tion groups to use park facilities and accommodation during
early spring and late fall when their cabins are not used to
capacity (see Chapter 1IV).

The third overall ranked benefit is that cabins/
lodges allow non-cottage owners a chance to enjoy comfort-
able accommodation in a park environment. Provincial Park
Agencies, however, ranked this as ‘their number one accruing
benefit.

The remaining rank order of other less significant

benefits are summarized in Table 15.
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III.3 Problems in Offering Permanent
Rental Accommodation

The same format used in the previous two sections
was also used for determining major problems. Park Agency
replies are shown in Table 25, Appendix B and the subsequent
rank order results in Table 16.

Table 16 reveals that the economics of construction
and maintenance are the two major drawbacks of proﬁiding
permanent rental accommodation. New Jersey indicated that
higher maintenance costs were associated with their cabins
compared to their campsites but other than that, no serious
problems were encountered. Earlier it was noted that Park
Agencies estimated that an average of $16,000 would be
required to construct a fully modern cabin, and that about
$1,000 should be budgeted annually for maintenance. For
Park Agencies limited to small budgets, the expenditure
required for constructing several cabins would perhaps cur-
tail other park operations. However, if this large invest-
ment were made, the expenditure should be recovered in the
long run. And if it were not, then a worthwhile service
would have been provided to the general public.

The third most pressing problem is that permanent
rental units do not receive enough use. Indiana noted that
the occupancy rates for cabins were lower during the off-
season than in summer, but that they were at all times:

significantly higher than those for campgrounds. Even
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TABLE 16

RANK ORDER OF PROBLEMS IN PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Rank Order!

Problems

States Provinces? Federal® Total®

High construction costs as
compared to campgrounds 1 2 :

High maintenance and repair .
cost 2 3 2

Permanent units do not
receive enough use 4 B § 1 3

Significant additional
management burden 3 4

Too permanent and inflexible
when considering park changes 6 2 5

Public opinion against such

accommodation in parks 5 6
Abnormal amount of vandalism 7 7
High losses through theft 8 8

'Rank orders 1 to 8 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 25
in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 =3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No. 1
is the prime problem associated with cabins and lodges, and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one problem
can receive the same rank order.

2Reply from Manitoba only.

3Federal reply from only the head office of the U.S. National Parks
Service, Washington, D.C.

“Total: combined results of State, Provincial, and Federal Park Agencies.
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though Indiana park cabins are not used to full capacity,

the Agency feels that cabins are still a solid investment,

and additional units are planned. New Jersey added that
their cabins are not open during the winter because past
experience showed that people used them mainly on weekends.

This resulted in inefficient use of capacity which meant

that keeping these facilities open during the winter was

economically unfeasible. Ohio stated that their cabins
extended use into the off-season, but that they were not
used to full capacity during this period only. The conclu-
sion drawn from Park Agency comments suggests that although
permanent rental units are not used to capacity during the
off-season, they are in great demand and used to near capa-
city during summer months.

Of considerable interest is the fact that Park Agen-
cies ranked vandalism and theft as the least significant
problems assogiated with cabin/lodge accommodation (Table
16). Reasons why these are not serious problems appear to
be that:

(a) good identification records are kept of people renting
the facilities thus discouraging them from stealing and
vandalism;

(b) about half of the Park Agencies require people to bring
items which are most often stolen, i.e., bed linen,

blankets, towels, and kitchen and eating utensils; |
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(c) cabins/lodges are most frequently rented by families who
are generally less likely to engage in theft and vandal-
ism.

Ontario and Saskatchewan reported that they had no
real problems with cabin/lodge facilities. Manitoba also

had very few problems, and these focused around cabins/lodges

not receiving enough use in the off-season and inflexibility

regarding park changes.

QUESTIONNAIRE B: PARK AGENCIES NOT OFFERING
PERMANENT RENTAL CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATION

1. Relative Abundance of
Parks and Campgrounds

General information received from State and Canadian
Park Agencies not offering cabins/lodges in their parks
revealed that the total average number of parks in each Park
Agency system is 50.7 (Table 17). Approximately half con-
tain campgrounds. Each campground park contains an average
of 65.6 campsites. Only slight variations in these average
figures exist between State and Canadian Park Agencies.

A comparison however of these results to those for
Park Agencies offering cabins/lodges, shows that parks in
the latter group contain more development. Referring back
to Tables 6 and 7 (pp. 88-89), it is evident that States and
Provinces in Questionnaire A contain more parks per system,
an average of 61 and 75.3 respectively; and that each éamp—

ground park contains an average number of 140.6 and 176
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TABLE 17

STATE AND CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES NOT OFFERING
PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION:' GENERAL INFORMATION

No. of No. of Parks Total No. of
Park Agency Parks in Containing Campsite Units
System Campgrounds in System
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Alaska 63 60 1600
Connecticut 90 16 1500
Idaho 18 13 ' 967
Kansas 18 18 NI
Maine 24 11 1028
Nevada 16 13 229
New Hampshire 33 11 9240
North Dakota 21 ZL NI
Oregon 237 54 5400
South Dakota 37 32 1000
Vermont 38 34 2200
Wisconsin NI NI NI
Wyoming 9 9 740
Total 604 282 15604
Average 50.3 23.5 1560.4

Each campground park averages 66.4 campsites
CANADIAN PROVINCIAL & TERRITORIAL PARK AGENCIES

Alberta 52 46 4677
New Brunswick 65 34 2100
Newfoundland 45 39 1485
Nova Scotia 84 18 1376
Prince Edward Island 8l 16 988
Northwest Territory 32 19 230
Yukon Territory NI NI NI

Total 309 172 10856

Average 51.5 : 28.7 1809.3

Each campground park averages 63.1 campsites

TOTAL: STATE & CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES
Total 913 454 26460

Average 50.7 25.2 1653.8

Each campground park averages 65.6 campsites

'Based on replies received from July to September of 1975.

NI = Not Indicated.
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campsites respectively (over twice the number for State and
Provincial Parks in Questionnaire B).
2. If Introduced, What Type of
Cabin/Lodge Would Be Developed

Park Agencies were asked to identify the type of
permanent rental accommodation (i.e., fully modern, semi-
modern, or rustic) they would likely introduce if such a
venture were undertaken. Identical resﬁlts were obtained
from State and Canadian Park Agencies. Half indicated that
they would introduce rustic accommodations whereas the other
half chose semi-modern facilities. No Agency, however,
indicated any interest in constructing fully modern units.
Newfoundland stated that rustic units would probably be the
only kind that they could build and rent at a reasonable
cost.

In contrast to this is the majority opinion expressed
by the seven Park Agencies offering all three types of
accommodation to the public (p. 94). Six claim that the

public prefers to rent fully modern units.

3. Public Opinion Regarding Cabins/Lodges

The majority of State and Canadian Park Agencies not
offering permanent rental accommodation indicated that
public opinion would be against the introduction of such
facilities. Eight of 11 State Park Agencies believed that

the public would be opposed to such a move; in Canada, the
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figures were 4 of 6. State replies showed that only Connec-
ticut, Idaho, and Vermont thought that public opinion would
be in favor. Alberta and Newfoundland indicated the same
for Canada. Newfoundland believed that public opinion would
be in favor only if rental cabin/lodge facilities were
properly located, rented at reasonable rates so that all
people could afford them, and operated under a fair reser-
vation system. For State and Canadian Park Agencies as a
whole, 12 thought that the public would be opposed whereas 5
thought the public would be in favor.

In contrast to these views, 22 of 23 Park Agencies
offering cabins/lodges believe that their residents favor

these facilities being offered in parks.

4. Other Park Facilities and Services

The range of facilities and services provided in
parks by Agencies not offering permanent rental accommoda-
tion (Table 26 in Appendix B and Table 18) are similar to
those for Agencies offering such accommodation (refer to
pp. 96-98). Paralleling the latter, facilities to promote
extensive family outdoor recreation activities such as
picnicking, camping, swimming, hiking, and boating account
for the vast majority of developments within park boundaries.
The service oriented facilities (concessions and boat
rentals) followed by the specialized skill activities (golf,

skiing, and tennis) are the least provided. The Canadian
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TABLE 18

RANK ORDER OF FACILITIES PROVIDED IN PARKS NOT
CONTAINING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Facilities & Services

Rank Order1

2

States Canadian Total?

Picnic Area
Campground

Swim Area Development
Hiking Trails

Boat Launch Facilities
Concessionnaire
Playgrounds

éoat Rentals

Golf Course

Ski Hill

Tennis Courts

Commercial Enterprises

O WY ©® =N o ;e W
O Y ® 0 9 0 ;s b W o

2
1
3
]
4
6
6
6
7
7
8
9

lRank orders 1 to 9 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 26
in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 = 3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No.
is the most frequently provided facility and others of importance are

in descending numerical order.

same rank order.

More than one facility can receive the

2canadian: composed of Provincial and Territorial Park Agencies.

3Total: combined results of State and Canadian Park Agencies.

1
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Park Agencies placed more stress on providing campgrounds
than did their counterparts in the States which directed
more attention to day-use picnic areas (Table 18). Higher
rankings are also noted for the service facilities and

specialized skill sports.

5. Why Cabins/Lodges Are Not Provided

When asked "Why does your Park Agency not provide
permanent rental accommodation in parks?", the vast majority
of Agencies (16 of 21) replied that they were not appropriate
in parks. Not having enough money to construct and maintain
them deterred 4 Agencies. Only one indicated that such

plans have not even been considered in recent years.

