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The objective of the study is to investigate the public-private 

interface that exists in Oregon with respect to the provision of over- 

night camping facilities.    The public and private sectors of the econ- 

omy both provide numerous resource-based camping facilities on the 

Oregon coast.    The current pricing policy used at publicly-provided 

campgrounds,  which fails to recover the full costs associated with 

the provision of the facilities,  is analyzed from the viewpoint of 

economic efficiency and equity considerations.    It is concluded that 

efficiency and equity arguments do not justify the current policy of 

underpricing the flow of services forthcoming from the campground. 

While the need for public provision of camping fagilities is recog- 

nized,   the market may be an appropriate means for allocating camp- 

sites among potential users. 



Campgrounds provided by the U.   S.  Forest Service and the 

state of Oregon are examined to determine the economic costs asso- 

ciated with the provision of the facilities.    Operation and maintenance 

costs for fiscal year 1973-74 and capital costs are estimated for the 

facilities.    The average total annual costs per campsite of providing 

the Forest Service campgrounds is estimated to be $558.    The annual 

total cost per campsite associated with the provision of Oregon State 

campgrounds located on the coast is estimated to be $707.    Total 

revenue collected by the state from camper fees in 1973-74 was about 

$770,000. 

The costs are also computed on a per-camper-unit basis to 

determine the average cost per camper party.    Oregon State camp- 

grounds had an average operation and maintenance cost per camper 

unit of $3.69 and an average total cost per camper unit of $7.83.    The 

fees actually paid by campers vary from one dollar to four dollars, 

depending on the type of site chosen by the camper. 

An economic analysis of firms in the private campground in- 

dustry was also conducted to determine the possible impact that 

underpricing policies in the public sector has on the private sector. 

It was found that the operation of private campgrounds result in a 

very low rate of return to the owners' input of  capital,  labor and 

management.    One-third of the firms were not able to cover depreci- 

ation costs,  although all but one of the campgrounds collected enough 



revenue to cover total cash costs.    Based on the low rate of return 

earned on the owners' resources,   one would not expect the private 

campground industry to grow at a substantial rate under the present 

circumstances. 

Lack of information about the demand for campsites makes it 

difficult to determine how a change in the fee structure at publicly- 

provided campgrounds would affect the economic condition of firms 

in the private campground industry.    Information relating to the price 

elasticity of demand for campsites and the cross-price elasticities of 

demand between the public and private facilities is needed before the 

full impact of higher user fees for public facilities can be estimated. 

However,  one would expect higher user fees to benefit the private 

campground industry. 
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AN  ECONOMIC   ANALYSIS  OF   POLICIES,  COSTS,  AND RETURNS 
FOR  PUBLIC   AND  COMMERCIAL  CAMPGROUNDS 

ON THE  OREGON  COAST 

I.    INTRODUCTION 

"Camping, " like other forms of outdoor recreation,   is a diverse 

and nonhomogeneous   commodity.    Many  types of camping experiences 

and camping facilities are chosen by campers.    Some campers seek 

seclusion and privacy; others desire a more social atmosphere.    Some 

prefer a primative or wilderness environment while others want "all 

the comforts of home. "   Even the same individual,   camping group,   or 

family may desire different types of facilities and environments under 

different circumstances.    For example,   a camping party enroute to 

their destination may seek a different type of facility than they would 

choose once they reach their destination. 

An important reason for the diversity in types of camping experi- 

ences chosen by campers,   in addition to differences in tastes and pref- 

erences,   is that camping is a means to an end as well as an end in 

itself.     Some people camp to enjoy the camping experience itself; 

others camp to avail themselves of other types of outdoor recreational 

activities such as fishing,  boating,   hunting,   and  sightseeing.    Travel- 

ers and vacationers also participate in camping activities while enroute 

to their destination.    This  suggests that campers can be classified into 

two broad categories.    Destination campers include those that camp 



for the pleasure associated with camping and those that camp to par- 

ticipate in other outdoor recreational activities located near the camp- 

ground.    Destination campers usually stay in the same location or 

area for the duration of the time they have available on a given trip. 

Transient campers,  on the other hand,   usually only stay overnight in 

a given campground and continue their travel the next day. 

The Oregon coast is an area which attracts large numbers of 

campers from both categories during the  summer months.    Destina- 

tion campers visit the coast to participate in coastal activities such as 

fishing,   crabbing,   clamming,   and beachcombing.    Many transient 

campers also travel along the coast as U.   S.  Highway 101 is a major 

tourist route.    During the  summer months,  more coastal non-resident 

visitor parties utilize camping facilities for overnight "lodging" than 

use either hotels,  motels,   or any other form of lodging (Clement et al., 

1973).    These factors make the coast  one of the most popular camping 

areas in the state. 

Historically,   the public  sector has been the major supplier of 

overnight camping facilities for public use.       It continues to be the 

major supplier of camping facilities in Oregon.    For example,   agen- 

cies of the Federal government provide about 640 campgrounds and 

This  historical  trend has been reversed in some regions of 
the United States,  due to the rapid growth of privately provided camp- 
ing facilities in the last fifteen years. 
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over 8,700 campsites (Oregon State Highway Division,   1974).    In addi- 

tion,   the   state   of  Oregon provides about 235 parks,  waysides,  and 

recreation areas; fifty-two of the parks have overnight camping facil- 

ities which contain 5,460 campsites.    In all,   the public sector pro- 

vides over 15,000 campsites in the state. 

Eighteen of the state parks that contain camping facilities and 

fifteen U.   S.   Forest Service campgrounds are located on the Oregon 

coast.    The state coastal parks contain 3, 200 campsites,  or about 60 

percent of the total campsites provided by the state,  while the Forest 

Service campgrounds contain an additional 620 campsites.    There are 

about 4, 200 campsites on the Oregon coast that are provided by the 

2 
three levels of government. 

While the public sector currently provides a large number of 

campsites on the Oregon coast,   shortages of campsites often occur 

during the summer months,   especially on weekends.    Extremely heavy 

use of state camping facilities forced the state to adopt a reservation 

system for campsites in the more popular parks.    Since the available 

campsites are reserved in advance,   the spur-of-the-moment camper 

or the traveler who is unaware of the necessity of a reservation often 

finds it difficult to obtain a campsite. 

While the number of campsites provided by the public sector is 

2 
Six campgrounds operated by local governments on the coast 

contain about 400 campsites.    These campgrounds will not be included 
in this study. 
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significant,  projected requirements to meet future needs are even 

larger.    In 1968 the Parks and Recreation Section of the Oregon State 

Highway Division projected the need for additional campsites in Oregon 

through 1985.    They estimated that over 25,000 more campsites will 

have to be provided between 1968 and 1985.    This represents about a 

200 percent increase in campsites during the period.    The cost of pro- 

viding these facilities is estimated to be over 100 million dollars,   or 

about 5. 65 million dollars per year (Oregon State Highway Division, 

1971,   Table 6,  p.   19).    These costs are in 1968 dollars and only in- 

clude development costs; land acquisition costs and operation and 

maintenance costs are not included. 

The above costs illustrate that public provision of overnight 

camping facilities is costly from a social viewpoint,   although the full 

costs are not paid directly by the users of the facilities.    If projected 

needs materialize,  the quantity of public funds required to provide the 

facilities will increase dramatically in the future.    One can question 

whether the public sector can or should spend the large sum of money 

3 
required to provide all of the facilities needed to meet future needs. 

3 
Tight  budgets  may make it difficult for public agencies to 

provide the additional facilities.    An important source of funds for the 
State Parks Section,  which is part of the State Highway Division,   is a 
gasoline excise tax of seven cents per gallon.    Higher gasoline prices 
have resulted in a reduction in gasoline purchases and lower revenues 
for the Division.    Being caught in the squeeze of higher   costs  and 
lower revenue,   the Division asked the Oregon Legislature for a two- 
cent per gallon increase in the gasoline tax.    A one-cent increase was 
approved.    However,  an initiative drive was successful in referring 
the increase to the voters for an election in November of 1976. 



One possible alternative to public provision of the additional camping 

facilities is for the private campground and trailer park industry to 

assume a larger role in providing the overnight camping facilities to 

meet future needs. 

This phenomenon has occurred in other parts of the United 

States.    In the Northeast,   for example,   the number of commercial 

campgrounds increased from  160 in 1961  to over 1,400 in 1967 

(Moeller,   1971).    In 1961,   the public sector provided 63 percent of 

the total number of campgrounds in the region; by 1967 public camp- 

grounds only accounted for 21 percent of the campgrounds.    In a 

period of six years the campground  supply shifted from dominance by 

the public sector to dominance by the private sector,   in terms of the 

number of campgrounds provided. 

One would not expect Oregon or the Northwest to match the 

dramatic growth of the commercial campground industry that occur- 

red in the Northeast.    The large population centers in the Northeast 

provided a larger growth potential for the industry than most areas of 

the West would provide.    Also,   the public sector provides more 

facilities in the West and has a greater potential for increasing the 

number of facilities because of the vast amount of land under public 

control.    However,   the Northeast experience indicates that the private 

sector can play an important role in providing overnight camping 

facilities.    The private sector may be able to provide part of the 
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needed facilities if it is economically profitable to operate such a 

facility.    An economic analysis of the costs and returns for public and 

commercial campgrounds and an analysis of public policies which in- 

fluence the market may be useful in determining how the private sec- 

tor will respond in the future. 

At the present time,  very little is known about the private camp- 

ground industry in Oregon.    This lack of information is stated explicit- 

ly in the  1971 edition of the Oregon Outdoor Recreation Plan formu- 

lated by the State Parks and Recreation Section: 

While private enterprise has long been active in providing 
opportunities for outdoor recreation,   comparatively little 
information about the total industry is available.    There- 
fore,   the private sector has not been considered in this 
study.   .   .   .   The rising demand for outdoor recreational 
services has necessitated a coordinated and complementary 
outdoor recreational program by government and private 
enterprise.    With this in mind,   a survey of opportunities 
provided by the private sector has begun .   .   .   (Oregon 
State Highway Division,   1971,  p.  B-5). 

The survey of private outdoor recreational enterprises did not pro- 

vide the information needed to coordinate the efforts of the public and 

private sector.    Lack of economic information concerning the public 

and private campgrounds as well as the fact that nothing is known 

about the demand for campsites on the Oregon  coast indicates that 

this research must address some basic issues to obtain information 

about the industry. 



Objectives of the Study 

In general terms,   the objective of the study is to investigate the 

economic issues which affect the supply or availability of campsites 

or campgrounds on the Oregon coast.    A "campground" is defined to 

be an operation conducted for the purpose of providing facilities and 

space for people using recreational equipment for temporary shelter. 

This definition of campgrounds includes facilities such as recreational 

vehicle parks as well as the standard type of campgrounds traditional- 

ly provided by the public sector.    The location of the campgrounds is 

considered to be non-unique because many alternative coastal loca- 

tions are equally well-suited for the development of camping facilities. 

That is,   the resources in and around the campgrounds are not irre- 

placible or unique.    Other locations on the Oregon coast could be 

utilized for campgrounds. 

The first specific objective is to collect basic economic infor- 

mation about the private .campground industry.    This is necessary to 

determine the size and characteristics of the firms that comprise the 

industry,   since little is known about them at the present time.    Infor- 

mation collected will include the number of campsites and camp- 

grounds,  pricing methods,  management practices,   resource or input 

requirements,   operation and maintenance costs,   capital costs,   occu- 

pancy rates,  and revenue from the various  services provided. 
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The information will be useful for two purposes:    First,   it will 

provide basic economic information to describe the industry as it 

exists at the present time.    It will also make it possible to compare 

the emerging Oregon industry with the more mature industry in the 

Northeast,   since data are available from a study of the industry in 

that region (Bevins et al. ,   1974).    Thus,   it should be possible to iden- 

tify significant similarities and differences in the industries in the 

two regions. 

The analysis of the private sector will be carried one step 

further.    There is some variation in the size and type of facilities 

provided by the private sector.    A selected number of firms of each 

type and size category will be studied in detail to determine if one 

type or size of overnight facility has an economic advantage over 

other types and sizes of campgrounds.    For example,   economies of 

size may exist over a range that would justify expansion of smaller 

firms.     This information should provide some indication of how ex- 

pansion may occur in the industry. 

