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  United States Department of Agriculture 

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Campground Prospectus 
Questions & Answers  

1. Please accept this question with respect, why don't you manage these areas instead of 
using concessionaires. Could you not hire someone to manage these for you and create 
a profit center? 

Thank you for your question regarding Campground Concessions within the Forest Service.  Your 
question is valid and asked often. 

To best answer your question, see the excerpts from the Forest Service Campground Concession Desk 
Guide: 

OBJECTIVE: 

The objective of the agency’s concession program is to offer quality recreation services to the public by 
providing a business opportunity on National Forest System lands. To meet this Objective, The agency 
must establish an effective business relationship with concessionaires…. 

BACKGROUND: 

An entrepreneurial approach is needed to manage FS facilities and reduce costs to the Federal 
Government.  As appropriated dollars and the Federal workforce shrink, local managers are relying more 
on the private sector to provide recreation opportunities to the public on the National Forests. Thus, the 
agency’s ability to offer quality recreation services depends on a vibrant concession program.  

Operating a concession program is a different way of doing business. Rather than supervising a 
maintenance crew, the FS administers a special-use permit. Operating a concession program therefore 
requires good permit administration. While concession operation of campgrounds may improve service, it 
also requires users to pay the true cost of those services. 

A concession program gives the managing unit different options for spending allocated funds. Instead of 
spending funds on collecting garbage, cleaning toilets, and sanding picnic tables, the manager disburses 
funds for permit administration and more significant maintenance… 

BENEFITS OF CAMPGROUND CONCESSIONS: 

Concessionaire management of campgrounds offers important benefits: 

• The ability to continue to provide recreation facilities and services in the face of reduced Federal 
appropriations. 

• The enhanced ability to maintain and recondition Federal facilities through The G-T fee offset. 

• The potential to improved public service, in terms of both quality and quantity. 
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• The potential for more staff on site 

In short, our declining budgets and acts of congress place limits the Forest Service ability to manage 
recreation facilities and recover the costs of management activities.  Concessionaires are able to provide 
services comparable to private campgrounds but are strictly managed through their permit agreement, to 
do so in a manner that represents the Forest’s and public’s best interest.  All fees returned to the 
government through the GT act go directly back into the campgrounds and other concession operated 
facilities, providing much-needed maintenance and upkeep to our aging infrastructure. 

2. Are we to interpret this as if we submitted a proposal for a 10-year base with 5-year 
option the Consolidated Land Use Fee Payment is required but, if we submit a proposal 
with a 5-year base and 5-year option the Consolidated Land Use Fee Payment is not 
required?  Thank you for the edification…  

You are correct.  The 5+5 year term does not have an associated consolidated fee. This is the traditional 
concession permit format and is most widely used across the country. This permit allows for a maximum 
of a 10 year term before the permit must be readvertised.  

The new 10+5 year term would give the permit holder a potential 15 year term overall and the 
opportunity to invest in a larger project to improve the permit area by consolidating six years of fees into 
one payment.   

3. In regard to the 10 + 5 year Required Consolidated Land Use Fee Agreement.  Is that 
just for the Rim Lakes Complex or the White Mountain Complex too?  

The 10+5 is an option on both concession offerings 

4. We are looking to clarify the bonding for these opportunities. A bond is quite expensive 
and without knowing whether or not it will be required needs to be a part of our 
financial calculations? 

Bonding would be at the discretion of the Forest Supervisor.  The decision would be based on the overall 
bid and the financial evidence provided in the bid. To date, a bond has not been required on this forest for 
a campground concession operation. This clause provides The Forest Service the option to require one, 
for example; if the overall bid was superior, but the financial records or other history of the company did 
not show evidence or have enough of a history to show that the company could follow through on what 
they proposed.   

5. As we gear up to submit a bid proposal for the enormous concession opportunity it 
becomes apparent that producing and submitting a proposal of this magnitude has the 
companies that are not currently operating the concession at a decided disadvantage.  
Since the site visit for Rim Lakes Complex is June 8th and the written proposals are 
due on June 30th it does not give the kind of time necessary to wrap our collective 
minds around the full scope of this opportunity.  Will you extend the due date 2 – 4 
weeks? 

Unfortunately, our timeline for bid review, decision-making and permit crafting/issuance will not allow 
for a deadline extension.   
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However, please feel free to visit the Rim Lakes and White Mountain Complexes at any point before the 
guided tours in June.  Road access is now open to all facilities with current concessionaire operations 
slated to start April 26th for the Rim Lakes Complex and no later than May 15th for the White Mountain 
Complex.   

If you chose to take a self-guided tour, please contact the FS administrator for the area you wish to visit. 
Due to ongoing COVID mitigations only registered guests or Forest Service approved visitors are 
currently permitted into the campgrounds.  

Maps and directions are included in the prospectus materials.  We will be happy to address via email, any 
questions generated by a ‘self-guided pre-tour.’ 

6. The Prospectus as written requires the permittee to insure all of the property listed in 
Appendix 3.  Prospectus at 16 (“Property insurance will be required for federal 
property listed in Appendix 3”).  This includes not just the buildings at White 
Mountain and Rim Lakes set out on Tables 2 and 6 of Appendix 3, but all of the 
property set out on Tables 1, 3-5 and 7-8.  Based on the figures set out in Appendix 3, 
the stated value of this property totals $19,116,446.28, which is far above the 
$11,000,000 identified in the prospectus for the value of the buildings at the two sites.  

The most significant problem is that the cost of obtaining insurance coverage for this 
amount of property (and coverage that also would apply in the event of a wildfire) is 
simply infeasible based on the projected revenues.  It is well above the estimated 
insurance cost of $6.50 per $1000 of coverage set out in the standard USFS prospectus 
template (FS-2700-34) and drives the total insurance cost well above the 3-7% cap set 
out in the prospectus template.  And because an offeror does not need to provide 
documentation of this coverage until after it has been selected, there is a significant 
risk that some offerors may not realize this problem until this stage of the process. 

Also, our insurance agent has informed us that an insurance company will not insure 
all of the property for less than the total value of that property.  Based on this 
restriction, it is not possible to have a smaller insurance coverage limit in place that 
can then be used towards any losses that may occur.   

As noted in the standard USFS prospectus template (FS-2700-34), the agency has the 
discretion to not require property insurance.  For the reasons set out above, we believe 
that the agency should exercise that discretion in this instance to ensure it receives 
responsive offers, or limit the coverage to only specific critical buildings so that it 
allows this offer to be viable. 

Answer: After further review and additional consultation I believe any confusion lies in a slight lack of 
specificity in the prospectus language on this matter.  The buildings listed in Table 2 and Table 6 (value 
~$11,000,000) make up the extent of the federal property requiring insurance.  Perhaps the first line of the 
Property Insurance section could have stated more specifically: “Property insurance will be required for 
federal buildings listed in Appendix 3.”   
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