6. Should Cabins/Lodges Be Self-Supporting

The majority (85.7%) of State Park Agencies not
offering permanent rental accommodations felt that before
such facilities are provided, there should be evidence that
cabins/lodges would be self-supporting. Seventy-five percent
of the Canadian Agencies agreed. Overall, the combined
results from State and Canadian Park Agencies showed that
63.6% favored economic viability. On the contrary, slightly
less than half (47.7%) of the Agencies who do provide cabin/
lodge facilities in their parks claimed that such facilities

should be self-supporting.
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7. Should Campgrounds Be Self-Supporting

In contrast to their feelings on rental cabin/lodge
accommodation, the majority of State and Canadian Park
Agencies not offering these facilities indicated that camp-
grounds did not have to be self-supporting before being
provided; 80% and 100% respectively. In total, 87.5% of
Agencies claimed that campgrounds did not have to be self-
supporting before being provided, and only 12.5% claimed
that they did. There is therefore little difference in the
viewpoints of the respondents to Questionnaire A and Ques-
tionnaire B regarding the necessity for campground provision.
8. Anticipated Benefits in Offering

Permanent Rental Accommodation

State and Canadian Park Agencies not offering cabins
and lodges were asked to rank benefits (from a given list)
which they felt would be derived if such accommodation were
provided in their parks. Results are shown in Table 27 in
Appendix B and in Table 19.

Differences of opinion between State and Canadian
Park Agencies are evident in Table 19. It appears that they
may partly be due to climatic differences which shorten the
summer recreation period in Canada. This appears to be the
case as Canadian Agencies thought that the prime benefits of
offering cabins/lodges would be to increase year round and
winter use of parks, followed by their suitability for

senior citizens and families with young children. The State
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TABLE 19

RANK ORDER OF ANTICIPATED BENEFITS FROM
PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Rank Order1

Anticipated Benefits
States Canadian2 Total3

Would increase year round park use 3 1 1
Would stimulate more winter use of parks 3 2 2

Would permit people not owning camping
equipment a chance to enjoy an over-

night visit in a park 1 5 3
Would offer an alternative to camping 5 2 4
Would be suitable for senior citizens 5 3 5

Would allow non-cottage owners a chance
to enjoy comfortable accommodation in
a park environment 2 6 6

Would be conducive to families with
young children 6 4 7

Would be suitable for schools engaging
in outdoor education programs 3 6 7

Would offer a new recreation experience
to the public 4 7 8

Would provide a base from which to
explore the surrounding area 7 6 9

Would be less destructive to the natural
environment because of their permanency
as compared to mobile recreational
vehicles 8 7 10

Would intensify park development - 6 10

lRank orders 1 to 10 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 27
in Appendix B (i.e., 1 =4, 2 =3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No. 1
is the prime anticipated benefit from cabins/lodges, and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one benefit
can receive the same rank order.

2canadian: composed of Provincial and Territorial Park Agencies.

3T7otal: combined results of State and Canadian Park Agencies.
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Park Agencies however ranked these benefits as numbers 3, 4,
5, and 6. The anticipated benefits that State Park Agencies
ranked as numbers 1 and 2 (offering people not owning camp-
ing equipment and/or cottages the opportunity to secure
overnight accommodations in a park) were ranked numbers 5
and 6 by Canadian Park Agencies.

Overall, the combined total of State and Canadian
Park Agencies indicates that increasing year round and
winter use of parks would likely be the two main benefits
derived if they provided cabin/lodge accommodation. It is
interesting to note that Park Agencies offering these facil-
ities also ranked increasing year round park use high on
their list (Table 15). Judging from the results of these two
groups, it seems apparent that cabin/lodge facilities in
parks stimulate more year round use.
9. Anticipated Problems in Offering

Permanent Rental Accommodation

Besides ranking anticipated benefits, Park Agencies
not offering cabins/lodges were asked to rank foreseeable
problems (from a given list) if they were to introduce such
facilities. Results are shown in Table 28, Appendix B, and
in Table 20.

Table 20 reveals minor differences between State and
Canadian thoughts on this matter. Overall, their concerns
lie in four main areas: (a) competition with the private

sector; (b) the economics of construction and maintenance;
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TABLE 20

RANK ORDER OF ANTICIPATED PROBLEMS FROM
PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Rank order!
Anticipated Problems 2 5
States Canadian Total

Would be competing with the private

sector 1. 1 1
High construction costs as compared

to campgrounds 2 3 2
High maintenance and repair costs 3 2 3
Would deter from the natural park

environment 4 4 4
Too permanent and inflexible when

considering park changes 5 4 5
Significant additional management

burden 5 5 6
Permanent units would not receive

enough use 6 5 )
Abnormal amount of vandalism 6 6 8

High losses through theft 7 7 9

lRank orders 1 to 9 were determined by weighting the returns in Table 28
in Appendix B. (i.e., 1 =4, 2 =3, 3 =2, and X = 1). Rank order No. 1
is the prime anticipated problem with cabins/lodges, and others of
importance are in descending numerical order. More than one problem
can receive the same rank order. :

2canadian: composed of Provincial and Territorial Park Agencies.

37otal: combined results of State and Canadian Park Agencies.
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(c) management burden and park environmental considerations;
and (d) public use and abuse of the facilities.

Some Park Agencies felt that if rental accommodation
were introduced, it should be operated via leases to avoid
both conflict with private industry and overburdening park
management officials. The same view, however, is not held
by the majority of State Park Agencies offering cabins/
lodges. As noted earlier (p. 99), most of these Agencies
felt that they should control all aspects of rental accommo-
dation.

High construction and maintenance costs are a con-
cern to most Agencies, whether or not they offer rental
accommodation. Newfoundland felt that if Agencies wished to
build rental cabin/lodge facilities, they should do so only
if their budget was sufficient to ensure that there would
not be a downgrading of other park programs and operations.
Furthermore, Newfoundland added that it would be essential
to ensure that rental rates were reasonably priced so as not
to eliminate most of the public from renting the facilities,
otherwise they would become a service only to higher income
groups.

The belief that permanent rental units would not
receive enough use was ranked seventh. This was ranked
third overall by Agencies offering rental cabins/lodges.

Vandalism and theft were ranked as probably beihg

the least significant of all problems. Similar low rankings
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were indicated by Agencies offering rental cabin/lodge
accommodation who have first-hand knowledge of vandalism and
theft problems. Judging from these results, the two Park
Agency groups conclude that vandalism and theft are minor
problems (or would be) when providing (or if prowviding)

permanent rental accommodation in parks.
SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS

The following summary of the main results of the
Questionnaire Survey may have important implications for
Agencies contemplating the provision of permanent rental
accommodation in their parks.

(1) Very few parks in most park systems offer cabin/lodge
facilities. The ratio is approximately one to five.

(2) With the exception of Federal Parks, parks that offer
cabins/lodges have many fewer units per site compared
to parks containing campgrounds. The ratio is approxi-
mately one to six.

(3) The majority of cabin/lodge units provided in parks are
fully modern (68.1%).

(4) When presented with a choice of all three types, the
public prefers to rent fully modern units over semi-
modern and rustic facilities.

(5) Family groups are the main ﬁsers of both cabins/lodges

and campgrounds.
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(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)
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Park facilities are similar in parks that do and do not
offer cabin/lodge accommodation. Facilities most often
provided encourage fémily participation in extensive
forms of outdoor recreation activities such as camping,
picnicking, swimming, hiking, and boating.

Park Agencies offering cabins/lodges felt that the
general public was in favor of cabins/lodges being
offered in their parks. However, an opposite opinion
was expressed by Park Agencies not offering cabins/
lodges.

About half of all Park Agencies control all aspects of
construction, management, operation, and maintenance
associated with cabins/lodges. The other half have
leasing arrangements for some or all of these responsi-
bilities with the private sector.

Cabins/lodges are mainly rented via a combination
reservation and first-come-first-served system. This
system works best for both the Pafk Agency and the
renting public.

Rental rates generally vary between $6-$10 for rustic
accommodations, between $8-$14 for semi-modern, and
between §$12-$20 for fully modern units.

Most Park Agencies indicated that these rates were not
sufficient to make cabins/lodges economically self-

supporting.
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(12) An average of 42 cabin/lodge units per park site is
considered to be optimum for economic viability.

(13) An average of $16,000 for construction and $1,000 for
annual maintenance for fully modern units was cited as
being the maximum expenditure that would allow for a
reasonable economic operation.

(14) About half of the Park Agencies offering cabins/lodges
feel they should be self-supporting. The majority of
Agencies not offering such facilities agree.

(15) In contrast, 90% of both Park Agency groups feel that
campgrounds do not have to be self-supporting.

(16) The main reason for introducing cabins/lodges revolved
around high public demand.

(17) Park Agencies not offering cabins/lodges stated that
their main reason for not introducing them is that
cabins/lodges are not considered to be appropriate in
parks.

(18) The two main benefits derived from offering cabins/
lodges are that they offer an alternative to camping
and increase year round park use.

(19) The main problem with cabins/lodges is their high cost
of construction and maintenance. Vandalism and theft

are minor problems.
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FOOTNOTES

lSources of information for this chapter came from
a mailed questionnaire survey (sent June 1975) regarding
cabin/lodge accommodation in parks that was filled in and
returned by Provincial, State, and Federal Park Agencies in
Canada and the United States. The returns were analyzed in
October 1975.

2Note that the same weighting method for determining
Rank Order in Table 11 (see bottom of Table 11, p. 97, for
explanation) was used to determine Rank Order for questions
1, 2, and 3 in Part III of Questionnaire A, and for questions
4, 8, and 9 in Questionnaire B.

3Rental rates relate to 1975 data. Several Park
Agencies indicated that rates would be increased in 1976.

4Willard S. Bruggen, Parks Budget Specialist, Divi-
sion of Indiana State Parks and the Department of Natural
Resources, Three Year Study on Cabins Versus Campgrounds 1972-74
(mimeo.) .



CHAPTER VI

MERITS OF CABINS/LODGES AND GUIDELINES
FOR THEIR INTRODUCTION INTO PARKS

The preceding questionnaire survey has provided
general information on various aspects of rental accommoda-
tion offered by a number of Canadian and U.S. Park Agencies.
Using these results, the present chapter outlines the main
reasons why Park Agencies not offering cabins/lodges should
consider introducing this alternative form of overnight park
accommodation. In addition, a number of construction and
operation guidelines are presented. These factors are
emphasized in relationship to the B.C. Provincial Parks

Branch system.
MERITS OF CABINS/LODGES IN PARKS

To Increase Year Round Park Use

Cabins/lodges in B.C. Provincial Parks would help
increase year-round park use. This was the prime benefit
reported by a number of Park Agencies offering such facili-
ties.