The economics of publicly provided overnight camping facilities 

will also be investigated in the  study.    Given the dominant role of the 

public  sector in providing camping facilities,  public policies,   such as 

current pricing policies,   can have a significant effect on the total 

campground industry.    Therefore,   a more complete picture of the 

supply of overnight camping facilities can be obtained by including the 



public  sector in the analysis. 

Two objectives of the study relate directly to the public sector. 

The first is to examine  some of the conceptual economic issues con- 

cerning the need for government provision,   and the underpricing of 

outdoor recreational facilities.    Outdoor recreation is often referred 

to as an extra-market good; that is,  a market does not (can not or 

should not) exist for purchasing and selling units of outdoor recrea- 

tion.     Often,   economic conditions exist which preclude the formation 

of a market or which prevent the market from functioning efficiently. 

This may result in government action such as public provision of the 

good or service.    The provision of campsites is studied with respect 

to the market failure arguments as well as other efficiency and equity 

questions to determine the economic rationale for current pricing 

policies used at public campgrounds.    A brief discussion is also pre- 

sented to indicate the possible effects of current pricing policies on 

publicly and privately operated campgrounds. 

The second part of the public sector analysis consists of esti- 

mating the economic costs associated with providing the U.   S.   Forest 

Service and state campgrounds on the Oregon coast.    It is common 

knowledge that government agencies do not recover the full costs of 

developing and operating campgrounds from the fees collected from 

campers.    Other sources of revenue must be used to pay the remain- 

ing costs.    However,  a detailed analysis of the costs of providing and 
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operating the facilities has not been conducted.    Therefore,   the per- 

centage of costs actually covered by user fees is not known.    Basic 

cost and revenue data for the publicly provided campgrounds are used 

to answer some of these questions.    Estimated cost data include the 

current replacement cost of capital improvements,  depreciation,   the 

opportunity cost of capital,   and operation and maintenance costs. 

Attendance or use figures are also presented,  and the average total 

and average operation and maintenance costs per camper party are 

estimated,   given the level of use that occurred in 1974. 

Achievement of the objectives outlined above will increase the 

information available pertaining to the economics of providing over- 

night camping facilities.    Unfortunately,   additional information,  be- 

yond the  scope of this  study,   is needed to answer many of the impor- 

tant questions.    For example,   information relating to the demand  side 

of the market is needed to analyze many issues.    Some of the analyses 

in the study are incomplete or speculative,  because of the lack of 

knowledge about the demand for campsites.    In some instances as- 

sumptions are made about variables,   such as the price elasticity of 

demand for campsites,   so that the impact of certain policies can be 

estimated.    However,   the validity of the conclusions is dependent on 

the realism of the assumptions.    Thus,  a thorough analysis of the 

camping market can not be completed until the demand  side of the 

market is analyzed.    This study should,  however,  be useful in 
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identifying important variables to be included in an analysis of the 

demand for campsites on the Oregon coast. 

The economic analyses conducted in the thesis are positive in 

nature.    That is,   the analyses are designed to answer questions such 

as "what is" or to predict "what will be" if alternative policies are 

initiated.    Concepts of economics are useful in analyzing the results 

of current policies.    For example,   investigating the economic effects 

of current public sector pricing policies on the operation of public and 

private facilities is useful for evaluating current policies and other 

policies under consideration.    However,   the scope of economics is 

limited and an optimal policy based on economic criteria is not neces- 

sarily optimal from a social viewpoint (Castle,   1963).    Therefore, 

normative significance should not be attached to the results of the 

analyses.    The objective of the thesis is to analyze current policies  and 

their possible effects without suggesting that other policies are better 

from a social viewpoint,   even though one policy may be superior from 

an economic viewpoint. 

Organization of the Thesis 

The remainder of the thesis contains six chapters.    Chapter two, 

three,   and four pertain to the analysis of the public sector.    Chapter 

two contains a discussion of arguments used to justify the underpric- 

ing of publicly-provided goods and services as they relate to overnight 
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camping facilities.    A brief discussion of the theoretical effects of 

underpricing is also presented.    Chapter three contains a description 

of the Forest Service campgrounds included in the study and the analy- 

sis of the costs of providing the facilities.    The State campground 

data are presented in Chapter four. 

Chapters five and  six consist of the analysis of the private camp- 

ground and trailer park industry on the Oregon coast.    The industry 

and the attitudes of private operators are described in Chapter five. 

Basic information about the industry is presented.    A more detailed 

economic analysis of selected firms in the industry is contained in 

Chapter six. 

Chapter seven is a summary of the thesis and conclusions of the 

study are presented.    An expanded section of the chapter addresses 

the subject of suggestions for future research.    It contains a discus- 

sion of conceptual issues regarding the underpricing of publicly pro- 

vided goods and services.    Comparisons are made between the public 

and private sectors and final conclusions are presented. 
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II.    THEORETICAL ISSUES PERTAINING  TO  THE  PROVISION 
OF  OVERNIGHT   CAMPING  FACILITIES 

In a market economy,  prices allocate resources among alterna- 

tive uses.    However,  market-determined prices are not always used 

to allocate output and inputs in a market economy.    This is frequently 

the situation for publicly-provided goods and services.    The market 

process is often not used and prices are administered by a public 

agency.    Included among the reasons or justifications for circum- 

venting the market are external effects,  merit goods,  and other argu-. 

ments based on efficiency and equity. 

This chapter consists of two parts.    In the first section economic 

efficiency and equity issues are discussed.    The operation of the mar- 

ket system is reviewed to determine how economic efficiency is 

achieved and the inefficiencies caused by failing to consider market- 

established prices are investigated.    Economic efficiency is also ex- 

amined within a social welfare framework. 

The second section consists of an analysis of the traditional 

justifications for not relying on the market to allocate output and in- 

puts.    The externality and the merit want arguments,  as well as other 

justifications,   are analyzed to determine if any of them provide an 

economic rationale for current pricing policies used at publicly- 

provided camping facilities. 
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Prices and Efficient Resource Use 

A profit maximizing firm that sells its output and purchases its 

4 
inputs in purely competitive markets is in equilibrium when: 

MP MP 
(1) 

Pl P2 MCQ PQ 

The equality of the ratio of marginal products and price for each of 

the variable inputs identifies the least-cost,   or the economically effi- 

cient,   combination of inputs to be used to produce-any level of output. 

It represents the expansion path of the firm when the equality is solved 

for one factor as a function of the other. 

The equality between the marginal cost of the output and the 

price of the output defines the profit maximizing level of output for 

the firm.    Under purely competitive conditions,   output should be ex- 

panded until the price received is equal to the cost of producing the 

last unit of the output,   if the objective is profit maxihaization.    If mar- 

ginal cost is less than the price of the output,   the production of an 

additional unit adds more to revenue than it adds to costs.    Thus, 

profit can be increased as long as the marginal cost of producing an 

4 
These equalities are based on a two-variable production func- 

tion of the nature   Q = f(x^, XT).    It is assumed that the production 
function is "well behaved" so that the first and second order conditions 
for profit maximization are fulfilled. 
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additional unit is less than the price received for the product.    Profit 

maximization results in the selection of one of the points on the ex- 

pansion path as being the point where the firm should produce. 

The equality, 

MP. 
i 1 

P. MCQ 

is less obvious than the other equalities expressed above.    Marginal 

cost is defined as the change in total variable cost resulting from the 

production of one more unit of output.   Mathematically,   it is expressed 

as   —-.    Again assume that the production function is   Q = f(x   , x   ) 

and   C  = p-, x    + P^x      is the total variable cost function.    Taking the 

total differential of each function yields 

dQ   =   f 1dx1 + f2dx2 

where   f    = the marginal product of input i,  and 

dC    =   p1dx1 + p2dx2 

Therefore: 

I p.dx. 
i     i 

dC 
dQ (2) 

f.dx. 
i     i 

where   i = 1,   2. 

Setting up a constrained  maximization problem,  the objective is 

to maximize   Q = f(x  x   )   subject to a cost outlay constraint of 
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M = p  x    + p x   .    Using the Lagrangian multiplier, we have: 

V   =   f(x1,x2)   +   \(M-p1x1 + p2x2) (3) 

Differentiating  V  with respect to x   ,  x     and   X.   and setting them equal 

to zero gives: 

|X     . f^Xp.-O (4a) 

lr2 - h - ^2 =0 (4b) 

TI   = M - pixi " Vz*z - " (4c) 

Assuming that the second order conditions are met and solving for  X. 

gives: 

Pl P2 

which represents the first two terms in the original equality stated 

above.    Also note that: 

f. =        \p. 
i i 

dC 
Substituting this into the marginal cost expression, —- .gives: 

MC 
dC 
dQ 

2 pidxt 

X^p.dx. 

where   i = 1,   2. 

Therefore, MC 
1 

(6) 
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1 
K   = Kic 

Thus we have shown that: 

MP, MP^ 
2 (7) MC pl p2 

From this it can be seen that: 

VMP.     =     P     •   MP.     =     p. (8) 

Thus,   it can be seen that the efficient allocation of resources is de- 

pendent upon the production function,   the price of inputs and the price 

of the output being produced.    A change in any of the three factors will 

cause a change in the demand for inputs by the firm and result in a 

different allocation of resources. 

Economic Effects of the Current Pricing Policy 

The fee  structure used at publicly-provided campgrounds is 

established either by law or public agencies.    For example,   the fee 

schedule for federally-provided campgrounds is determined through 

laws enacted by Congress and administered by the agencies providing 

the facilities.    The current fee for the U.  S.  Forest Service camp- 

grounds being studied is two dollars per day per campsite. 

The fee structure used at Oregon state campgrounds is deter- 

mined by the State Parks and Recreation Section.    Any increase in 
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fees is presented to the State Parks Citizens Advisory Committee for 

its recommendations.     The increase in fees is also reviewed by the 

Department of Transportation and a legislative committee to insure 

that administrative procedures have been followed.    However,  the 

final decision on the level of fees to be charged at the parks rests with 

the Parks and Recreation Section. 

Failure to utilize market-established fees at public campgrounds 

can affect economic efficiency and the allocation of resources in two 

ways.    Assuming that the administered price is below the marginal 

cost of providing the facilities,  the facilities are used more than 

the  real  costs  would warrant.     That  is,   not only those consumers 

who value the   service at least  as high  as the   efficient  user fee 

utilize the facilities,   but also other consumers whose marginal evalu- 

ation of the campsite is less than the efficient price but greater than 

the administered price utilize the facilities.    Therefore,  a larger 

quantity of the services are demanded than would be taken at the effi- 

cient prices.     This may lead to congestion and pressures to expand 

5 
the facilities to alleviate the crowding problem.       The distorted mar- 

ket signals may indicate that more facilities are needed when the 

existing quantity would be sufficient under efficient pricing schemes. 

5 
The manner in which these pressures manifest themselves will 

be examined in detail in the last chapter of the thesis. 
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The distorted signals can also spread to other markets in the 

economy.    The demand for complementary consumption goods and 

services,   such as camping equipment,  may be higher than it would be 

if an efficient pricing scheme were used to ration campsites.    The 

low camper fees can become capitalized into the equipment used by 

campers.    If this situation occurs,  more inputs are used to produce 

the complementary goods than would otherwise be justified. 

Economic substitutes for the underpriced good are also affected, 

This point is relevant for the privately operated campgrounds.    As- 

suming that privately-provided facilities are economic substitutes 

for public facilities,   the low user fees result in a lower level of de- 

mand for private facilities.    Therefore,   the equilibrium price for 

private campsites is lower than it would otherwise be.    This de- 

creases the level of inputs that the private sector would hire because 

the VMP of the inputs is lower.    The quality of the resources em- 

ployed by the private campground operators may also be affected, 

which may affect the quality of the services provided by the private 

sector. 

The problems created in the. private sector by the low user fee 

may also relate to the congestion problem at public facilities.    Com- 

mercial facilities could ease the pressure on public facilities by pro- 

viding additional camping facilities.    However,   the problems caused 

by the current fee  structure may reduce the economic incentive the 
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private sector may have to provide a larger quantity of camping 

facilities. 

In summary,   it can be seen that the potential economic effects 

caused by the current pricing policy can be significant.    Crowding 

and congestion are magnified and the private sector may be affected 

in a manner which affects its willingness to provide more and/or 

improved facilities.    From an economic viewpoint it would seem that 

a market-established pricing scheme would be beneficial to both sec- 

tors since many problems would be resolved and the resulting alloca- 

tion of .resources would be economically efficient. 