In addition, winter use of parks would increase
significantly if cabins/lodges-were located near skiing

facilities. A. Campbell (Manager of Manning Park Lodgeé)
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claims that their cabins and lodge units are used to capa-
city during winter months when ski facilities are operating.
Therefore, if similar facilities were located in other
provincial parks, winter visitors would have greater oppor-
tunity to partake in downhill skiing, cross-country skiing,
snowshoeing, skating, tobogganing, and perhaps motor tobog-
ganing (if some areas were designated for this purpose), or
visitors could simply choose to enjoy the park in its winter
appearance.

Campbell also stated that during inclement summer
periods, a number of campers from outlying areas choose to
rent a cabin or lodge unit rather than leave the park.
Because of such tendencies, cabins/lodges often receive more
use during poor weather periods than during good ones.

To Serve as an Alternative
to Tent and Vehicle Camping

The low off-season use of B.C. Provincial Parks is
due to climatic conditions and the fact that many parks are
closed during this period. Although recreationalists cannot
modify the weather, some are extending their recreational
season by purchasing recreational vehicles. Those doing so
avoid the misfortunes that people in tents experience when
camping in harsh, off-season weather conditions.

This is substantiated by an article on people camp-
ing in recreational ‘vehicles at Long Beach (Pacific Rim

National Park) on Easter Weekend in 1974.2 Vehicle owners
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claimed that the indoor comforts did not detract from

their enjoyment of the outdoors--in fact, they added to the
overall satisfaction of the outing because inside, the
inhabitants were warm and dry. Two families with pre-school
children stated that they would not be there if they did not
own a camper. Another couple claimed that they got more out
of camping by owning a trailer because their season was
longer. They camped the previous year until December and
stated "that unless tenters are really tough, not many of
them can hack it till then."3 The reporter also noted that
recreational vehicles outnumbered tenters 10 to 1.4

However, since the price of modern recreational
vehicles is beyond the budgets of many people, a large seg-
ment of society does not have the opportunity to enjoy
overnight visits to parks during the off-season. But, if
cabins/lodges were available in a few Provincial Parks in
B.C., then different groups of people would be given this
opportunity. Such accommodation would be especially condu-
cive for families with young children and for people of
retirement age.

The justification for providing this opportunity
stems from the fact that society as a whole contributes via
tax dollars to the provincial recreation budget. And within
society's spectrum, a certain number of people would enjoy
using cabins‘and/or lodges in a few parks. Since this.group

pays a portion of the recreation budget, should not their
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latent demands be recognized and acted upon by Provincial
Parks Branch officials?
To Serve as a Substitute
for Non-Cottage Ouwners

Cabins/lodges in parks would give non-cottage owners
a chance to enjoy comfortable accommodations in a natural
environment. A study by C. K. Campbell revealed that in
the Lower Mainland of B.C., cottaging is confined to the
wealthy. He noted that most of these middle-aged cottage
owners already owned their own home and thus could afford a
vacation home.5 But since the majority will never be able
to fulfil their dream of owning a cottage, rental cabins

offered by a park agency could serve as a substitute.

To Serve as a Basepoint of Operation

Cabins/lodges in parks could serve as a base for
exploring surrounding areas. Travel patterns for owners of
large recreational vehicles are confined to major roads.
Hence, these people spend much of their recreation time on
highways and adjacent campsites, seeing only a small portion
of various areas.

If, however, a park with cabins (operating on a
reservation system) was available in each provincial recre-
ation region of B.C.,6 then reérea;ionalists could travel
in their everyday vehicles to these destinations without

fear of not obtaining accommodations. After exploring the
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sights within the park, and using the cabin as their base,
they could then drive their smaller, manoeuvreable vehicles
over many of the adjacent scenic secondary roads leading
off major routes.

A side benefit from this would be a saving in fuel
consumption. Smaller vehicles get upwards of 25 miles per
gallon whereas large recreational vehicles generally average

less than 10.

To Modify Overnight Park Design

Presently, most overnight parks are designed specif-
ically for accommodating the automobile. They usually
contain large parking areas for camping, extensive road
networks, and sani-stations. The necessity for elaborate
roadways and parking could be reduced significantly utiliz-
ing cabin/lodge facilities. Aside from providing access to
facilities, vehicles could be restricted to certain areas,
resulting in greater freedom for people walking. Instead
of being a car park, the area could focus more on people by
providing them with facilities conducive for pleasant over-

night park visits.

To Promote School Outdoor Education Programs

Many State Park Agencies provide separate Outdoor
Center Facilities (dormitories and/or cabins) exclusively
for schools and other organizations. Such separate facili-

ties do not exist within B.C. Provincial Parks. Manning
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Park does, however, contain cabin/lodge units thch may be
rented by individuals, schools, and groups.

The Manager of Manning Park Lodge reports that
schools often rent overnight facilities for outdoor educa-
tion studies.? School groups find such accommodation within
the natural park environment very conducive to their outdoor
education programs. And as a side benefit, such rentals
result in increased utilization of cabins/lodges during the
off-season without interfering with the peak recreational
months of July and August.

Hence, if more parks contained facilities similar to
Manning, then schools throughout the province could use the
facilities to enhance outdoor education, which not only

benefits the student, but the community as a whole.

To Provide Safe Shelter

The family home affords shelter from the elements
and provides a sense of security from other possible dangers
by allowing inhabitants to lock themselves in. Cabins/
lodges would provide the same sense of security, relieving
the fears of those afraid to tent‘camp because of insects,
reptiles, bears and other wildlife, or the threat of human
attack. 1In addition, such structures are safer and more
comfortable during storms.

The value of cabins/lodges versus tent camping in

high mountainous parks is becoming more apparent in view of
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a number of recent fatal grizzly bear attacks in Canada and

the United States.

Coneluding Comments

Opposing the above advantages are a number of disad-
vantages associated with park operated cabins/lodges. These
include competition with the private sector; high construc-
tion and maintenance costs; inflexibility to change, and
additional management burdens. Do these disadvantages out-
weigh the advantages? This is the single most important
issue facing Park officials.

To date, B.C. Provincial Park officials have reacted
negatively to cabin/lodge accommodation. One major reason
often cited in opposition relates to economics, i.e., high
construction and maintenance costs versus low return on
investment. The expenditure argument is valid when compared
to campsites. Most Park Agencies responding to the ques-
tionnaire indicated that the cost of constructing a cabin or
lodge unit versus a campsite may be four, five, or sixfold.
However, occupancy rates for cabins/lodges should be much
higher, as is the case in Indiana,8 and due to higher rental
rates, these units should generate more revenue than if the
equivalent money was spent on campsites. But, the revenue
obtained may not be sufficient to make cabins/lodges eco-
nomically self-supporting. If constructed in B.C. Provincial

Parks, cabin/lodge operations would probably require a
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subsidy. Because of this, Provincial Parks Branch decision-
makers may oppose the entire venture.

If so, what is the rationale? Provincial Parks
Branch campsites are not economically viable but are heavily
subsidized. If the Branch stresses the recreational exper-
ience gained from camping, the guestion arises as to whether
there are significant differences between camping in a
modern recreational vehicle as opposedvto a cabin. The
former is accepted whereas the latter rejected. If both
forms of accommodation, i.e., campsite and cabin, promote
outdoor recreation, then both are beneficial and both should
be provided. The overall recreational experience should be
derived mainly from the park environment, not solely from
camping experiences.

If there is concern that park-operated cabins/lodges
would pose competition with the private sector, the question
arises as to whether there is competition with the private
sector regarding campsites. If this concern is valid, a
possible solution is to co-operate with the private sector
via leasing arrangements.

If there is concern that cabins/lodges would not be
successful in B.C. Provincial Parks, the question arises as
to why they are successful in qther Provincial and State
Parks.

Such questions regarding cabins and lodges musf be

posed and resolved. If in the future, the B.C. Provincial
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Parks Branch (and other Park Agencies in Canada and the
United States) decide to construct cabins and lodges in
parks, the following provides some insight on the course

to follow.

GENERAL GUIDELINES ON CONSTRUCTING AND
OPERATING CABINS/LODGES IN PARKS*

Proposed Locations

At the present time, the B.C. Provincial Park system
is very good in the sense that it contains a wide variety
of both natural features and facilities. The facilities
undoubtedly were developed to enhance the attraction of the
natural area. More varied facilities would be beneficial,
and this could be achieved by constructing some cabins/
lodges. This would give the recreating public a wider range
in selecting overnight accommodations. Only Manning Park in
the entire B.C. Provincial Park system offers cabin/lodge
facilities. Hence, choice for such accommodation is
restricted to that area only. In view of this limited
selection, the first recommended guideline is that CABINS/
LODGES SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED IN ONE PARK IN EACH OF THE SEVEN PROVINCIAL
RECREATION REGIONS OF BRITISH COLUMBIA. Since more than half of

B.C.'s population resides in the Lower Mainland region,

*The guidelines incorporate the major views of Park
Agencies offering cabin/lodge accommodations and are pre-
sented in relationship to Provincial Parks in B.C.
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there should be a park in addition to Manning Park offering
cabin/lodge accommodation in this area.

The second guideline is that THE DESIGNATED PARK SHOULD
BE WITHIN A THREE-HOUR DRIVE OF THE LARGEST POPULATION BASE WITHIN THAT
REGION. It is within the range of this travel time that most
recreationalists are willing to travel for recreation pur-
poses.9 If the park is suited to both summer and winter
recreation, its year-round attraction éould augment its

locational advantage.

Type to Construct

Results of Questionnaire A reveal that among Park
Agencies offering all types of cabin/lodge accommodations,
(fully modern, semi-modern, and rustic), the general public
prefers to rent fully modern units--especially during the
off-season. However, providing all three types is prefer-
able to providing only one because it allows the public to
choose the type of accommodation they desire.

In view of this, the third guideline is that ALL
THREE TYPES SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED BUT TI:_’AT THE MAJORITY OF UNITS SHOULD
BE FULLY MODERN. It would be desirable if the exterior of the
modern units were rustic but that the interior be equipped
with modern facilities. The rustic appearance would enable
the structures to blend in with the natural environment.