However,   a recommendation that the current pricing scheme 

should be discontinued and replaced by a market to determine prices 

and the allocation of resources is not necessarily justified.    While 

the change in policy may result in an improvement in economic effi- 

ciency,   it does not follow that the change would be a welfare-improv- 

ing move.    This can be shown in a welfare economics framework. 

In Figure 1,   AB represents the grand utility frontier (GUF) for indi- 

viduals  X  and   Y.    The points on the GUF are Pareto efficient.    That 

is,  for every point on the GUF,   the marginal conditions required for 

efficiency and profit maximization are satisfied.    That is,   consump- 

tion is efficient because the consumers are consuming on the contract 

The reader is referred to Bator,   1'957,  for a more complete 
description of the analysis presented here. 
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U 

U x 

Figure 1.    Economic efficiency and social welfare. 

curve and production is efficient since firms are producing on the 

product transformation curve.    In addition,   the marginal rate of 

product transformation is equal to the marginal rates of substitution 

in consumption so that production gmd consumption are in equilibrium. 

Therefore,   every point on the GUF is Pareto efficient for a given dis- 

tribution of the products between the consumers  X  and   Y. 

The points on the GUF are not comparable without more infor- 

mation.    One must have a social welfare function (SWF) to determine 

which of the points on the GUF is best from a social welfare viewpoint. 

The SWF denotes the ethical values of society  and   is  ascientific   in 
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nature (Bator,   1957).    If  W   ,   W    and W    in Figure 1  represent the 

iso-welfare curves derived from the social welfare function,   the 

point   Q  can be identified as the best point on the GUF because it is 

tangent to the highest iso-welfare curve that is attainable.    There- 

fore,   point  Q  is the bliss point for society.    It identifies the level of 

production of the outputs,   the quantity of inputs to be used in the pro- 

duction of the products and the distribution of the products among the 

consumers.    In other words,   it identifies the level of utility or satis- 

faction for each consumer. 

It should be noted that each point on the GUF has associated 

with it a different distribution of the outputs between the consumers. 

This,   of course, means that the level of satisfaction for the two con- 

sumers varies for different points on the GUF.    Therefore,   they are 

not comparable without a social welfare function. 

To return to the original problem,   assume that the pricing 

policy used at publicly-provided campgrounds prevents the attainment 

of Pareto efficiency.    That is,   at least one of the marginal conditions 

stated above is not satisfied.    For example,   the marginal rate of 

transformation in production may not equal the marginal rate of sub- 

stitution in consumption.    If this is the case,   the point representing 

the organization of the economy will lie interior to the GUF since any 

point interior to the GUF is Pareto inefficient.    However,   one can not 

say that the interior point is worse,   in a welfare sense,   than every 
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point that lies on the GUF.    For example,  assume that point  P   repre- 

sents the level of utility of  X  and   Y  under the administered pricing 

policy.    It can be seen that there are some Pareto efficient points 

that are superior to  P.    But there are also Pareto efficient points 

that are inferior to P.    All points between A and C and between D and 

B in Figure 1 are worse in terms of social welfare even though they 

are economically efficient.    Thus, while Pareto efficiency is a neces- 

sary condition for welfare maximization,   it is not a sufficient condi- 

tion.     Some non-Pareto efficient points can represent a higher level 

of welfare than some efficient allocations.    Thus,   it can not be stated 

that a change in the pricing policy used at public campgrounds is war- 

ranted even though it may achieve economic efficiency.    Economic 

efficiency is only one condition that must be met to achieve welfare 

maximization. 

Other conditions that must be met for a welfare maximization 

are embodied in the social welfare function.    For example,   it was 

noted earlier that the points on the grand utility frontier represent 

different levels of utility or satisfaction for the two individuals and a 

different distribution of the bundle of goods produced.    The tangency 

between the grand utility frontier and the social welfare function re- 

sults in the selection of one point on the GUF that maximizes welfare. 

It also identifies the level of satisfaction that each person will enjoy. 

Thus,   the social welfare function has embodied in it a weighting 
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process for determining whose preferences or satisfaction is impor- 

tant from a social standpoint. That is, social attitudes are reflected 

in the social welfare function and these attitudes have an influence on 

the level of utility achieved by each? individual. Therefore, the social 

welfare function encompasses equity considerations within it. 

Unfortunately,   it is not possible to derive the social welfare 

function illustrated in Figure 1.    Therefore,   equity considerations 

and their influence on social welfare can not be analyzed in this 

framework.    Instead,   equity is usually considered in a partial analy- 

sis rather than within the framework of the social welfare function. 

Equity will be briefly considered here because equity considerations 

are as important as efficiency criteria for evaluating the welfare ef- 

fects of policies. 

Equity is difficult to define; at this point it will be defined as the 

system in which everyone pays their "fair share" for the goods or 

7 
services.      One must still define what is meant by "fair share. "   Two 

approaches have been used to determine one's fair share.    One is the 

benefit principle while the other depends on ability to pay.    Under the 

benefit principle,   the amount that a person pays for a publicly-pro- 

vided good or service is a function of the benefits he receives from 

the goods and services he consumes.    Thus,   each consumer should be 

7 
This is the definition used by Musgrave and Musgrave (1973). 



25 

taxed or required to pay an amount determined by his demand for the 

publicly-provided goods and services. 

The ability-to-pay principle is based on the belief that the 

amount a consumer pays for the services received should correspond 

with his ability to pay.    Each consumer should make an equal sacri- 

fice in terms of the welfare loss incurred to pay the costs of provid- 

ing the goods and services.    The welfare loss is usually measured in 

terms of the loss in income of the consumer (Musgrave and Musgrave, 

1973).    The equal sacrifice concept requires people with different in- 

comes to pay different amounts.    However,   to answer how much these 

amounts should differ requires knowledge of each consumer's mar- 

ginal utility of income. 

Both of the principles have merit and have been used to design 

tax policies.    Generally,   the benefit principle is useful for allocating 

the cost of providing public services among the users or beneficiaries 

while the ability-to-pay principle is better suited to accomplish re- 

distributional objectives.    In addition,   the latter principle may be 

better for financing the general services of government and the cost 

of providing goods with significant public good characteristics.    The 

beneficiary principle may be better suited for financing goods and 

services in which the benefits accrue to a specific group or popula- 

tion identified as not in need of redistributional considerations and 

goods and services that do not possess public good characteristics. 
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This discussion suggests that the  "proper" principle to be used 

to define equity is a function of the objectives of the policy and the 

characteristics of the goods or services provided.    Therefore,  equity 

can not be defined until the objectives of the policy are specified and 

characteristics of the good are noted.    If the objective of the policy 

or program is to redistribute income through transfer payments or 

payments in kind,   it would be self-defeating to have the beneficiaries 

pay the full cost of providing the benefits.    If,  however,   the reim- 

bursement policy is designed to recover the costs of providing the 

goods or services, it may be equitable to extract payment only from 

those who receive the benefits,  assuming there are no significant ex- 

ternal effects stemming from the provision of the goods and services. 

The efficiency discussion above is based on the assumption that 

the markets are operating correctly so that the resulting allocation of 

resources is economically efficient.    However,  the markets do not 

always operate in this manner and the allocation of resources is not 

always efficient.    Some goods and services possess characteristics 

that cause the market to function improperly,  if it is able to operate 

at all.    The production process,   rather than the goods or services 

themselves, may also cause the market-determined allocation of re- 

sources to deviate from the efficient allocation.    Thus,   the market 

does not always yield the allocation of resources that is most efficient. 

The discussion above indicates that the characteristics of the 
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goods and services and the policy objectives affect the evaluation cri- 

teria and the type of reimbursement policy that should be used. 

Therefore,   it would seem that the nature of overnight camping facil- 

ities  should be analyzed to determine if they possess characteristics 

which cause the market to operate improperly.    The analysis should 

also be useful for considering some of the equity issues surrounding 

the provision of overnight camping facilities. 
i 

Efficiency,   Equity and Overnight Camping Facilities 

Several arguments,  based on both efficiency and equity criteria, 

have been advanced to justify the role of government in providing 

goods and services in a private enterprise economy.    These argu- 

ments will be analyzed to determine if they justify the current pricing 

policy used at public camping facilities.    The arguments based on 

economic efficiency will be examined first. 

Efficiency Arguments 

g 
Technical Externalities.    Technical externalities    result from 

the non-convexity of the production function used to produce the good 

or service.    Indivisibilities or the  "lumpiness" of inputs cause the 

production function to exhibit increasing returns to scale which 

g 
Bator's classification of externalities is used in this section. 

See Bator,   1958. 
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results in an average cost function that is declining over a wide range 

of output.    Since marginal cost is less than average cost when the 

latter is declining, marginal cost pricing will not result in the full 

recovery of the costs of production.    Thus,   it is argued that firms in 

the private sector cannot supply the goods because they cannot re- 

cover all costs of production.    Government production of the good 

may be justified or a subsidy program may be used to induce firms 

in the private sector to supply the optimal quantity of the good or ser- 

vice by guaranteeing that all unpaid production costs will be paid 

through the subsidy. 

Many examples of technical externalities exist.    Bridges and 

highways are structures whose use is characterized by declining 

average costs.    A wilderness area is an example of an outdoor rec- 

reational resource that exhibits the same characteristics (Krutilla 

and Knetsch,   1970).    Once the cost of providing the area for recrea- 

tion and preservation have been incurred,  the marginal cost of ad- 

mitting an additional person is near zero,   assuming that "crowding" 

and the costs associated with it,  do not exist. 

While the technical externality argument may be valid for cer- 

tain types of outdoor recreational facilities,   it probably does not 

apply to overnight camping facilities.    While the author is not aware 

of any empirical cost functions for campground operations,   there is 

no a priori reason to believe that increasing returns to scale would 
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exist over the full range of output.    One could hypothesize that the 

marginal cost of accommodating an additional camping party when 

use of the campground is approaching capacity would be higher than 

the average cost of servicing the camping parties.    Thus,  it would 

not appear that the technical externality argument is a valid justifi- 

cation for the current role and policies of the public sector. 

Public Goods.    The existence of public goods or collective con- 

sumption goods is another cause of market failure.    A pure public 

good is defined as one in which the consumption of the good by one 

person does not reduce the quantity available for others to consume 

(Samuelson,   1954).    That is,   the amount of the public good available 

to be consumed by each individual is equal to the total quantity of the 

good produced: 

T 
x      =   x      =   x      =    .   .   .    =   x      =   X 
12 3 n 

where  x.(i = 1,   2,   . . . ,  n) is the quantity of the public good available 

to be consumed by the   ith  individual,   and 

T 
X      is the total amount of the public good produced. 

A market cannot function under these circumstances because no one 

can be excluded (at least,   it is not economically feasible to exclude) 

from consuming the public good once it is provided.    That is,   the pub- 

lic good is automatically and simultaneously available to all consum- 

ers once it is produced.    The non-exclusion principle makes it 
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impossible for a private producer to extract payment from all the 

individuals who  "consume" the product.    Although only a small num- 

ber of goods and services can be classified as pure public goods, 

those that have important public good   aspects   are usually provided 

by the public sector if they are provided at all. 

Since consumers cannot be excluded from consuming the public 

good once it is provided,   the consumer does not have to pay for the 

"consumption" of the good or service.    However,  it would be inappro- 

priate to charge the marginal consumer even if it were technically 

feasible.    By definition,   the marginal cost of an additional consumer 

of the public good is zero; therefore,   efficiency would require a zero 

price for the good once it has been provided. 

National defense is probably the most common example of a 

public good.    Examples in the area of outdoor recreation are more 

difficult to find.    However,  a concept that has been applied to outdoor 

recreation which has important public good aspects is "option demand" 

(Davidson et al. ,   1966 and Krutilla and Knetsch,   1970).    Option de- 

mand  represents a value of the recreational resource to those not 

presently using the facilities but who wish to maintain the option of 

using it in the future.    Therefore,  as long as the recreational re- 

source or facility is provided,   the option demand of all consumers 

who want to maintain the option to use it in the future is fulfilled. 

Provision of the good or resources thus has public good  aspects.. 
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Option demand,   conceptually, may exist for overnight camping 

facilities and other extra-market goods.    Therefore,  measurement 

of the willingness to pay by those who are actively participating in the 

use of the facilities or resources may underestimate the social value 

of the resources.    However,  option value may also exist for market 

goods and,   therefore,  willingness-to-pay measurements would under- 

estimate the social value of those goods and services also.    Thus, 

option demand and the public good aspects associated with it cannot 

be used as a legitimate rationale for government-subsidized recrea- 

tional facilities when market goods which may possess the same 

characteristics are not subsidized (Stoevener and Brown,   1967). 

Option demand may be relevant for unique,  non-replaceable resources, 

such as the Grand Canyon.    However,   it has been argued that the re- 

sources used at the coastal campgrounds are not unique.    Therefore, 

the option demand associated with campsites would be no different 

than the option demand for marketed goods and services and cannot 

be used as a rationale to support current pricing policies at public 

campgrounds. 

Ownership Externalities.    Ownership externalities are the third 

type of externality that causes market failure.    They arise when the 

utility and/or production functions of two or more economic units are 

interdependent.    That is,   the action of one economic unit may have 

beneficial (external economies) or detrimental (external diseconomies) 
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effects on other economic units,  beyond the pecuniary effects re- 

flected through the market.    Since the external effects are not con- 

sidered in the decision-making framework of the unit that generates 

the externality,  a true accounting of the social benefits and costs of 

the action is not achieved.    That is,   there is a divergence between 

private and social benefits and/or costs and the resulting resource 

allocation based on private costs and benefits is not optimal. 

The existence of ownership externalities is not a sufficient con- 

dition for government action if a bargaining or market process can be 

established to eliminate or minimize the externality (Buchanan and 

Stubblebine,   1962).    However,  the transactions costs associated with 

a bargaining solution are often prohibitive,   especially when the num- 

ber of parties involved in the bargaining process is large.    In addition 

there is not a large incentive for groups to form to achieve their com- 

mon interests such as altering the resource allocation to adjust for 

the external effects (Olson,   1965). 

Government action often represents an attempt to "internalize" 

the externality or to reduce the transactions costs associated with re- 

solving the conflict.    Government action may also be a more equitable 

means of reducing or eliminating the external diseconomy because its 

elimination or reduction may have important public good aspects in 

itself.    Thus,   the costs may be more equitably shared by all 
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beneficiaries if they are paid from tax revenue collected from the 

general public. 

One of the most common arguments used to justify the under- 

pricing of government-provided outdoor recreational opportunities is 

alleged to be an example of an ownership externality.    It is the public 

benefit argument or the presence of social external economies in the 

consumption of recreational services.    Briefly,   the argument sug- 

gests that the consumption of outdoor recreational services makes 

the consumers more productive and happier citizens than they would 

be if they had not consumed the services.    Thus,   the social value of 

the recreational experience is greater than the satisfaction received 

by the participants because some of the benefits accrue to society, 

beyond those received by the participant.    If this is the case,  one can 

argue that outdoor recreational facilities are already partially "pay- 

ing their way" and it would be inappropriate to charge the users for 

the full cost of providing the facilities.    Society as a whole should 

bear part of the costs because of the external benefits it receives. 

Two issues regarding the public benefit argument need to be 

examined.    First,   "happiness" and  "increased productivity" are,   to 

a large extent,  private benefits rather than social benefits.    There- 

fore,   they should be reflected in one's willingness to pay for the ser- 

vices.    Also,   individuals are often compensated for increased pro- 

ductivity in their work.    Therefore,   it is confusing to cite happiness 
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and increased productivity as examples of externalities.    Extension 

of the public benefit argument would suggest that any good or service, 

market or non-market,  which increased the happiness and productiv- 

ity of individuals would be worthy of public subsidy if these outcomes 

are considered externalities. 

However,   the confusion expressed above is not a sufficient rea- 

son for disregarding the public benefit argument.    Outdoor recreation 

may curb or lessen the incidence of certain behavioral characteris- 

tics that do have social external effects.    Crime is an example. 

Commissions on the prevention of crime and unrest in the inner cities 

have made reference to the need for more parks and recreational 

facilities.    The inference is made that such facilities would result in 

a decrease in crime.    This is an empirical question upon which the 

author is unaware of any supportive empirical evidence.    However, 

assuming for the moment that it is true,   two other points are relevant 

for this study.    First,  for reasons that will be discussed in detail be- 

low,   resource-based outdoor recreational facilities such as those 

being studied here are not used intensively by inner city residents. 

Therefore,   the public benefit argument would have more credibility 

when applied to parks and open space within the inner city. 

The other point relates to the efficiency aspects of achieving a 

given objective.    If the social objective is a reduction in the crime 

rate,   one should consider alternative methods of achieving the 
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objective.    Other methods may result in a larger level of net social 

benefits.    If the public benefit argument has any validity,   it is im- 

perative that the argument be substantiated through empirical analy- 

sis.     Only then will it be possible to compare outdoor recreational 

services with alternative methods from the standpoint of economic 

efficiency.    Gardner (1967) suggests that the current lack of empiri- 

cal evidence to support the argument indicates that it has little rele- 

vance.    Thus,  most economists do not accept the public benefit argu- 

ment as a legitimate rationale for underpricing resource-based 

recreational facilities. 

There is another argument used to justify government control 

of recreational resources that is partially based on ownership exter- 

nalities.    It is argued that resources with high recreational potential 

should be under public control to insure their preservation or to pre- 

vent their depletion at a  "too rapid" rate.    This argument is also an 

example of the difference between the social and private optimal 

states of conservation (Ciriacy-Wantrup,   1968). 

The divergence between the private and social optimal rates of 

resource use is usually caused by one of three factors.    First,   indi- 

viduals and society have different planning horizons;  society con- 

siders the benefits which accrue well into the future while an indi- 

vidual may not,   since he will not live to receive payment for the 

benefits.    The nature of the benefits and costs may also contribute 
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to the divergence.    The benefits and/or costs may be extra-market 

in nature or they may be external to the individual but internal to 

society.    Thus,   the benefits and costs considered in the decision 

process may be different. 

The discount rate used to determine the present value of the 

future net benefits can also influence the optimal resource-use rate. 

In general,   individuals use a larger discount rate than that used by 

society because the individual faces a higher level of risk and uncer- 

tainty.    Since higher discount rates are depletive,   other things being 

equal,   the private optimum rate of resource use will be more deple- 

tive than the socially optimum rate. 

Each of the above factors can be used to justify public control of 

recreational or any other resources.    However,  the arguments are 

most applicable when the resources are unique and irreplaceable, 

such as the resources included in the National Parks System.    Public 

control of those types of resources is probably justified from a social 

perspective.    However,   the resources in the campgrounds on the 

Oregon coast are not unique and probably do not warrant special con- 

sideration for preservation. 

The conditions summarized above represent the most common 

efficiency arguments used to justify government provision of goods 

and services and the underpricing of the products.    It can be con- 

cluded that the arguments do not apply to overnight camping facilities. 
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That is,   they do not provide a strong rationale for current pricing 

policies.    Other arguments,  based on equity considerations,  will now 

be examined. 

Equity Arguments 

Consideration of Low-Income Users.    An argument frequently 

used to oppose higher user fees at public facilities is that the higher 

fees would discriminate against people with low incomes by making 

the use of the outdoor recreational facilities too expensive for them. 

However, most resource-oriented recreational facilities,   such as 

campgrounds,  are not located near cities and towns where low- 

income families reside.    In addition,  the equipment needed to effec- 

tively utilise the facilities is relatively expensive.    Therefore,   the 

poor may already be  "priced out of the market" if they can not afford 

the cost of traveling to the recreational facilities or the cost of ac- 

quiring the equipment needed to utilize the facilities when they arrive 

at the site. 

Gibbs (1974) suggests that current pricing policies used at 

public facilities may actually work against income redistribution 

objectives.    Part of the taxes paid by the poor may be used to con- 

struct,   operate,  and maintain facilities which they rarely use.    Thus, 

the poor may be subsidizing the recreational activities of middle and 

upper income families.    The author is unaware of any empirical 
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evidence to support or reject this hypothesis.    While it is known that 

low-income persons do not use resource-oriented outdoor recrea- 

tional facilities extensively,  one must demonstrate that the percent- 

age of costs paid by the poor through taxes,  etc. ,   is greater than the 

percentage of use attributable to low-income users before the hypo- 

thesis can be accepted.    However,   one can not dismiss the possibility 

that the poor are paying a larger part of the costs than is justified by 

their use. 

If the low user fee policy is designed to assist the poor,   it 

should be made explicit whether the objective of the policy is to re- 

distribute income or to alter the pattern of consumption of the poor 

by making recreation relatively less expensive.    If the former is the 

objective,  other policies may accomplish the objective more efficient- 

ly.    That is, policies can be designed so that a larger percentage of 

the benefits will accrue to the designated population.    On the other 

hand,   if the objective is to insure that the poor have the opportunity 

to use recreational facilities,   the program should be expanded to in- 

clude low-cost transportation to the facilities and inexpensive equip- 

ment rental.    Another alternative would be to provide the recreational 

facilities in or near low-income neighborhoods.    The current policy 

is not well-designed to accomplish either of the objectives. 

Merit Wants.    The most common argument used to justify sub- 

sidized provision of outdoor recreational opportunities is also the 
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most difficult to analyze.    It is Musgrave's (1958) concept of merit 

wants,  which he defines in the following excerpt: 

A different kind of [government]  intervention occurs where 
public policy aims at an allocation of resources which devi- 
ates from that reflected by consumer sovereignty.    In 
other words,  wants are satisfied that could be satisfied 
through the market but are not,   since consumers choose 
to spend their money on other things .   .   .   the reason for 
budgetary action  [by the government]  is to correct in- 
dividual choice (Musgrave,   1958,  p.   9). 

Musgrave goes on to say that merit wants 

are satisfied by the market within limits of effective de- 
mand.    They become public wants if considered so meri- 
torious that their satisfaction is provided through the 
public budget,  over and above what is provided through 
the market and paid for by private buyers (Musgrave, 
1958,  p.   13). 

The merit wants argument has been used extensively to justify 

9 
public subsidized outdoor recreational opportunities.      It is,  there- 

fore,   unfortunate that the concept is so confusing.    Even Musgrave, 

in subsequent writings,   is much less explicit in his definition of merit 

wants (Musgrave and Musgrave,   1973). 

The source of confusion seems to lie in the two excerpts quoted 

above.    Musgrave refers to two separate sets of criteria which can be 

used to justify government intervention.    In the first quote,  Musgrave 

implies that some goods and services possess an intrinsic value 

which makes them meritorious from a social viewpoint.    Consumers, 

9 
For example,   see Krutilla,   1969,   and Robinson,   1967, 
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acting individually in the market,  may not purchase any of the good or 

less than the socially optimal quantity of the good because they do not 

value the good as highly as it is valued from a social viewpoint.    This 

view of merit wants is used by Milliman: 

...  a merit good [is] a private good that has some public 
good characteristics.    That is,  part of the benefit is "seen" 
by the individual consumer and part of the benefit is "seen" 
by persons external to the individual or by the general pub- 
lic.   ...   In some cases the external or collective benefits 
are satisfied by the first amounts consumed so at the mar- 
gin the benefits received may be largely individual in nature 
(Milliman,   1969,  p.   310-11). 

This illustrates that one interpretation of merit wants is an example 

of the public good and/or ownership externality problem discussed 

above. 

In the second Musgrave quote,  a distinction is made between the 

effective demand and the non-effective demand for certain goods and 

services that are considered desirable.    He infers that since some 

goods and services are meritorious,   the consumption of them should 

not be dependent on ability to pay.    As Okun states it,   "You should not 

turn society into a big vending machine where everything comes out 

for a certain amount of money" (The Brookings Bulletin,   1975,  p.  11). 

Everyone should be allowed to consume them,   regardless of their in- 

come or ability to pay for the services.    This interpretation of merit 

wants is used by Krutilla and Knetsch: 

The consumption of some goods and services is conceived 
to be of such significance to the well-being of members of 
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society that their consumption,  within limits,  by any in- 
dividual should not be dependent on his income.    Put an- 
other way,   the budget constraint imposed on the consump- 
tion of goods and services,   in general,   is relaxed,   in the 
case of satisfying merit wants,  by providing them,   at 
least in part,  at public expense (Krutilla and Knetsch, 
1970,  p. 170). 