All units should contain a.fireplace, as this fea-

ture contributes significantly to the true cabin atmosphere.
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In addition, bed linen, blankets, towels, kitchen and eating
utensils should be supplied. The rationale is that the
facilities can then be rented by anyone whether or not they
have some or all of these items. Floors should be carpeted;
a private cabin operator in Saskatchewan reported that
visitors refrained from tracking across the floor with
soiled footwear after indoor-outdoor carpet was installed,

10 Cabins/lodges should

and this reduced clean-up costs.
not, however, be equipped with radios or TVs because visitor
entertainment should be derived from the park environment

and not from these one-way communication devices.

Number to Construct

The fourth guideline is that IF FINANCIAL RESOURCES ARE
SUFFICIENT, PARK AGENCIES SHOULD CONSTRUCT APPROXIMATELY 42 CABIN/LODGE
UNITS PER SITE. This is the average number that Park Agencies
offering rental cabin/lodge facilities feel is optimum for
economic viability. This does not imply that 42 separate
buildings have to be erected. Some cculd be single detached
cabins, duplexes, multi-unit lodges, or any combination of
these types. Such a complex presently exists in Manning

Park.

Construction Costs
The fifth guideline is that WHEN CONSTRUCTING CABINS/
LODGES, PARK AGENCIES MUST STRIVE TO KEEP CONSTRUCTION COSTS TO A'MINIMUM.

By doing so, the initial capital outlay may be smaller and,
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hence, may be recovered over a shorter time period.
Furthermore, by keeping capital costs to a minimum, lower
rental rates can then be offered to the public. This is
very important because if the rates are too high, lower
income groups will be discouraged from renting cabin/lodge
units.

Park Agencies planning on building cabins and lodges
should attempt to keep construction costs per modern unit at
approximately $16,000. Park Agencies presently offering
cabins/lodges reported that this figure would enable cabins/
lodges to be operated economically. Because of higher con-
struction costs and higher inflation rates in Canada than
in the United States, Canadian Park Agencies should perhaps

budget between $20,000 and $25,000 per modern unit.

Responsibility for Cabins/Lodges

Responsibility for construction, management, opera-
tion, and maiﬁtenance of cabins/lodges could be handled in
one of three ways. First, the Parks Branch may be respon-
sible for all of these aspects. The second course of action
is to lease all responsibilities to the private sector. And
thirdly, some of the responsibilities may be shared.

The most desirable is the first. This allows the
Parks Branch to act unilaterally, eliminating the task of
locating suitable private operators and negotiating leases

upon entry and termination of their services. Therefore,
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the sixth guideline is that WHEREVER POSSIBLE, PARK AGENCIES BE
SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL ASPECTS OF CABIN/LODGE ACCOMMODATIONS.

I1f, however, the Parks Branch wishes to delegate
some or all responsibilities to the private sector, it will
have to oversee the entire project. Signed leases specify-

ing functions and duties are essential.

Methods of Rental

The seventh guideline is that REGARDLESS OF WHETHER
CABINS/LODGES ARE OPERATED BY PARK AGENCIES OR BY PRIVATE ENTREPRENEURS,
THE FACILITIES SHOULD BE RENTED VIA A COMBINATION OF RESERVATION AND
'"FIRST-COME-FIRST-SERVED' SYSTEM. This system allows maximum
security and flexibility for both the travelling public
and rental agency. To enhance this system, all reservations
should be handled directly by the park containing the cabins/
lodges. Reservations should be accepted in person, by phone,
or by letter.

Reservation preference should be given to B.C.
residents. This would give them the opportunity to secure
park accommodations before the facilities become available
for out-of-province visitors. Dﬁring peak-use summer per-
iods, only 75 percent of capacity should be available for
reservation. This would give people without reservations a
chance to obtain accommodations on a first-come-first-

served basis.
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It is essential that rental units be kept clean and
well maintained because visitors are very sensitive to the
conditions which influence their experiences. Therefore, if
some damage occurs, it should be repaired as quickly as
possible--otherwise, some people may continue to follow the

example.

Rental Rates

Increasing family participation in outdoor recrea-
tion is an important issue for Park Agencies. Therefore,
cabin/lodge rental rates should be set to encourage family
use. The best way of achieving this is by following the
eighth guideline which is TO CHARGE A FLAT RATE FOR THE UNIT UP TO
ITS STATED CAPACITY RATHER THAN CHARGING BY THE NUMBER OF OVERNIGHT
VISITORS. This will encourage families and larger groups of
people to rent the facilities, resulting in more efficient
use of capacity.

As a price guideline, the ninth guideline is that
RENTAL RATES FOR CABINS/LODGES SHOULD RANGE BETWEEN $6 AND $10 FOR
RUSTIC ACCOMMODATIONS, BETWEEN $10 AND $15 FOR SEMI-MODERN, AND BETWEEN
815 AND $22 FOR FULLY MODERN FACILITIES.. These rates could be
slightly higher during the peak summer months and reduced
during the off-season. From an administrative viewpoint,

it is best if the rates remain constant year-round.
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Coneluding Comments

The above guidelines reflect majority views of Park
Agencies offering cabin/lbdge facilities. These Agencies
are undoubtedly in a strong position to forward valuable
guiding information based on their experiences.

Because of various circumstances, not all of the
nine guidelines may be applicable to all Park Agencies.
They are valuable, however, because they reveal the direc-
tion that most Park Agencies have taken when constructing
and operating cabin/lodge facilities. Using their results,
other Park Agencies may then modify certain aspects to suit

their own particular needs.
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FOOTNOTES

lInterview with Mr. A. Campbell, Manager of Manning
Park Lodge, Manning Provincial Park, B.C., November 7, 1975.

2"Alan Daniels Finds the Outdoors Can Be Indoors,"
Vancouver Sun, April 20, 1974, p. 49.

31bid.

4On a personal weekend visit to Long Beach on
November 11, 1975, a similar ratio was observed.

5Cc>lin K. Campbell, An Analystis of Summer Cottaging in the
Georgia Lowland of British Columbia, for the Canada Land Inventory,
A.R.D.A. (Recreation Sector), Department of Forestry and
Rural Development, Ottawa (Vancouver, B.C.: September 1967),
p. 1ll.

6The seven Recreation Regions in B.C. are: Cariboo;
Kootenay; Lower Mainland; Omineca-Peace; Skeena; Thompson-
Okanagan; and Vancouver Island.

7Interview with Mr. A. Campbell, Manager of Manning
Park Lodge, Manning Provincial Park, B.C., November 7, 1975.

8Willard S. Bruggen, Parks Budget Specialist, Divi-
sion of Indiana State Parks and the Department of Natural
Resources, Three Year Study on Cabins versus Campgrounds 1972-74,

p. 108 (mimeo.).

9F. F. Slaney & Company Limited, Consultive Engineers
and Foresters, Skagit Valley and Ross Lake Reservoir in Canada
(Vancouver, 1970), p. 14.

1 ; : ;
0InterVJ.ew with Mr. and Mrs. Glen Broberg, Private
Cabin Operators, Greenwater Lake Provincial Park, Saskatche-
wan, August 25, 1975.



CHAPTER VII

THE RECREATION POTENTIAL OF THE

SQUAMISH-LILLOOET CORRIDOR

In the light of observations in the previous two
chapters, attention can now focus on an appraisal of the
relative merits of providing park rental accommodation in a
specific location in the Lower Mainland Recreational Region
of British Columbia. The area chosen is the Squamish-
Lillooet Corridor, which offers both summer and winter
recreation potential for a large adjacent population.
Currently, this area is spared the keen land-use competition
which exists in the populous Fraser Valley and management
options are therefore more flexible. 1In addition, it offers
excellent outdoor recreational opportunities within three
hours drive of Vancouver. Within this corridor, a prime
site for cabin/lodge park development lies in the vicinity

of Daisy Lake.l

Attributes of Daisy Lake

The Daisy Lake area is easily accessible by road
and rail and natural features such as vegetation cover, rock
outcrops, mountains, lakes and streams are recreationally
attractive. In addition, there is ample flat land suitable

for developing overnight park facilities with good sources
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of drinking water and electricity nearby.

The development of cabin/lodge accommodation around
Daisy Lake combined with some intensive urban-type recrea-
tional facilities such as a tennis court, playground, and
large open field (suitable for various activities--playing
ball, soccer, badminton, and frisbee throwing) would
supplement the extensive outdoor activities provided by
the natural resource base. Such a development concept would
provide the the fullest range of diversified year-round
recreational opportunities--a very important consideration
in recreational planning.

A similar recommendation for modern overnight
facilities in the Daisy Lake area appears in a report com-
piled by the Long Range Planning Section of the B.C. Provin-
cial Parks Branch.2 The report recommended that "Lodge and
Cabin overnight accommodation be the preferred type of
accommodation in the Lucille-Daisy Lake area.“3 It noted
that with such facilities, there would be a close relation-
ship between the area's natural features and the lodges and
cabins, with the latter providing the means for enjoying
the former. Such facilities woqld be in line with the
philosophy also expressed in the report that in the Alta-
Daisy Lake area, "Regional development and management should
focus on the provision of a destination family vacation area

for British Columbia residents."4
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Location and Access

Daisy Lake is located in the Cheakamus River Valley,
70 miles north of Vancouver on Highway 99, or 12 miles south
of the Whistler Ski Complex at Alta Lake (Map 2).

Main access from Vancouver to this area is via High-
way 99. From Vancouver, the highway route traverses many
scenic areas such as the inland fjord coastline of Howe
Sound, numerous lakes, streams, waterfalls, rock cliffs,
canyons, and mountain ranges (Figure 9). Because of the
attraction of these features, pleasure driving causes heavy
traffic flows north from Vancouver on summer weekends.
During such periods in 1975, the Department of Highways
estimated that more than 10,000 vehicles travelled north on
Highway 99.5 In winter, Highway 99 is used extensively by
skiers travelling to Whistler Mountain..