In this form,  the merit wants concept is the same as the earlier 

argument which attempted to justify a low price for outdoor recrea- 

tional services because a higher price would prevent low-income per- 

sons from using the facilities. 

The important issue,   for the purposes of this study,   is that 

neither interpretation of merit wants provides a good rationale for 

publicly-subsidized resource-oriented overnight camping facilities. 

As noted earlier,   the Milliman interpretation that the social benefits 

are greater than the benefits which accrue to individuals is an empiri- 

cal question for which supporting evidence has not been presented. 

The other interpretation is also a questionable rationale for 

zero or near-zero prices for use of resource-oriented facilities. 

A low entrance fee,  in itself,  may not insure that low-income families 

can afford to use the facilities.    The other costs which must be paid 

to enjoy the facilities,   such as travel costs and equipment purchases 

or rentals,   are not inconsequential.    Therefore,  participation in 

Krutilla and Knetsch (1970) make a distinction between urban 
and resource-oriented recreational facilities.    Low or zero user 
fees may be justified for the former but not the latter. 
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resource-oriented outdoor recreational activities is already re- 

stricted primarily to those income classes that can afford to pay a 

higher fee for use of the facilities.    The issue of budget constraints 

that adversely affect access to merit wants is not very meaningful for 

the majority of people who participate in this kind of recreational 

activity. 

The preceding discussion indicates that the arguments used to 

justify government provision of outdoor recreational facilities at sub- 

sidized fees do not have much meaning when applied to non-unique 

overnight camping facilities.    Campsites are essentially a private 

good that can be provided by the private sector through the market. 

The conditions which cause market failure do not exist for camping 

facilities.    Arguments based on equity considerations are also un- 

convincing because the actual user fee paid at the facility is only a 

small part of the total costs incurred to camp at resource-oriented 

public facilities. 

Other Considerations 

While the arguments presented above do not justify government- 

provision of overnight camping facilities,   the land ownership pattern 

in the west probably does justify it.    About fifty percent of the land in 

Oregon is in public ownership.    The land is available for public use, 

including recreation.    Recreational use of the land would occur even 
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if facilities were not provided.    Provision of recreational facilities, 

such as campgrounds,   tends to concentrate use into smaller areas, 

which makes it easier to control and manage the activities.     Well- 

planned and well-managed facilities also may decrease environmental 

damage even though the use is more highly concentrated. 

Historically,  the public sector became involved with outdoor 

recreation as a result of policies designed to achieve other objec- 

tives.    Foremost among these policies was the establishment of the 

National Parks System in 1872 and the federal forest reserves,  now 

known as national forests,   in 1891 (Clawson,   1963).    Preservation, 

and not recreation, was the major objective of public control of the 

resources.    National parks were established to preserve the natural, 

scenic and historic areas for present and future use while the national 

forests were established to preserve valuable forest lands and water- 

sheds (Clawson,  Held and Stoddard,   I960).    Recreational use was in- 

significant prior to World War II (Clawson and Knetsch,   1966).    The 

forests are now managed under the multiple-use concept and recrea- 

tion is explicitly recognized as one of the uses of the forests. 

Natural resource development projects,  notably water re- 

sources,   also have had an effect on the current role the Federal 

government has in outdoor recreation.    Many water resource develop- 

ment projects were undertaken by various agencies to supply electric- 

ity,   flood control,  navigation,   and irrigation water.    These facilities 



44 

also have high recreational potential and have attracted millions of 

recreationists.    Facilities have been constructed to accommodate 

them.    Again,  however,   the primary purpose behind the development 

projects was not recreation.    In the earlier projects,   the recreational 

potential of the projects was not recognized or accounted for in pro- 

ject evaluations.    Now,   recreational benefits stemming from  such 

projects often provide the margin of benefits which make a project 

economically feasible in terms of benefit-cost calculations. 

It seems clear,   given the large amount of land and water that is 

controlled by the Federal government and the high recreational po- 

tential of a large part of the land,   that the public sector will continue 

to play a major role in providing outdoor recreational facilities.    That 

is,  campgrounds and other facilities are necessary to provide access 

to land and water resources held in public trust. 

While public provision of campgrounds may be justified,   it does 

not follow directly that their provision should be subsidized.    There 

does not appear to be any strong economic reasons for providing the 

services at zero or near-zero prices.    Campsites,  probably more 

than any other type of recreational facility,  are private goods that 

possess very few collective good characteristics.    And those that use 

the facilities can generally afford to pay a higher price for the ser- 

vices than they are presently paying.    Therefore,   it is not surprising 

that the National Water Commission recommended that the costs of 
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operating,  maintaining,   and replacing water-related recreational 

projects should be paid by entrance fees and user fees so that the 

beneficiaries of the project would pay a larger share of the costs 

associated with the projects (National Water Commission,   1973,  p. 

497).    The Commission based its recommendation on increased effi- 

ciency and equity criteria.    Thus,   it considered the benefit principle 

to be the best criterion for defining equity.    Its recommendations are 

consistent with the discussion in this chapter.    The traditional effi- 

ciency and equity arguments for not relying on the market to allocate 

resources do not apply to overnight camping facilities and similar 

outdoor recreational facilities. 
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III.    ECONOMIC   COSTS  OF   PROVIDING  U.  S.   FOREST 
SERVICE   CAMPGROUNDS 

Before discussing the U.   S.   Forest Service campgrounds,   a 

general comment about how public and private campgrounds were 

selected for inclusion in this study may be useful.    The campgrounds 

had to meet one of two criteria:    they had to be readily accessible to 

travelers using U.   S.   Highway 101 or the campground had to provide 

coastal-type camping experience.    Those campgrounds east of High- 

way 101 had to be within ten miles of the highway to be considered 

accessible to travelers using that route.    These criteria were used to 

identify those campgrounds which serve tourist campers as well as 

campers seeking the coastal environment. 

Description of U.   S.   Forest Service Facilities 

The U.   S.   Forest Service operates fifteen campgrounds that 

meet the above criteria,   and it is the only Federal agency which pro- 

vides camping facilities on the Oregon coast.    All of the fifteen coastal 

campgrounds are located in the Siuslaw National Forest,  which lies 

along the central Oregon coast.    The National Forest is divided into 

two areas:    the northern area,  which is administered by the Hebo 

Ranger District,   extends from Cape Lookout to Gleneden Beach.     The 

southern section is larger and contains the Waldport,   Alsea,  and 

Mapleton Ranger Districts and the Oregon Dunes National Recreation 
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Area (ODNRA).    This section extends approximately from Waldport to 

North Bend and contains fourteen of the fifteen coastal campgrounds. 

The location of the campgrounds are shown in Figure 2. 

The Forest Service uses five classifications to describe the 

level of development of its campgrounds.    The classification system 

begins with class one or "primitive" campgrounds and ends with class 

five or "modern" campgrounds.    Primitive campgrounds contain a 

minimum of site modification while class five campgrounds may in- 

clude facilities such as showers,  bath houses,   laundry facilities,   and 

electrical hookups.    Modern campgrounds are only provided in special 

situations,   such as near large cities when other facilities are not 

available. 

The Forest Service campgrounds along the Oregon coast are 

quite highly developed by Forest Service standards.     The scale of 

development of thirteen of the campgrounds is class four or "secon- 

dary modern, " while the other two are class three or "intermediate. " 

Site modification is moderate in class three campgrounds while it is 

heavy in secondary modern facilities.    Since very few of the modern 

or class five facilities are provided,   the fifteen coastal campgrounds 

represent about as high a level of development as is provided by the 

Forest Service.    However,   it should be noted that the level of develop- 

ment of the Forest Service campgrounds is not as great as that of the 

facilities provided by the state of Oregon. 
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US Highway 101 

1. Sand Beach 
2. Tillicum Beach 
3. Rock Creek 
4. Alder Lake 
5. Dune Lake 
6. Sutton Lake 
7. Sutton Creek 
8. Tyee 
9. Siltcoos 

10. West Carter Lake 
11. Carter Lake 
12. Tahkenitch Lake 
13. Eel Creek 
14. South Eel Creek 
15. Bluebill Lake 

Figure 2.    The location of the fifteen U.   S.   Forest Service camp- 
grounds on the Oregon coast. 
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The Forest Service campgrounds are not large; Siltcoos,  with 

110 campsites is the largest.    The only other campground with more 

than 100 campsites is Sand Beach with 101  sites.    The average for thq 

fifteen campgrounds is 41. 5 campsites per campground.    The Siltcoos 

campground is actually a complex of four separate campgrounds.    The 

two larger campgrounds contain 94 of the campsites and the more 

modern conveniences of paved roads and flush toilet facilities.    How- 

ever,   since cost and use data are not maintained for the four camp- 

grounds on a separate basis,   the Siltcoos complex will be treated as 

one campground in this study. 

The length of the camping season varies considerably among the 

fifteen campgrounds.    Five of them, are open the entire year on a 

limited basis while others are open only for three months during the 

summer.    The length of the camping season,   along with other char- 

acteristics of the fifteen campgrounds are shown in Table 1.    The 

camping season shown in the last column is approximate,   as it may 

vary according to camper use and weather. 

The number of acres in each campground is also listed in Table 

1.    The reported acreage only reflects the area in the campgrounds. 

It does not include additional acreage for other facilities that may be 

provided.    Several of the campgrounds have boat launching facilities, 

beach access and access to sand dunes near the campgrounds.     Sur- 

rounding Forest Service land provides a wide variety of recreational 



Table  1.    Number of campsites,   level of development,   and type of facilities in the fifte en Forest 
Service campg rounds along the Oregon coast. 

0 

Campground 
Number of 

Camp- 
sites 

Level of 
Develop- 

ment 

Toilet 
Facilities 

Roads Acres 
Length of 

Season 

1. 
3 

Sand Beach 101 4 v,c P 20 All year 
2. Tillicum Beach 57 4 F P 12 All year 
3. Rock Creek 16 4 F P 3 5/30 -  10/15 
4. Alder Lake 22 4 F S 6 5/20 - 9/15 
5. Dune Lake 17 4 F S 6 5/20 - 9/15 
6. Sutton Lake 30 4 F P 12 5/15 -  10/15 
7. Sutton Creek 63 4 F P 8 5/15 -  10/15 
8. Tyee 13 3 P S 5 All year 
9. Siltcoos 110 4 P,F P,S 18 All year 

10. West Carter Lake 22 4 F P 6 6/15 - 9/15 
11. Carter Lake 11 3 P S 2 6/15 - 9/15 
12. Tahkenitch Lake 44 4 F P 6 4/15 - 9/15 
13. Eel Creek 85 4 F P 22 All year 
14. South Eel Creek 13 4 F P 2 6/15 - 9/15 
15. Bluebill Lake 

Total 
Average 

19 
623 

41.5 

4 F P 3 6/1     -  11/1 

Letters used to describe toilet facilities are 
flush toilets. 

2 

T - vault toilet,   C = chemical toilets,   F 

The letters used to describe roads are:   P = paved,   S = surfaced. 
Sand Beach Campground was constructed in 1973 and flush toilet facilities remain to be con- 

structed.    Temporary chemical toilets are being provided until the modern facilities are completed. 
o 
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opportunities for the campers. 

Almost all of the Forest Service campgrounds are designed to 

accommodate both tent campers and vehicle campers.    Parking spurs 

are large enough to facilitate the use of travel trailers and tent pads 

are provided at most of the sites.    Hookups for   sewage,  water,  and 

electricity are not provided in any of the Forest Service campgrounds. 

Some of the campgrounds have waste water disposal units at the camp- 

site.    Flush toilet facilities are provided at most of the campgrounds, 

but hot water is not provided at any of them. 

Attendance at Forest Service Campgrounds 

Attendance or use of campgrounds and other Forest Service 

facilities is measured in visitor days. The estimated number of 

visitor days for calendar year 1974 and the percent of capacity utilized 

during the summer of 1974 are listed in Table 2 for the fifteen Forest 

Service campgrounds along the coast.    Discussions with Forest Ser- 

vice personnel in the various ranger districts indicate that the use of 

most of the parks average 30 - 50% of capacity during summer week- 

days and about 80 - 90% of capacity on summer weekends.    Most of the 

A visitor day is defined as one person staying in the camp- 
ground for at least twelve hours during a given day.    If less than 
twelve hours are spent at the site,   the visit is only a fraction of a 
visitor day. 
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Table 2.    Visitor days and the percent of capacity utilized for the 
fifteen U.  S.   Forest Service campgrounds during C Y 1974. 

Percent of 

Campground 
Ranger 
District 

Visitor 
Days 

Capacity 
Utilized 

During the 
Summer 

1. Sand Beach Hebo 33,700 60% 

2. Tillicum Beach Waldport 34,200 100 

3. Rock Creek Waldport 7,000 100 

4. Alder Lake Mapleton 2,600 60 

5. Dune Lake Mapleton 1,900 60 

6. Sutton Lake Mapleton 3,200 50 

7. Sutton Creek Mapleton 5,900 50 

8. Tyee ODNRA 4, 600 100 

9. Siltcoos ODNRA 14, 100 40 

10. West Carter Lake ODNRA 1,000 70 

11. Carter Lake ODNRA 1,500 20 

12. Tahkenitch Lake ODNRA 7,300 40 

13. Eel Creek ODNRA 3,700 40 

14. South Eel Creek ODNRA 1,200 40 

15. Bluebill Lake ODNRA 6,700 60 

Estimates made by Siuslaw National Forest personnel.    The 
estimates of percent of capacity utilized are for June,   July,  and 
August of 1974. 
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campgrounds are used to capacity on holiday weekends during the 

summer. 

Attendance figures for 1974 are higher than they were in 1973. 

However,   they are still below the level of use that occurred in earlier 

years.    In past years,  patrolling of the campgrounds was required on 

weekends to prevent overcrowding.    This problem has only occurred 

on holiday weekends during the summers of 1973 and  1974. 

The attendance figures collected from the Forest Service are 

only estimates of the level of use.    Actual counts are not made; vari- 

ous techniques are used to estimate use,   including actual counts on 

randomly selected days,   traffic counters and formulas utilizing at- 

tendance figures from previous years.    Therefore,   the data may not 

be highly accurate, but it provides an indication.of the level of use of 

the facilities. 

The authority for the Forest Service to levy user fees in camp- 

grounds is legislated by Congress.    During 1973,   Congress passed a 

law that prohibited the collection of user fees at all facilities except 

12 
the class five or "modern" facilities. Therefore,   the Forest Ser- 

vice had to discontinue the collection of user fees at all of the fifteen 

campgrounds on the Oregon coast.    The new legislation,  which 

amended the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act,  was enacted in 

12 
For a discussion of the amendment,   see National Waterways 

Conference Newsletter,   1973. 
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protest to the announcement of a new fee schedule to be used at Fed- 

eral facilities. 

During the summer of 1974,   Congress again amended the Act to 

allow Federal agencies to charge fees for use of Federally-provided 

recreational facilities.    As a result,   the Siuslaw National Forest re- 

sumed charging user fees at coastal campgrounds.    Sand Beach is the 

only campground that can be used without paying a user fee.    User 

fees will also be charged at Sand Beach when the construction of 

modern sanitary facilities is completed.    The user fee charged in 

each of the fourteen other coastal campgrounds is two dollars per day 

per camping party.    Unfortunately,  no data are available to indicate 

the total amount of money collected from user fees at the Forest Ser- 

vice coastal campgrounds. 

The Cost of Providing the Campgrounds 

Three types of economic costs were calculated for each of the 

fifteen U.   S.   Forest Service campgrounds.    They are the current re- 

placement cost of the campgrounds,   capital costs,  which include de- 

preciation and the opportunity cost of capital,  and operation and main- 

tenance costs.    The replacement costs of the campgrounds were esti- 

mated to determine depreciation charges and opportunity costs.    Each 

of the costs and the manner in which they were estimated will be dis- 

cussed below. 
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Current Replacement Costs 

Inventory Method,     Since the campgrounds operated by the 

Forest Service were constructed and expanded over a period of years, 

the actual amount of capital used to construct the facilities is not use- 

ful for estimating the current cost of providing the facilities.    There- 

fore,   the cost of replacing the campgrounds in 1974 was estimated. 

These costs do not reflect the current market value of the facilities 

because they do not include deductions for depreciation and obsole- 

scence.    However,  they do make it possible to estimate depreciation 

and opportunity costs in current dollars. 

The first step in estimating the replacement cost of the fifteen 

Forest Service campgrounds was to inventory all items and  structures 

in each of the campgrounds.    An initial inventory was obtained from 

the RIM Facility Condition Record for 1974,  which is maintained by 

National Forest staff.    Each campground was then visually inspected 

to verify or correct the inventory.    Forest Service personnel were 

consulted to eliminate those items in the campgrounds which are 

designed for day use rather than use by campers. 

After a complete inventory of the items contained in each camp- 

ground had been compiled,   the cost of each of the items or components 

was estimated.    Several procedures were used to estimate the costs. 

However,   the most common procedure used was to estimate costs on 

the basis of the costs of constructing identical facilities at new or 
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expanded Forest Service campgrounds built in Oregon during the last 

three years.    The average cost of the various items was calculated 

13 
from the actual bidded contract costs of five campgrounds in Oregon, 

after the contract costs had been inflated by a construction price index 

14 
to reflect June,   1974,  prices. The cost of a few other items were 

estimated by Forest Service personnel,   including engineers and re- 

source management personnel. 

While the estimated costs represent the best estimates that 

could be obtained and were shown to Forest Service personnel to 

check the accuracy,   some of the estimates may not be precise and 

care should be exercised in applying them.    For example,   contractors 

often bid high on items that can be completed early in the construction 

phase and offset this with low bids on items that are constructed late 

in the construction phase.    This is done so that the contractor can re- 

ceive a high proportion of the total contract bid early in the construc- 

tion phase.    Therefore,   there may be some error in the estimates, 

13 
The five campgrounds used to obtain the averages are Sand 

Beach Campground,   Cold Water Cove,   Diamond Lake Recreation 
Area,   Jackson Recreation Area,   and Farewell Bend.    Personnel in 
the Region Six Headquarters of the Forest Service indicated that these 
were  "standard" campgrounds and the costs should be indicative of 
other campgrounds. 

14 
The Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index was 

used to adjust the costs to the level of June,   1974.    The index is 
listed in the Survey of Current Business. 
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but they should balance out when the cost of all facilities are summed 

to obtain the replacement cost of the campgrounds.    The estimated 

costs for the various items in the campgrounds are shown in Table 3. 

The estimated expected life of the items in the campgrounds are also 

listed in the table.    These were also estimated with the help of Forest 

Service personnel. 

The total replacement cost of each of the fifteen Forest Service 

campgrounds was determined by summing the products of the quantity 

of the various items in the campgrounds and the per-unit cost of the 

items.    An inventory of the items in each of the fifteen campgrounds, 

and the calculation of estimated total replacement cost for the camp- 

grounds are shown in Table 1 of Appendix 1.    The appendix table is 

summarized in Table 4,  where the estimated replacement cost and 

replacement cost per campsite are reported for the fifteen camp- 

grounds . 

In total dollars,  Siltcoos campground has the highest replace- 

ment cost,  followed by Eel Creek with replacement costs of $386, 348 

and $289,052,   respectively.    On the other hand,   the lowest estimated 

replacement cost is $18,661 for Carter Lake.    The total replacement 

cost for all fifteen campgrounds is estimated to be $2, 12 1, 671,   or an 

average of $141,445 per campground.    In terms of replacement cost 

per campsite,   West Carter Lake has the highest cost of over $7, 600 

per campsite while the per campsite replacement cost for Carter Lake 
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Table 3.    Estimated cost and expected life of items contained in the 
Forest Service campgrounds. 

Item 

Paved Road 
Surfaced Road 
Single Car Spur (paved) 
Single Car Spur (surfaced) 
Double Car Spur (paved) 
Double Car Spur (surfaced) 
Car and Trailer Spur (paved) 
Car and Trailer Spur (surfaced) 
Parking Lot (paved) 
Parking Lot (surfaced) 
Trails (surfaced) 
Trails (unsurfaced) 
Trails (paved) 
Heavy Wood Tables 
Concrete Tables 
Fireplace 
Camp stoves 
Fire Rings 
Benches 
Traffic Control (concrete posts) 
Spur Posts 
Concrete Barrier Logs 
Garbage Container Base 
Garbage Container 
Bulletin Boards 
Water Line Costs 
Rip-Rap 
Waste Water Sumps 

a. Large 
b. Small 
c. Self-Contained 

Power Pump w/Controls (water) 
Hand Pumps (water) 
Wells (drilled and cased) 
Closed Water Tanks 
Water Chlorinator 
Comfort Station (06) 
Comfort  Station (08) 

Unit of 
Measure 

Estimated 
Cost 

Expected 
Life 

(years) 

Mile $52,610 20 
Mile 44,192 10 
Each 374-498 20 
Each 314-418 10 
Each 540-664 20 
Each 454-558 10 
Each 374-498 20 
Each 314-418 10 
1000 sq ft. 830 20 
1000 sq. ft. 700 10 
1000 lin ft 21995 10 
1000 lin ft 1,969 10 
1000 lin ft -3,594 20 
Each 180 10 
Each 315 10 
Each 57 5 
Each 86 5 
Each 84 10 
Each 395 20 
1000 lin ft 4,976 20 
Each 14 5 
Each 33 20 
Each 21 20 
Each 11 5 
Each 5,310 1 
1000 lin ft .    135 20 
1000 lin ft 14,000 20 

Each 927 8 
Each 235 8 
Each 373 8 
Each 2,500 10 
Each 1, 160 10 
Foot 15 20 
1000 gal 800 20 
Each 550 20 
Each 10,572 20 
Each 14,503 20 
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Item 
Unit of 

Measure 
Estimated 

Cost 

Expected 
Life 

(years) 

Each $15,808 20 
Each 4,344 20 

Each 4,803 20 
Each 1,500 20 
Each 800 10 
Each 145 10 
Each 47 10 
1   sq ft 10 10 
Mile 1,200 10 
Each 60 10 
Each 300-500 3 
Each 250 2 
Acre 525 10 
1000 sq ft 35.59 10 
Each 60 5 
Each 31,050 20 
PAOT1 25 10 

Comfort Station (10) 
Septic Tank and Drainfield (06) 
Septic Tank and Drainfield 

(08 and 10) 
Vault Toilet Building 
Pit Toilet Building 
Flush Toilet Seats 
Pit and Vault Toilet Seats 
Utility Building (Pumphouse) 
Fence 
Tent Pad 
Road Gates 
Signs 
Grass 
Beachgrass 
Pedistal Grill 
Sewage Treatment Facility 
Amphitheate r 

PAOT is a measure of capacity of the Amphitheater.    It 
stands for  "persons at one time. " 

is only $1, 696.    The estimated average replacement cost per camp- 

site for the fifteen campgrounds is $3,406. 

The wide range in replacement cost per campsite can be ex- 

plained by the quantity and type of facilities provided.    For example, 

West Carter Lake,  which has the highest replacement cost per camp- 

site,   has an unusually large amount of traffic control barriers.    It 

also contains two large comfort stations.    Most campgrounds of 
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Table 4.    The estimated total replacement cost and replacement cost 
per campsite for the fifteen U.   S.   Forest Service camp- 
grounds. 

E stimated Estimated 

Campground Number of 
Campsites Re 

Total 
placement 
Cost 

Replacement 
Cost Per 
Campsite 

1. Sand Beach 101 $ 260,737 $2,582 

2. Tillicum Beach 57 207,972 3,649 

3. Rock Creek 16 76,603 4,788 

4. Alder Lake 22 83,093 3,777 

5. Dune Lake 17 71, 184 4, 184 

6. Sutton Lake 30 99,139 3,305 

7. Sutton Creek 63 189,081 3,001 

8. Tyee 13 28,467 2, 190 

9. Siltcoos no 386,348 3,512 

10. West Carter Lake 22 168,912 7, 678 

11. Carter Lake 11 18,661 1,696 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 44 105, 190 2,391 

13. Eel Creek 85 289,052 3,401 

14. South Eel Creek 13 55,399 4,261 

15. Bluebill Lake 19 81,843 4,307 

Total 623 $2 ,121,671 

Average for all 
campgrounds 41.53 $ 141,445 $3,406 
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comparable size contain only one comfort station.    However,   the West 

Carter Lake campground is longer and the facilities are spread over 

a larger area which necessitated the construction of two comfort sta- 

tions.     Since the comfort stations and traffic control barriers are two 

of the more expensive items in the construction of campgrounds,   the 

replacement cost per campsite is higher than for other campgrounds. 