The Daisy Lake area is also serviced daily by B.C.
Rail and by regular bus service, thus providing an alterna-
tive to highway travel. Although the railroad is used
mainly for transporting freight, its popularity for recrea-
tional use is increasing.6 The recent overwhelming success
of the Vancouver-Squamish Royal Hudson Steamtrain is one
indication.

The existence of two year-round transportation
routes is significant for recreational development of the
Daisy Lake area, since the region is presently accessible

and any recreational agency developing the area will be



Figure 9

VIEW NEAR SQUAMISH FROM HIGHWAY 99 OF THE STAWAMUS
CHIEF (foreground), HOWE SOUND (center) and
MT. GARIBALDI (background): October 1976

Figure 10

AERIAL VIEW OF DAISY LAKE, CHEAKAMUS DAM,
SHADOW LAKE, STANLEY LAKE, RUBBLE CREEK
AND HIGHWAY 99: October 1974
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spared access construction expenditures. Secondly, the
presence of a rail line and reqgular bus service provides an

alternative method of travel to the private automobile.
THE DAISY LAKE AREA

Physical Charactertistics

Daisy Lake is approximately four miles long and half
a mile wide, making it the largest lake-in the valley between
Squamish and Alta Lake (Figures 10 & 11). The lake is a
B.C. Hydro reservoir created during the 1950's when the
Cheakamus River was dammed. The 90-foot high dam at the
south end of Daisy Lake stores and diverts water through a
man-made channel in a westerly direction to Shadow Lake. At
this point, a 7-mile tunnel through Cloudburst Mountain
carries the water to a power generating station on the
Squamish River.

Depending on the season and the demand for electri-
city, the level of Daisy Lake may fluctuate about 40 feet.
However, during summer months, B.C. Hydro keeps the reser-
voir near its high water level so that users are not
seriously affected by large water level variations. Draw-
down is generally restricted to winter months when the
demand for more electricity necessitates using more water.
In spring, when electrical consumption declines, the reser-

voir is quickly refilled by spring run-off.




Figure 11

DAISY LAKE SHORELINE (A Portion of the
Black Tusk is Visible in the Upper
Right Hand Corner): October 1976
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Figure 12

STANLEY LAKE (Characteristic of Small
Lakes in this Area): October 1976
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Daisy Lake is glacier-fed and thus is too cold for
swimming, but the lake does offer potential for boating and
fishing. Because it is a man-made lake, floating debris
and submerged stumps (most evident when the lake level is
low) present obstacles for high powered boats. Removal of
these obstacles would enhance boating activities. However,
canoes and other slower moving craft can safely utilize the
lake.

Entry to Daisy Lake is made via a gravel boat launch
facility located on the channel joining Shadow and Daisy
Lakes. Once on Daisy Lake, boaters may take a short trip
to a small island near the south end, which contains a small
warm water lake suitable for swimming.

With the exception of the south and north ends,
Daisy Lake's shoreline is extremely rugged. On one rugged
cliff area on the west side of the lake, the Department of
Highways has constructed a lookout offering an excellent
view of the lake. The north end of Daisy Lake touches the
boundary of Brandywine Falls Provincial Park. The north,
south and west sides of Daisy Lake are accessible by motor
vehicle, whereas the east side is accessible only by boat

or by foot.

Adjacent Lakes
Within one mile of Daisy Lake, there are at least

fifteen other small lakes. Several are only a few hunéred



156

feet in length, shallow, and surrounded by marshy shore-
lines. Because of this, not all are suitable for swimming,
but most are stocked with trout. 1In addition, these lakes
are aesthetically pleasing and lend themselves to nature
interpretation studies. A trail system joining these lakes
would offer enjoyable hiking during summer months and could
be used for cross-country skiing or snowshoeing in winter.
Such a trail system would traverse gently rolling topography,
thus making it suitable for young and old alike. For hikers
demanding more of a challenge, there are nearby mountain
trails leading up to the Black Tusk Meadows in Garibaldi
Provincial Park and up the Tricouni Mountain Range, west of
Daisy Lake.

The largest and best known of these smaller lakes
are Stanley and Lucille, located south of Daisy Lake (Figure
12). These two lakes are not glacier-fed and thus they
warm up in summer and are very popular for swimming. They
also offer good trout fishing and both are used extensively
for camping. B.C. Hydro in co-operation with the Forest
Service maintains about 20 rustic campsites around Stanley
Lake* and about the same number near the south end of Daisy
Lake. A private entrepreneur, Daisy Lake Holdings Ltd.,

provides similar facilities at the north end of Lucille Lake.

y *Although there are 20 defined campsites, the capa-
city of this area is much higher because of the informal
nature of camping in many suitable vegetation clearings.
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Current Land Use

Because of these camping facilities, summer recrea-
tional use of the Daisy Lake area is concentrated between
the south end of Daisy Lake and Lucille Lake. This area is
accessible and relatively flat, lending itself to park
development. The value of this property for other develop-
ment such as agriculture, mineral extraction, and forest
production is negligible.7 The present forest vegetation
consists of low density second growth trees averaging 40-60
feet in height, which makes them uneconomical for timber
harvest. Since the canopy layer is open, shrubs on the
forest floor are well developed with many producing edible
berries. This mixture of trees and shrubs is ideal for

nature interpretation and outdoor education studies.

Present Land Tenure

The land on which cabin/lodge park development is
proposed is presently owned by B.C. Hydro (Map 5), which
was awarded the land (1163 acres) via a Crown Grant during
the mid 1950's for the construction of the Daisy Lake Power
Project.8 Since completion of the project, the primary use
of the 1land has been for outdoor recreation.

In view of this present land status, the B.C.
Provincial Parks Branch is restricted from active involve-
ment in the area. To eliminate this, negotiations should

commence between B.C. Hydro and the Parks Branch regarding



Map 5

LAND OWNERSHIP

Legend
Hydro Property Highways i
Crown Land Secondary Roads .--""-.._ .
Private Property :";‘,é“,x Lot Boundaries -—— —
Proposed Site for B.C.Railroad  avire+e

Cabin Development

SOURCE: BC HYDRO LAND MANAGMENT DEPARTMENT,(RESERVOIRS)
DAISY LAKE RESERVOIR, (VANCOUVER: 1975) P. 3
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transfer of land or leasing arrangement. Parks Branch
involvement is desirable because in the field of recreation,
they have the necessary technical expertise and financing to
adequately develop this site for provincial recreational use.
Therefore, it is recommended that the Daisy Lake area be
acquired for recreational development by the B.C. Provincial
Parks Branch and that modern cabin/lodge accommodations be
built--similar to facilities found in Manning Provincial
Park.

Such development would be compatible with the
philosophy of developing the Alta-Daisy Lake area for
destination-type family vacations.9 The facilities would
provide visitors with an opportunity to enjoy several
recreation attractions within day-hiking distance. With
the aid of a vehicle, many more attractions are accessible
within 30 miles or a one-hour drive.

Table 21 (supplemented by a series of photographs,
pPpP. 164-169) describes and illustrates additional recrea-
tional areas adjacent to Daisy Lake, the locations of which

are shown on Map 6.
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TABLE 21

RECREATIONAL AREAS NEAR DAISY LAKE

Area Location/Access Major Features & Conducive Activities
DAY HIKE DISTANCE
(5-mile radius)
Tricouni Two miles west of -See Figure 13.
Mountain Daisy and Lucille -Geographically divides two major
Range Lake/hiking trail. river valleys: the Squamish and
Cheakamus.
-Contains mature forest stands,
excellent viewpoints, basalt forma-
tions, caves, alpine meadows, and a
variety of small lakes and streams.’
-Offers a good network of hiking
trails which are suitable for snow-
shoeing and cross-country skiing in
winter.
The Talking One-quarter mile -Produces clear echoing sounds. 2
Tunnel northwest of -A map and information display near
Lucille Lake/ the Tunnel explains about the Daisy
gravel road. Lake Power Development Project.
Brandywine North end of -See Figure 14.
Falls Daisy Lake/ -218-foot waterfall along with its
Provincial Highway 99 large plunge pool.3
Park -Trout fishing below falls.

The Barrier

The Black
Tusk Area

Three miles south-
east of Daisy Lake/
paved road and
hiking trail.

Five miles east

of Daisy Lake/ 4-
wheel drive road
and hiking trail.

-A steep towering basalt wall geo-
logically formed by interaction
between an ancient lava flow from
Mt. Garibaldi (when it was an active
volcano during the Pleistocene
period) and a glacier.“

-See Figures 15, 16, 17, and 18.

-Volcanic and glacial geological
features.®

-Alpine meadow vegetation.

-Garibaldi Lake and several smaller
alpine lakes.

-Majestic snow-capped mountain peaks
extending well above tree-line.

=Hiking, sightseeing, and nature
interpretation. ’
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Table 21 (continued)

Area Location/Access Major Features & Conducive Activities
Cheakamus Five miles south -See Figure 19.
Canyon of Daisy Lake/ -Small replica of the more famous
Highway 99. Fraser Canyon.
-Steelhead fishing below Canyon.
-Sightseeing and whitewater canoeing
or rafting.
ONE-HOUR DRIVE
(30-mile radius)
Areas south of Daisy Lake
Brohm Lake 11 miles/ -Swimming, fishing, canoeing, and
Highway 99. tent camping.
Brohm Ridge 11 miles/logging -See Figure 20.
road and hiking -Snowmobiling, and has potential for
trail. alpine skiing.
Cat Lake 13 miles/ 1 mile -Swimming, fishing, canoeing, and
of gravel road. tent camping.
Alice Lake 14 miles/ -Swimming, canoeing, hiking, picnick-
Provincial Highway 99. ing, and camping.
Park
Squamish 22 miles/ -Service center.
Highway 99. -Evening dining and entertainment.
-18-hole golf course.
Tantalus 24 miles/ via -See Figure 21.
Mountain hiking trail -Cirque glaciers and arétes.
Range near Squamish. -Alpine meadows, lakes and waterfalls.
-Virgin forests.
-Hiking and trout fishing.
Diamond 25 miles/logging -Alpine scenery.
Head road and hiking -Excellent view of Squamish and Howe

trail.

Sound.
-Rustic log chalet.
-Hiking and cross-country skiing.
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Table 21 (continued)

Area Location/Access Major Features & Conducive Activities
Areas North of Daisy Lake
Basalt 7 miles/ -See Figure 22.
Columns Highway 99. -Hexagonal volcanic column formations.
-Nature interpretation.
Alta Lake 12 miles/ -See Figure 24.
Highway 99 -Alpine skiing on Whistler Mountain
(largest skiable vertical drop,
4280', serviced by 1lifts in North
America) .
-Summer water recreation (boating,
canoeing, swimming and fishing on
Green, Alta, Nita, or Alpha Lake).
-Dining and lounge facilities, service
stations, golf course, tennis courts,
and a riding stable.
Cheakamus 14 miles/gravel -Trail traverses a magnificent virgin
Lake road and hiking stand of mature Douglas Fir, Hemlock,
trail. ' and Cedar trees (some are 4-8' in
diameter and 150' high).
=Rainbow trout and Dolly Varden fish-
ing.
-Wilderness experience.
Callaghan 16 miles/ rock -See Figure 23.
Lake gravel road. -Glacier icecap and alpine meadows.

Nairn Falls
Provincial
Park

Pemberton
Valley

28 miles/
Highway 99.

30 miles/
Highway 99.

-100' Alexander Waterfall.
-Snowmobiling and cross-country skiing.

-Largest volume waterfall of any in
the area.
-Hiking and camping.

-The floodplain of the Lillooet River
displays erosional and depositional
features associated with an old age
river valley.

-A large rapidly growing delta marks
the entry of the Lillooet River into
Lillooet Lake.

-Examples of Indian culture are found
in the Native Settlement of Mount
Currie (3 miles east of Pemberton).
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Table 21 (continued)

lBecause of its features, Colin D. Griffiths, R. W. Hyatt, and David
McPherson submitted briefs in 1973-74 to the B.C. Provincial Parks
Branch recommending that the Tricouni Mountain area be given Provincial
Park status.

2Phe tunnel formerly served as an access entrance for removing rock
material from the 7-mile main water tunnel constructed from Shadow Lake
through Cloudburst Mountain to a power generating station on the
Squamish River. Upon completion of the main tunnel, the access tunnel
was sealed, and now produces clear echoing sounds.

3yiewers have foot access to both the top and bottom of Brandywine Falls.
Before the Parks Branch acquired this property in 1972, the previous
owners had erected and operated a lodge, cabins, and a campground.
During their tenure, Swim Lake, located about a guarter of a mile from
the falls, was used extensively (as the name suggests) for swimming. In
addition, a system of trails was developed and still remains--although
some are now overgrown. Since obtaining ownership, the Parks Branch
has removed all overnight facilities and presently operates Brandywine
Falls as a day-use area.

“B.C. Provincial Parks Branch, Brochure on Garibaldi Provincial Park,
1973.

Spleistocene volcanic activity is evident in the hard basaltic core of
the Black Tusk (7598') and Table Mountain (6625'). Neighbouring gla-
ciers (Helm, Cheakamus, Sphinx, and Warren) provide excellent areas for
observing cirques, crevasses, arétes, and morraines. Mt. Garibaldi
(8787"') is the highest and most spectacular permanently snowcapped peak
in the area. Overall, the Black Tusk area is considered to be one of
the most beautiful mountain areas in British Columbia.
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AERIAL VIEW OF MT. BRANDYWINE (7271') IN THE

TRICOUNI MOUNTAIN RANGE: October 1974

Figure 14

BRANDYWINE FALLS (218'): October 1976




Figure 15

AERTAL VIEW OF THE BLACK TUSK (7598'): October 1974 165

Figure 16

VIEW FROM THE BLACK TUSK OVERLOOKING GARIBALDI
LAKE AND THE TABLE: October 1976
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THE TABLE (6625') AND THE WARREN GLACIER
OQUTWASH MORAINE (The Tantalus Range 1is
in the background): October 1974

Figure 18

AERIAL VIEW OF GLACIER CREVASSES, GARIBALDI
PROVINCIAL PARK: October 1974




Figure 19

THE CHEAKAMUS CANYON: October 1976

Figure 20

AERIAL VIEW OF BROHM RIDGE (Note the Absence
of Snow on the South Facing Slope Compared
to the North): October 1974
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Figure 21 168

AERIAL VIEW OF CIRQUE GLACIERS - SEPARATED
BY AN ARETE - IN THE TANTALUS

MOUNTAIN RANGE: October 1974

Figure 22

BASALT COLUMNS: October 1976




Figure 23 169

AERIAL VIEW OF CALLAGHAN LAKE (Note Ice Covered
Hanging Lake in Center and Glacier Icecap
in background) : October 1974

Figure 24

WHISTLER MOUNTAIN SKI AREA: October 1976
R ==
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This chapter reveals that the Daisy Lake area has
excellent recreation potential based on its accessibility,
proximity to a large population base, ample land for
development, and a number of attractions within a day's

hike or a one-hour drive.
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FOOTNOTES

1The information for this chapter was obtained
through an extensive field study of the Daisy Lake area from
1974-76, from local residents, and from several unpublished
reports.

2W. D. Munn, R. A. Korpess, and D. MacDonald,
Squamish-Lillooet Outdoor Recreation Study: Summary and Recommendations,
Long Range Planning Section, Planning Division, B.C. Parks
Branch, Department of Recreation and Conservation (Victoria:
1975), Planning Report No. 13.

31bid., p. 43.

4Ibido' pv 42.

5Telephone conversation with the Traffic Engineer,
B.C. Department of Highways, Vancouver Regional Office,
Vancouver, B.C., October 16, 1975.

6Interview with Mr. E. Sidworth, B.C. Rail District
Passenger Superintendent, Vancouver, B.C., 1976; and from
B.C. Rail Annual Reports, 1965-1975.

7Dougald MacDonald, "Daisy Lake Reservoir," unpub-
lished report prepared for B.C. Hydro and Power Authority,
the Reservoir Land Management Department (Vancouver: 1976),
P+ 13. '

81bid., p. 1.

9W. D. Munn et al., Squamish-Lillooet Study, p. 42.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In order for Lower Mainland residents to fully
capitalize on the Daisy Lake recreation potential, the area
should be developed as a Provincial Park focussing on cabin/
lodge accommodation. As noted earlier in the Parks Branch
Long Range Planning Report, cabins/lodges would provide the
means for enjoying the natural environment and would be

conducive to year-round family vacations.l

Public response
to such development should be favourable, based on Parks
Canada's findings that the majority of park users demand
and receive most satisféction from modern accommodation and
recreational facilities commonly found in cities.2 Similarly,
Ben W. Crow's study on The Leisure Time Activities of Canadians
concluded that the majority of travelling Canadians prefer
comfortable modern overnight facilities.3 Richardson4 and
O'Riordan5 share the view that a predominantly urban popu-
lation will want a variety of urban facilities in nearby
outdoor parks.

The addition of such facilities is within B.C.
Provincial Parks Branch jurisdiction according to their

1963 Policy Statement that:

It is, however, a purpose of the Branch to meet demonstrable
public park needs which cannot be met by other agencies and

273
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provisions must be made, within the Provincial Park System,
for some activities normally enjoyed in urban surroundings.

6

The need for more intensive park development is
emphasized when present park acreage, recreation participa-
tion rates, and future population projections for the Lower
Mainland area are considered. This area contains only 9.0
percent of the total Provincial Park acreage in B.C., but
over 50 percent of the province's population.? In addition,
participation rates and population growth are expected to
rise substantially, necessitating park expansion and
intensification.

Four Provincial Parks in Saskatchewan contain good
examples of intensified park development, i.e., cabin/lodge
accommodation supplemenﬁed by some urban-type recreational
facilities. The Provincial Minister in charge of recreation
states that "people enjoy the wide range of activities and
services offered in these parks because they provide recrea-
tion for all age groups and services which enhance visitor
comfort and enjoyment."8

Interestingly, the first cabins reserved for summer
use by the public are tﬁe deluxe modern, followed by the
modern, and lastly the rustic units--even though the latter
two offer lower rental rates. The cabins are credited with
extending the park-use season, resulting in direct benefits

to the Park Agency.



175

In addition, there is an economic incentive for
people to rent Saskatchewan park cabins (if they desire
overnight park accommodations for three weeks or less
annually) because they would save money compared to camping
in a recreational vehicle for the same time period.9

Saskatchewan's system of park-operated cabins pro-
vides a viable working model which could be adopted, and
modified if necessary, by the B.C. Proéincial Parks Branch
if and when they introduce similar facilities.

Recreation agencies in other parts of Canada and
the United States offering park cabins/lodges support
Saskatchewan's findings on public preference for modern
facilities. They noted that the majority of visitors, when
presented with a choice of accommodations, elected to rent
fully modern units and that most were rented by family
groups.10 A combined reservation and "first-come-first-
served" renting system was cited as being most favourable
for both the Park Agency and the public. Half of the
Agencies charged a flat rate per unit and the other half
according to the number.of overnight visitors. Rates varied
from $6-$10 for rustic units, from $8-$14 for semi-modern,
and from $12-$20 for fully modern facilities.11 These rates
were generally insufficient fo; economic viability. However,
the facilities were often provided for public outdoor recre-
ation benefit (much like campgrounds) and therefore were not

intended to be fully self-supporting ventures.



176

A comparison of cabin versus campsite expenditure
and revenue, conducted by the State of Indiana, revealed
that when an equivalent amount of money was spent on con-
structing one cabin versus six campsites, the cabin produced
double the annual revenue. Higher occupancy rates combined
with higher rental fees were the main contributing factors.,]'2

Major problems with cabins/lodges for most Park
Agencies result from high construction and maintenance costs.
Vandalism and theft are minimal.

On the postive side, the prime benefits are that
cabins/lodges offer an alternative to camping and increase
year-round park use. In addition, they may serve as a base-
point of operation, promote outdoor education programs, and
provide safe and comfortable shelter.