Unfortunately,   the manner in which replacement costs were 

estimated does not allow one to determine if there are economies of 

size in the construction of the campgrounds.    The fifteen campgrounds 

are also non-homogeneous in terms of the type of facilities provided 

which makes it difficult to compare costs among campgrounds of 

various sizes.    There is some indication,  however,   that economies 

of size may exist over certain ranges.    For example,   a comfort sta- 

tion can serve one or twenty campsites.    If campgrounds are designed 

so that certain facilities,   such as comfort stations,   serve the maxi- 

mum number of campsites,  within health and convenience standards, 

the cost of the comfort station would be spread over more campsites 

and the cost per campsite for the campground would be lower,   other 

things being equal.    This suggests that there may be a series of 

"optimal" campground sizes which minimize the cost per campsite 

because of the  "lumpiness" of the facilities in the campground. 
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Capital Expenditure Method.    It was mentioned earlier in this 

chapter that the capital improvements in the Forest Service camp- 

grounds have occurred over many years.    The Siuslaw National 

Forest has maintained a record of capital expenditures in the camp- 

grounds since  1959.    Transfers from other accounts were made in 

1959 to reflect the level of capital expenditures made prior to 1959. 

Theoretically,   the level of capital expenditures made over the years, 

adjusted to 1974 dollars,   should provide another estimate of the re- 

placement cost of the campgrounds. 

However,   as can be seen in Table 5,   the adjusted capital ex- 

penditure record usually is not of the same magnitude as the replace- 

ment cost estimated by the inventory approach.    The inventory method 

yields a higher estimate of replacement costs at all of the camp- 

grounds except Sutton Lake,  where the adjusted capital expenditure 

method results in an estimate which is more than twice as large as 

the estimate derived from the inventory costs.    Total capital expendi- 

tures for all fifteen campgrounds,   as estimated by the capital expen- 

ditures method,   is only about 80 percent of the estimate obtained by 

the inventory method. 

For the purposes of this study,   the estimates obtained by the 

inventory method will be used.    There are several problems which 

could not be resolved in the capital expenditures method that cast 

doubt on the accuracy of the data.    For example,   the actual contract 
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Table 5.    A comparison of the replacement cost of the fifteen Forest 
Service campgrounds estimated by the inventory method and 
the adjusted capital expenditure method. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Campground 

Inventory 
Method 

Replacement 
Cost 

Capital 
Expenditure 

Method 
Replacement 

Cost 

Column (3) 
as a 

Percent of 
Column (2) 

1. Sand Beach $     261,036 $ 179,787 68.71% 

2. Tillicum Beach 222,381 127,650 57.40 

3. Rock Creek 75,603 56,583 74.84 

4. Alder Lake 78,749 53,312 67.70 

5. Dune Lake 75,559 66,228 87. 65 

6. Sutton Lake 99, 139 205,777 207.56 

7. Sutton Creek 189,081 151,075 79.90 

8. Tyee 28,3 62 13,905 49. 03 

9. Siltcoos 386,348 330,761 85.61 

10. West Carter Lake 167,262 82,532 49.34 

11. Carter Lake 18,661 8,796 47. 14 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 105,190 65,588 62.35 

13. Eel Creek 289,052 283, 1361 82.20 

14. South Eel Creek 55,399 

15. Bluebill Lake 83,943   78, 664 93. 71 

Total $2, 135,765 $] [,703,794 79.75% 

Eel Creek and South Eel Creek capital expenditures are aggre- 
gated in the capital expenditure register. 
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cost for Sand Beach campground in 1973 was just over $271,000. 

However,   the entry in the capital expenditures register was only 

about $161, 500 for fiscal years 1973 and 1974 when the campground 

was constructed.    Apparently,  according to Forest Service personnel, 

part of the construction costs were allocated to a different account. 

Another problem is that the actual date of pre-1959 expenditures 

could not be determined.    Thus,   it was not possible to determine the 

appropriate cost inflator to convert the costs to 1974 dollars.    The 

cost inflator for 1958 was used for all pre-1959 expenditures; this 

would result in the underestimation of current value of expenditures 

made prior to 1958.    Because of these problems the estimates ob- 

tained through the inventory method will be used in the remainder of 

the chapter. 

Annual Capital Costs 

Depreciation Versus Amortization.     The capital items in a 

campground have a useful economic life of several years,  after which 

they have little value for further use or for sale.    Thus,   the differ- 

ence between the original cost and the salvage value of the asset 

should be distributed over the useful life of the asset.    This can be 

done in several ways.    One method is to depreciate the asset over its 

expected life by calculating an annual depreciation charge.    The size 

of the annual depreciation charge would depend on the method of 
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depreciation used.    The straight-line method would result in equal 

annual payments while the declining-balance and  sum-of-years-digit 

method would require larger payments in the early years of life of the 

assets and smaller payments in later years. 

The size of the annual depreciation payments could be reduced 

if a sinking fund was established and the accumulated interest was 

used to regain the depreciable value of the asset.    However,  one also 

must consider the opportunity cost of the capital used to construct the 

asset.     If a sinking fund were used,   one would have to figure the annual 

opportunity cost on the full depreciable value of the asset.    On the 

other hand,   if one of the standard depreciation methods were used, 

the amount of capital on which to compute the opportunity cost would 

decline as the depreciation charges were made.    Therefore,  the  sink- 

ing fund method may not result in a lower annual charge when the 

opportunity cost of capital is considered along with depreciation pay- 

ments.     The method that would yield the smallest total annual payment 

would depend on the expected life of the asset and the interest rate 

used to calculate the opportunity cost. 

A third method,  and the one used by Federal construction agen- 

cies,   is to amortize the original construction costs by determining 

the annual payment required to repay the construction costs.    Prin- 

cipal and interest are paid in equal installments until the original cost 

of the project,  plus interest on the capital,  has been paid at the end of 
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the asset's economic life.    The opportunity cost of capital is taken 

into account in the amortization process and does not have to be cal- 

culated separately if the interest rate used accurately reflects the 

opportunity cost of the capital. 

If the Forest Service should adopt a policy to recover construc- 

tion costs through user charges,   they would probably adopt the pro- 

cedures used by other Federal agencies to repay initial construction 

costs.     Therefore,  the amortization method will be used to estimate 

annual capital costs. 

The amortization method requires three pieces of information 

to determine the annual capital charge:   the original cost of the asset, 

the expected life of the asset and the rate of interest to be charged on 

the unpaid principal.    The replacement cost of the fifteen campgrounds 

reported in Table 4 represent the estimate of the original costs of the 

campgrounds in 1974 dollars.    The expected life of the items was also 

presented earlier.    However,   an interest rate must be determined 

before estimating the capital costs. 

Selection of the Interest Rate.    The determination of the  "appro- 

priate" interest rate to use in the amortization calculus is analogous 

to the determination of the  "correct" discount rates to be used in the 

economic evaluation of other public projects.    Few topics have re- 

ceived as much attention as that of determining the correct discount 
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rate for benefit-cost analysis.    While the various arguments will not 

be considered in detail here,   there are two basic views concerning 

how the discount rate should be determined.    One is the social oppor- 

tunity cost of capital and the other is the social time preference ap- 

15 proach. The social opportunity cost concept is based on the belief 

that the discount rate  should reflect the rate of return the capital 

would yield if it had been used for purposes other than the funding of 

a public project.    Several variations of the social opportunity cost 

approach have been expressed; the differentiating characteristic be- 

tween them is the source and manner in which the funds are displaced 

from the private sector of the economy (Haveman,   1968).    For ex- 

ample,   if one assumes that public investments are entirely at the ex- 

pense of private investment opportunities,   the discount rate would be 

different than if one assumes that the funds reduce both consumption 

and investment in the private sector of the economy.    Conceptually, 

the methods are the same in that the discount rate would be measured 

by tracing the public investment capital to its  source and determining 

the average rate of return which that capital would yield in its other 

uses in the private sector. 

The social time preference approach,   on the other hand,   suggest 

that society should reject the current intertemporal preferences in 

15 For a more detailed discussion of the discount rate see 
Baumol,   1968;   Marglin,   1963;  and Haveman,   1968. 
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favor of redistributing benefits toward the future.    The concept is 

premised on the assumption that provision for the future is a "good" 

with public good characteristics.    As such,   the private benefits and 

costs on which citizens make their investment decisions fail to reflect 

the full social benefits which result from the investment; this results 

in a sub-optimal level of private investment.    The social time pre- 

ference position argues that the public sector should increase its own 

investment to offset the less-than-optimal level of investment in the 

private sector by adopting a discount rate which is lower than the rate 

observed in the private sector. 

While it is conceptually possible for the two methods to yield 

the same discount rate,       for practical purposes,  the two approaches 

are irreconcilable because they deal with investment criteria at two 

different points in the decision process.    The social time preference 

approach is appropriate for deciding the total quantity of investment 

to be undertaken by society since it conceptually measures society's 

intertemporal preferences.    On the other hand,   the social opportunity 

cost approach is appropriate for deciding how the total investment 

activity should be divided between the public and private sectors.    It 

reflects efficiency considerations for allocating the investment money 

16 
The corporate income tax system would have to be discon- 

tinued and a public subsidy would have to be provided to private in- 
vestors to offset the differences in the risk associated with invest- 
ments in the public and private sectors.    See Baumol,   1968,  p.   799- 
801. 
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to public and private investment projects according to the social rate 

of return the investments will earn. 

In the new principles and standards for planning,   the Water Re- 

sources Council opted for the social time preference method of setting 

the discount rate.    The Office of Management and Budget objected and 

supported the adoption of a discount rate reflecting the social oppor- 

tunity cost of capital.    A compromise resulted in setting the discount 

rate equal to the estimated average cost of Federal borrowing during 

the preceding fiscal year for marketable securities with a period to 

maturity of about fifty years.    During fiscal year 1974 this rate was 

6.875%,  and it was adopted as the discount rate.    To be consistent 

with current Federal practices,   this rate will be used to calculate the 

annual amortized capital costs. 

However,   there are some problems associated with using an 

opportunity cost or discount rate determined by the average cost of 

Federal borrowing (Hanke,   et al. ,   1975).    One of the problems is 

caused by inflationary pressures in the economy.    When inflation 

exists,   the interest rate consists of two components:    the real rate of 

interest,  or the inflation-free interest rate,   and a component based on 

the expected rate of inflation.    Therefore,  during periods of inflation 

the average cost of Federal borrowing has an additional component to 

adjust for changes in the price level.    It does not represent the real, 

or inflation-free,  average cost of Federal borrowing.    This is critical 
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because benefit-cost analysis procedures adjust for inflation by using 

real prices and real interest rates or nominal prices and nominal 

interest rates.    It is inconsistent to use real prices and a nominal 

discount rate that contains an adjustment for inflation.    Therefore, 

the average cost of Federal borrowing should be adjusted downward 

to remove the inflationary factor so that the  "real" average cost of 

Federal borrowing is used as the discount rate.    Hirshleifer and 

Shapiro (1969) have estimated the real financial rate to be about four 

percent. 

Another issue should also be considered.    The use of an interest 

rate equal to the real average cost of Federal borrowing accurately 

reflects the real opportunity cost for the government to obtain capital. 

However,   it underestimates the real social opportunity cost because 

of differences in risk between the public and private sectors as well 

as the tax rate system facing the private sector.    Even the nominal 

financial rate underestimates the real social opportunity cost of capi- 

tal.    The inflation-free  social opportunity cost of capital has been 

calculated to be approximately 10% (Baumol,   1969). 

Because the capital costs comprise a significant part of the 

total costs of providing overnight camping facilities,   the opportunity 

cost used in this study will have a large impact on the estimated total 

costs.     Given this fact and the problems associated with the opportu- 

nity cost estimated from the average cost of Federal borrowing,   the 
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capital costs will also be estimated for opportunity costs of 4% and 

10%,   in addition to the 6 7/8%.    The four percent rate represents the 

"real" average cost of Federal borrowing while the ten percent rate 

is an estimate of the real social opportunity cost of capital in the 

economy. 