B.C. residents could enjoy similar benefits if a
park in each of B.C.'s seven recreation regions offered
cabin/lodge accommodation. If such facilities are intro-
duced, the majority of units should be fully modern with all
management aspects, from construction to operation, handled
by the Parks Branch. To encourage family use, a flat rate
per unit should be charged and units should be rented by a
combination of reservations and "first-come-first-served"
system.

In the Lower Mainland region of B.C. (as noted in
the previous chapter) the area around Daisy Lake has good

year-round recreation potential and is suitably located for
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Provincial Park development focussing on cabin/lodge accom-
modation.

The above summary-and preceding text fulfil the
studyis four main objectives:

(1) to evaluate the need for more intensive park development
in Vancouver's recreational hinterland;

(2) to examine cabin/lodge park developments in other parts
of Canada and the United States;

(3) to identify the advantages and problems of offering
rental cabin/lodge accommodation in parks; and

(4) to select a site in Vancouver's recreational hinterland
that has the potential for cabin park development and
which could provide_a new kind of recreational experi-
ence for the residents of the Lower Mainland on a year-
round basis.

Documentation of these objectives provides evidence
that cabin/lodge accommodation, supplemented by some urban-
type recreational facilities in Provincial Parks, would
assist in satisfying the latent demand for metropolitan
Vancouver residents by adding variety to present outdoor

Provincial Park accommodations and facilities.
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FOOTNOTES

1W. D. Munn, R. A. Korpess, and D. MacDonald,

Squamish-Lillooet Outdoor Recreation Study: Summary and Recommendations,
Long Range Planning Section, Planning Division, B.C. Parks
Branch, Department of Recreation and Conservation (Victoria:
1975), Planning Report No. 13, p. 43.

2A Policy Statement released by J. D. Nicol (Direc-
tor), on behalf of the National Parks Service of Canada in
National and Provineial Parks Policies of Canada, Publication No. 53,
ed. Norman Pearson, 1970, p. 1ll.

3Ben W. Crow and Associates Ltd., The Leisure Time
Activities of Canadians, A Report Commissioned by the Planning
Division, National and Historic Parks Branch, Department of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development (Ottawa: 1968),
Vol. 4, pp. 129-135.

4S. D. Richardson, "The End of Forestry in Great
Britain," Advancement of Seience (December 1970), p. 158.

5Timothy O'Riordan, "Back Country Recreation and
Public Policy," Proceedings of the Outdoor Recreation Management
Conference, held at the Faculty Club, University of British
Columbia (Vancouver: February 23, 1974), p. 1l2.

6British Columbia Department of Recreation and Con-
servation, Provincial Parks Branch, Parks Branch Policies 1963
(Victoria: 1963), p. 12.

7British Columbia Department of Recreation and
Travel Industry, Parks Branch, Data Handbook: Facilities
(Victoria: July 28, 1976), p. 33, shows that the Provincial
Park acreage total is 10,287,023 acres but only 922,004
acres are in the Lower Mainland Region (for greater detail,
see Chapter III, pp. 37-43).

8Interview with The Hon. John Kowalchuk, Saskatche-
wan Minister of Tourism and Renewable Resources, Regina,
Saskatchewan, August 19, 1975.

9The economic costs of cabins versus recreational
vehicle camping are fully examined in Chapter IV, pp. 76-79.

101nf0rmation gleaned from .a questionnaire survey of
Park Agencies in Canada and the United States Offering Park
Rental Cabin/Lodge Accommodation. A comprehensive analysis
of the questionnaire appears in Chapter V, pp. 83-131. For
more detailed information on public preference and user
groups, see pp. 91-96.
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11Questionnaire Survey Results (rates relate to 1975
data), see pp. 103-105.

12Willard S. Bruggen, Parks Budget Specialist,
Division of Indiana State Parks and the Department of
Natural Resources, Three Year Study on Cabins versus Campgrounds
1972-74 (mimeo).
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Victoria, B.C.
June 13, 1975

Re: Information on Permanent Rental Accommodation in Parks

The Long Range Planning Section of the British Columbia Provincial
Parks is exploring the values and problems related to introducing motor
vehicle accessible permanent rental accommodation (cabins, lodges, hotels,
- not camping units? for public rental in Provincial Parks.

Since our experience with rental cabin/lodge accommodation is 1im-
ited, we require additional outside information to help us evaluate the
desirability of offering such accommodation in parks. Our request for
information may be fulfilled by answering either Questionnaire A or B
and/or by forwarding available brochures, pamphlets and reports on
rental cabin/lodge accommodations offered by your agency. To assist
research on this subject, we would appreciate receiving your reply by
July 30, 1975.

Yours very truly,

C.J. Velay
Acting Director

i/c Long Range Planning
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QUESTIONNAIRE A

Agencies Offering Permanent Rental Accommodation in Parks

GENERAL INFORMATION
. Quantity of accommodation types provided in parks:

_____number of parks in system

_____number of parks containing rental cabins/lodges
_____number of rental cabin/lodge units in parks
_____number of parks containing campgrounds
_____number of campsite units in parks

. Percentage of total units provided that are:

fully modern - for ekample; stove, fridge, furnace, hot shower

semi-modern - some combination or modification of fully modern
or rustic

rustic - for example; wood stove, outside toilet, outside
water supply

Type of facility most popular with the public in your opinion. (Rank
from one to three, with one being the most popular):

fully modern

semi-modern

rustic

. Characteristics of people using permanent rental accommodation (give
approximate percentage of total):

permanent rental
accommodation campgrounds

adults with families, oldest
child under 5

adults with families, youngest
child over 5

adults under 35
adults 35 - 55
adults over 55

—_— —_—
— —_—
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5. What other facilities and services have been provided in the parks
containing rental permanent accommodations? (Rank the first 3 in
order with 1 being the most often provided and check others).
_____ campground _____golf course
____picnic area __ski hill
____boat launch facilities _____horse rental
___playgrounds ____ restaurant
____ tennis courts _____grocery store
_____hiking trails _____gift shop
_____swim area development _____shopping mall
_____boat rentals others (please specify)

6. In your opinion, does the general public favour permanent rental
accommodation being offered in your parks?

yes
no

II1. OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT
1. Permanent rental accommodations are:

private entrepreneurs through
park agency leasing arrangements

constructed by
managed by
operated by
maintained by

In your opinion, which of these activities should be carried out by park
officials and which by private entrepreneurs?

2. Permanent rental accommodations are rented on:

a first come first served basis
a reservation system
both

Indicate which system works best for:
public park agency
a first come first served basis
a reservation system
both
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3. If not included in accompanying Titerature, indicate rental schedules
for permanent rental accommodation.

4. Have rental charges been sufficient to make permanent rental accommodation
economically self-supporting?

5. What is the optimum number of permanent rental accommodation units required
at any one location which make such a venture most economically viable?

6. In your opinion, what is the maximum new construction and maintenance
expenditure per unit which would allow a reasonable economic operation?

operation and
construction cost maintenance cost

modern unit
rustic unit
hostel bed

7. Does your agency feel permanent rental accommodation has to be self-
supporting before it is provided?

8. Does your agency feel campground accommodation has to be self-supporting
before it is provided?

II1. ASSESSMENT OF PROVIDING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION IN PARKS

1. What were some of the reasons for introducing permanent rental accommodation
in your park? (Rank the first 3 in order, with 1 being the prime reason,
and check others).

high public demand enhance vistor comfort
administration decision permit longer visits
intensify park development less environmental impact

than camping

offers alternative to camping
other (please specify)

offer different recreation
experience
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2. What benefits are derived from offering permanent rental accommodation
in parks? (Rank the first 3 in order, with 1 being the prime benefit
and check others).

_____increases year round park use
_____offers an alternative to camping
_____stimulates more winter use of parks
_____ conducive to families with young children
suitable for senior citizens
_____suitable for schools engaging in outdoor education programs

allows non-cottage owners a chance to enjoy comfortable
accommodation in a park environment

provides a base from which to explore the surrounding area
others (please specify)

3. What problems have arisen from offering permanent rental accommodation
in parks? (Rank the first 3 in order, with 1 being the prime problem and
check others).

_____high construction costs as compared to campgrounds
_____high maintenance and repair cost
_____abnormal amount of vandalism
_____high losses through theft
____permanent units do not receive enough use
_____significant additional management burden

public opinion against such accommodation in parks
_ too permanent and inflexible when considering park changes
_____others (please specify)

4. Additional comments.
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QUESTIONNAIRE B
Agencies Not Offering Permanent Rental Accommodation in Parks

. GENERAL INFORMATION

. Number of parks, campgrounds, and campsites:

number of parks in system
number of parks containing campgrounds
total number of campsite units in system

. If introduced, what type of permanent rental accommodation do you feel
would be developed? (Rank from 1 to 3, with 1 being the most likely to
be developed).

fully modern - for example, stove, fridge, furnace, hot shower

semi-modern - some combination or modification of fully modern
or rustic

rustic - for example, wood stove, outside toilet, outside
water supply

. In your opinion, would the general public favour the introduction of
rental cabin/lodge accommodation as being appropriate in parks?

yes
no

—

. Range of facilities and services provided in your parks. (Please indicate
the three most offered facilities by ranking 1-3, 1 being the most offered
and check others).

_____ campground : _____ boat rentals
_____picnic area _____golf course

____boat Taunch facilities __ski hill
_____playgrounds _____concessionnaire

____ tennis courts _____commercial enterprises
___ hiking trails - ____ others (please specify)

swim area development
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. Why does your park agency not provide permanent rental accommodation in
parks?
_____not considered, by your agency, as an appropriate role for parks
_____has not been considered in recent years
_____not enough money to enter into such a program
____ other. (please specify)

. Does your agency feel permanent rental accommodation has to be self-
supporting before it is provided?

. Does it feel campground accommodation has to be self-supporting before
it is provided?

. Outline the benefits which you feel would be derived if permanent rental
accommodation were offered in your parks? (Rank first 3 in order, with
1 being the prime benefit and check others.

would increase year round park use

would stimulate more winter use of parks

would offer an alternative to camping

would permit people not owning camping equipment a chance to
enjoy an overnight visit in a park

would allow non-cottage owners a chance to enjoy comfortable
accommodation in a park environment

would offer a new recreation experience to the public
would provide a base from which to explore the surrounding area

would be less destructive to the natural environment because of
their permanency as compared to mobile recreational camping vehicles

would intensify park development
would be conducive to families with young children
would be suitable for senior citizens

would be suitable for schools engaging in outdoor education
programmes

others (please specify)
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9. In your opinion, what problems might arise from offering permanent rental
accommodation in parks? (Rank first 3 in order, with 1 being the prime
problem and check others).

_____high construction costs as compared to campgrounds
_____high maintenance and repair costs

_____abnormal amount of vandalism

_____high losses through theft

_____permanent units would not receive enough use
_____significant additional management burden

_____ too permanent and inflexible when considering park changes
_____would deter from the natural park environment

_____would be competing with the private sector

_____others (please specify)

10. Additional comments:
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FACILITIES MOST FREQUENTLY PROVIDED IN PARKS

TABLE 22

CONTAINING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION®
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Park Agency

Facilities & Services

a b ¢ d e £ g h i j k 1 m o
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 1 2 x x 3 X X X
Georgia x 1 x x 3 2 x x X
Illinois 2 3 1
Indiana 1 2 a2 x x X 3 2 X X
Louisiana 1 3 2 x X X X
Massachusetts 1l 2 X x 3
Michigan T 2 3 & ¥ O % X
Nebraska 2 1 X % X X X B o
New Jersey 1 3 2
New Mexico 1 2 3 % % % ¥ X X K X X
New York X X x 3 x 2 1 x p 4 X
North Carolina L 2 % ¥ 3 ox
Ohio 2 1 x x ¥ 3 ® X% X
Pennsylvania 1 2 3 x X X X
South Carolina 1 2 x x x x 3 x ¥ %
Texas 1 2 = x x 3 X X
Virginia X X X X p s < X X
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba T 2 3
Ontario ® B X » o M X X
Quebec 1 2 x 3 2 2
Saskatchewan 3 2 o X x 1l x X X X X X
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks
Service, Wash., D.C. 2 X X 3 x X x x 1 x
*Pacific Northwest 2 3 1
*Midwest 1 2 x 3 X x X
Parks Canada X X X ¥ X X X X %X X X X X
1Agencies were asked to rank the first 3 facilities in order with 1

being the most often provided and to check

Q HO oo

campgrounds
picnic area

boat launch facilities

playgrounds
tennis courts
hiking trails

swim area development

o8 8 H AU T

*Replies from these two U.S. National Parks
shown for illustration purposes only.
for rank order or percentage calculations because they represent only a
part of the total U.S. National Parks Service system.

others.

boat rentals
golf course
ski hill
horse rental
restaurant
grocery store
gift shop
shopping mall

Service Regional Offices are
Their results are not included
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TABLE 23

REASONS FOR INTRODUCING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Reasons'®
Park Agency

a b c d e f g h

STATE PARK AGENCIES

Florida 3 2 X 1
Georgia 3 1 2
Illinois 1 2 3
Indiana 2 1 3 X X
Louisiana 2 3 1
Massachusetts 3 1 2 X
Michigan 3 2 1
Nebraska 1 3 2 X x X X X
New Jersey 1 2 3
New Mexico i X 2 X 3 X
New York 2 3 1
North Carolina 1 3 2 X X
Ohio 1 3 2
Pennsylvania 2 3
South Carolina 1 2 3
Texas 1
Virginia i 2 3
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba 2 1 3
Ontario 1
Quebec 1 2 3 2
Saskatchewan 1 3 2
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks Service
Washington, D.C. i
*Pacific Northwest 1 3 2
*Midwest 1 2
Parks Canada — NI
1Agencies were asked to rank the first three reasons in order with 1
being the prime reason and to check others.
a = high public demand f = enhance visitor comfort
b = administration decision g = permit longer visits
¢ = intensify park development h = less environmental impact than
d = offers alternative to camping camping
e = offer different recreation
experience

*Replies from these two U.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices are
shown for illustration purposes only. Their results are not included
for rank order or percentage calculations because they represent only a
part of the total U.S. National Parks Service system.

NI = Not Indicated.
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TABLE 24

BENEFITS FROM PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Benefits!
a b c d e f g h

Park Agency

STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida
Georgia
Illinois
Indiana
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Michigan
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Virginia
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba
Ontario X
Saskatchewan 2
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks Service
Washington, D.C. — NI
*Pacific Northwest
*Midwest v ¥ b3 d: x 2 X 2
Parks Canada — NI
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1Agehcies were asked to rank the first three benefits in order with 1
being the prime benefit and to check others.

a = increases year round park use f = suitable for schools engaging

b = offers an alternative to camping in outdoor education programs

¢ = stimulates more winter use of g = allows non-cottage owners a
parks chance to enjoy comfortable

d = conducive to families with young accommodation in a park envi-
children ronment

e = suitable for senior citizens h = provides a base from which to

explore the surrounding area
NI = Not Indicated

*Replies from these two U.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices are
shown for illustration purposes only. Their results are not included
for rank order or percentage calculations because they represent only a
part of the total U.S. National Park Service system.
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PROBLEMS WITH PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Park Agency

Problems'®

a b & d e £ g h
STATE PARK AGENCIES
Florida 3 2 % X 1
Georgia 1 2
Illinois 2 1 3
Indiana 2 1 3
Louisiana 1 2 3
Massachusetts 1 2 3
Michigan 3 2 1
Nebraska 1 3 2 X
New Jersey il
New Mexico 1 2 X 3
New York % 1 3 X X 2
North Carolina 2 1 3
Ohio 3 2 1
Pennsylvania 1 2 X X % 3
South Carolina 1 3 2
Texas 1, 2 3
Virginia 1 3
PROVINCIAL PARK AGENCIES
Manitoba 1 2
FEDERAL PARK AGENCIES
U.S. National Parks Service
Washington, D.C. 2 3 1
*Pacific Northwest 3 2
*Midwest 1 2 3 X

Parks Canada — NI

1Agencies were asked to rank the first three problems in order with 1
being the prime problem and to check others.

a

b

c
d
e

= high construction costs as
compared to campgrounds

= high maintenance and repair

cost

I

Il

abnormal amount of vandalism
high losses through theft

= permanent units do not receive

enough use

f

g

h

significant additional manage-
ment burden

public opinion against such
accommodation in parks

too permanent and inflexible
when considering park changes

*Replies from these two U.S. National Parks Service Regional Offices are

shown for illustration purposes only.

Their results are not included

for rank order or percentage calculations because they represent only a
part of the total U.S. National Parks Service system.

N

I = Not Indicated.
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TABLE 26

FACILITIES MOST FREQUENTLY PROVIDED IN PARKS NOT
CONTAINING PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Facilities and Services
Park Agency

a b c d e £ g h i j k 1

STATE PARK AGENCIES

Alaska J: 3 2

Connecticut 3 ! 2

Idaho 2 1 2 x 3 X b'4

Kansas 2 X X b4 X 3 X X

Maine 3 i B X X % 2 X X X

Nevada 2 1 3

New Hampshire 3 1 X X 2 x X

North Dakota i 1 3 1

Oregon 2 1 3 X X

South Dakota 2 1 3

Vermont X b 4 X X X X X X

Wyoming X X X X X X X X X
CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES

Alberta X X X X X X X X X X X X

New Brunswick g 1 X X b4 3 x b'4 X b4

Newfoundland 1 2 X % 3 X

Nova Scotia 1 2 X X % 3 b4

Prince Edward Island 1 3 b4 b4 X X 2 X X X X

Northwest Territory X b4 x X

1Agencies were asked to rank the first three facilities in order with 1
being the most. often provided and to check others.

a = campground g = swim area development
b = picnic area h = boat rentals

c = boat launch facilities i = golf course

d = playgrounds j = ski hill

e = tennis courts k = concessionnaire

£ 1

= hiking trails = commercial enterprises
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TABLE 27

ANTICIPATED BENEFITS FROM PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION

Anticipated Benefits!

Park Agenc
g ¥ a b c d e f g h i j k 1

STATE PARK AGENCIES

Connecticut 1 2 3

Idaho 1 X 2 3 X X X X X X X

Kansas 1

Nevada 1 3 2

Oregon 1 3 : 2

South Dakota 3 2 1 -

Vermont 1 2 3

Wyoming X X X X X X
CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES

Alberta x X X X X x x

New Brunswick 1 2 3 X X

Newfoundland X X 2 X x 3

Prince Edward Island 1 2 3 X b4 X X b4 X X b'4 X

Northwest Territory 1 2 3

1Agencies were asked to rank the first three anticipated benefits in
order with 1 being the prime benefit and to check others.

= would increase year round park use

would stimulate more winter use of parks

would offer an alternative to camping

= would permit people not owning camping equipment a chance to enjoy
an overnight visit in a park

e = would allow non-cottage owners a chance to enjoy comfortable accom-

modation in a park environment

anoe
1l

f = would offer a new recreation experience to the public

g = would provide a base from which to explore the surrounding area

h = would be less destructive to the natural environment because of
their permanency as compared to mobile recreational camping
vehicles ‘

i = would intensify park development

J = would be conducive to families with young children

k = would be suitable for senior citizens

1 = would be suitable for schools engaging in outdoor education programs
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ANTICIPATED PROBLEMS FROM PERMANENT RENTAL ACCOMMODATION
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Anticipated Problems*

Park Agency " b - 3 o £ g h

STATE PARK AGENCIES
Alaska
Connecticut
Idaho
Kansas
Maine
Nevada 3 2
New Hampshire 3 b
North Dakota 2
Oregon
South Dakota
Vermont

Wyoming

CANADIAN PARK AGENCIES
Alberta 3
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Nova Scotia
Prince Edward Island
Northwest Territory

I T
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1Agencies were asked to rank the first three anticipated problems in
order with 1 being the prime problem and to check others.

= high construction costs as compared to campgrounds

high maintenance and repair costs

abnormal amount of vandalism

high losses through theft

permanent units would not receive enough use

significant additional management burden

too permanent and inflexible when considering park changes
would deter from the natural park environment

= would be competing with the private sector
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