Before the annual amortized capital charge for the campgrounds 

could be estimated,  the expected economic life of the campgrounds 

had to be determined.    This was done by multiplying the expected life 

of each capital item by its share of the total replacement cost of the 

campground.    Thus,   the estimated expected life of the campground is 

a weighted average of the expected life of the items comprising the 

campground.    The estimated expected life of each of the campgrounds 

is listed in Table 6. 

The annual amortized construction cost is calculated by multi- 

plying the amortization factor corresponding to the expected life of 

the campground and the interest rate of 6.875 percent by the replace- 

ment costs of the campgrounds listed in Table 4.    The annual amor- 

tized construction cost for each of the campgrounds are listed in 

column three of Table 6 while the amortized costs per campsite are 

shown in the last column of Table 6.    The figures in column 3 repre- 

sent the  size of the equal annual payments that would have to be made 

to pay the interest and principal on the capital improvements during 

the life span of the campground.    The total annual amortization charge 
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Table 6.    The expected life,  annual amortized capital cost and the 
annual amortized capital cost per campsite for the fifteen 
Forest Service campgrounds. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Campground 
Expected 

Life 
(Years) 

Annual 
Amortized 

Cost 

Annual 
Amortized 
Cost Per 
Campsite 

1. Sand Beach 17 $   26,475 $262 

2. Tillicum Beach 18 20,489 359 

3. Rock Creek 18 7,547 472 

4. Alder Lake 15 9,051 411 

5. Dune Lake 15 7,754 456 

6. Sutton Lake 19 9,502 317 

7. Sutton Creek 18 18,628 296 

8. Tyee 11 3, 773 290 

9. Siltcoos 16 40,559 369 

10. West Carter Lake 19 16,190 736 

11. Carter Lake 12 2,334 212 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 17 10,681 243 

13. Eel Creek 18 28,477 335 

14. South Eel Creek 18 5,458 420 

15. Bluebill Lake 

Total 

18 8,063 

$214,981 

424 

Average 16.6 $   14,332 $345 
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for the fifteen Forest Service campgrounds is about $215,000.    The 

average annual amortized cost per campsite is $345 and ranges from 

$736 for West Carter Lake to $212 for Carter Lake. 

Operation and Maintenance Costs 

Actual expenditures for operation and maintenance of the camp- 

grounds are not recorded by the Forest Service in a way that makes it 

possible to determine the actual level of expenditure for an individual 

campground.    Expenditure data are maintained by function,   such as 

law enforcement, materials and tools, vehicle expense and other 

activities.    Expenditures for these functions include expenditures for 

other Forest Service facilities also,   such as trails, boat launching 

areas and picnic areas.    Therefore,  Forest Service personnel in the 

four ranger districts were asked to estimate operation and mainte- 

nance costs for the campgrounds in their respective ranger districts. 

There was a wide variation in the estimates obtained from the four 

districts.    Some of the variation was resolved in subsequent conver- 

sations and meetings; however,  most of it was not resolved.    There- 

fore,   the operation and maintenance   cost data   received from each 

ranger district will be discussed separately. 

Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area.    Eight of the fifteen 

Forest Service campgrounds are located in the Oregon Dunes National 
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Recreation area.    Operation and maintenance costs for the campgrounds 

were estimated under six categories:    Clean-up Costs,  Maintenance 

and Repair Work Costs,   Cost of Materials and Tools,   Vehicle Costs, 

Costs of Collecting Fees,   and the Cost of Patrolling the Facilities. 

Clean-up costs were estimated separately for each of the eight camp- 

grounds while only a total figure was obtained for the other five cate- 

gories.    The total costs for each of the five remaining categories 

were allocated to the eight campgrounds on a per-campsite basis. 

The total costs for each of the  six categories are shown in Table 7. 

The estimated operation and maintenance costs for the eight 

ODNRA campgrounds are shown in Table 8.    The second column shows 

the salary cost of clean-up crews for the campgrounds and the costs 

in the third column represent the costs for categories two through 

six in Table 7.    They were estimated by multiplying the number of 

campsites in each campground by $207.25.    Total estimated operation 

and maintenance costs are shown in column 4 of Table 7. 

Operation and maintenance costs per campsite range from $238 

for Eel Creek campground to $305 for Siltcoos. The narrow range is 

due to the fact that all costs, except clean-up costs, are the same on 

a per-campsite basis for the eight campgrounds. 

Hebo and Waldport Ranger Districts.    Operation and mainte- 

nance costs for the campgrounds in the Hebo and Waldport Ranger 
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Table 7.    Total operation and maintenance costs for 1974,  by cate- 
gory,  for the campgrounds in the ODNRA. 

Category Cost 

1. Salary of clean-up crews $18,700 

2. Materials and tools 3,300 

3. Maintenance and repair work 36, 000 

4. Vehicle costs 14,400 

5. Cost of collecting camper fees 4,800 

6. Law enforcement patrol 7, 200 

Sum of categories 2-6 $65,700 

Cost per campsite for categories 2-6 $207. 25 

Based on 317 campsites in the eight campgrounds. 
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Table 8.    Operation and maintenance costs for the eight campgrounds 
in the ODNRA. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Other Total O & M 

Campground _ O&M O&M    Costs Per 
Costs _      . „     , „ 

Costs Costs      Campsite 

1. Tyee         ' $       500 $  2,694 $  3,194 $246 

2. Siltcoos 10,800 22,798 33,598 305 

3. West Carter Lake 900 4,560 5,460 248 

4. Carter Lake 500 2,280 2,780 253 

5. Tahkenitch Lake 1,800 9,119 10,919 248 

6. Eel Creek 2,600 17,616 20,216 238 

7. South Eel Creek 600 2,694 3,294 253 

8. Bluebill Lake 1,000 3,938 4,938 260 

Districts include the same six categories shown in Table 6.    How- 

ever,   the costs were not broken down by category; only the total 

operation and maintenance costs for each of the campgrounds was 

obtained.    They are reported in Table 9. 

Operation and maintenance costs per campsite for Tillicum 

Beach and Rock Creek are in the same range as those campgrounds 

in the ODNRA.     The costs for Sand Beach are somewhat lower; how- 

ever,   the campground was constructed in 1973 and 1974 was the first 
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Table 9.    Operation and maintenance costs for the campgrounds in the 
Hebo and Waldport Ranger Districts. 

Campground 
~ .   w O & M Ranger O & M _     t    _ 

^.       . ^ Costs Per District Costs _ 
Campsite 

1. Sand Beach Hebo $16,150 $160 

2. Tillicum Beach Waldport 16,522 290 

3. Rock Creek "Waldport 3,478 217 

full year the campground was in operation.    Therefore,  very little 

maintenance work was required. 

Mapleton Ranger District. Operation and maintenance costs for 

the four campgrounds in the Mapleton Ranger District, shown in Table 

10,  were estimated to be somewhat lower than the cost of operating 

Table  10.    Operation and maintenance costs for the campgrounds in 
the Mapleton Ranger District. 

n A O & M Campground _ 
^5 Costs 

O & M 
Costs Per 
Campsite 

$194 

123 

75 

60 

1. Dune Lake $3, 300 

2. Alder Lake 2,700 

3. Sutton Lake 2, 250 

4. Sutton Creek 3, 750 
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and maintaining campgrounds in the other ranger districts.    Two of 

the campgrounds have estimated annual operation and maintenance 

costs of less than $100.    It is not clear whether the costs are con- 

sistent with those obtained from other ranger districts.    While com- 

parable procedures were used to estimate the data,  personnel in the 

Mapleton Ranger District believed that the reported figures represent 

the best estimate of operation and maintenance costs that could be 

provided. 

The above discussion illustrates some of the problems encoun- 

tered in estimating the data presented in this chapter.    Actual opera- 

tion and maintenance cost data are not maintained for the campgrounds. 

In addition,   it was very difficult to obtain estimates of the replace- 

ment cost of the capital improvements in the campground.    The author 

was dependent upon the opinion of Forest Service personnel to obtain 

the required data.    In many cases,   opinions on the magnitude of the 

costs varied,   and it was very difficult to resolve the differences. 

While a substantial amount of time and effort was expended to resolve 

inconsistencies,   some of the questions concerning the reliability of 

the data could not be answered.    While they represent the best esti- 

mates that could be obtained,   the reader is cautioned that the confi- 

dence intervals for some of the cost estimates maybe quite large. 
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Summary of Cost Data 

The total annual costs associated with the provision of Forest 

Service campgrounds on the Oregon coast is the sum of the annual 

amortized capital costs and the annual operation and maintenance 

costs.     The sum of these costs are reported in Table  11.    The costs 

range from $5, 000 for Carter Lake campground to $74, 000 for the 

Siltcoos campgrounds.    The average cost for the fifteen campgrounds 

is $23, 000.    On a per-campsite basis,   the lowest cost campground is 

Sutton Creek which has an average annual cost of $355 per campsite. 

West Carter Lake has the highest annual cost per campsite of $984. 

Seven campgrounds have total annual costs per campsite of $600 or 

more while the average for the fifteen campgrounds is $558 per camp- 

site.     These costs illustrate that the provision of public campgrounds 

is a quite costly undertaking.    It costs almost $350, 000 a year to pro- 

vide the fifteen Forest Service campgrounds. 

The costs per camper party per day can also be estimated from 

the cost and attendance data.    To do this,   the number of visitor days 

"consumed" at each campground was divided by 3. 2,  which is the 

Forest Service estimate of the average number of persons per camper 

party.    It was used to estimate the number of camper units that used 

each of the campgrounds. 

The estimated number of camper units,  which is also an 
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Table  11.    Total annual costs of providing the fifteen Forest Service 
campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

Campground 
Total 

Annual 
Costs 

Total 
Annual 

Costs Per 
Campsite 

$422 

649 

689 

534 

650 

392 

355 

536 

674 

984 

465 

491 

573 

67 3 

684 

1. Sand Beach 

2. Tillicum Beach 

3. Rock Creek 

4. Alder Lake 

5. Dune Lake 

6. Sutton Lake 

7. Sutton Creek 

8. Tyee 

9. Siltcoos 

10. West Carter Lake 

11. Carter Lake 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 

13. Eel Creek 

14. South Eel Creek 

15. Bluebill Lake 

Total 

Average 

$   42,625 

37,011 

11,025 

11,751 

11,054 

11,752 

22,378 

6,967 

74,157 

21,650 

5, 114 

21,600 

48,693 

8,752 

13,001 

$347,530 

$  23,169 $558 
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estimate of the number of campsites occupied in each campground 

during the year,  are shown in Table 12.    Average O & M costs per 

camper unit and average total costs per camper unit are also listed 

in the table.    Operation and maintenance costs per camper unit vary 

from $1. 53 for Sand Beach to $11. 64 at West Carter Lake.    The 

average for the fifteen campgrounds is slightly over $3. 00 per camp- 

er unit.    Only three of the campgrounds have an O & M cost per 

camper unit of less than $2. 00.    It should be noted that the three 

campgrounds with the lowest O &: M costs per camper unit are not 

the same campgrounds with the lowest O & M costs per campsite. 

This will be discussed below. 

The figures in the last column of Table 12 represent the aver- 

age total cost per camper unit for 1974.    The costs range from $3.46 

for Tillicum Beach to $46. 16 for West Carter Lake.    The average 

total cost per camper unit for the fifteen campgrounds is $8. 02 even 

though only five of the campgrounds have an average total cost per 

camper unit below the average. 

A comparison of the total annual costs per campsite in Table 11 

and the total annual costs per camper unit in Table 12 indicates that 

the campgrounds that have a low cost per camper unit are not the 

same campgrounds that have low costs on a per-campsite basis.    In 

fact.   Rock Creek has the second highest total annual cost per camp- 

site and the fourth lowest average total cost per camper unit. 
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Table 12.    The estimated number of camping units,  the average 
operation and maintenance cost per camper unit and the 
average total cost per camper unit for 1974 for the fifteen 
Forest Service campgrounds. 

Estimated Average Average 
Number of O & M Total 

Campground Camper Costs Per Cost Per 
Units Camper Camper 

in 1974 Unit Unit 

1. Sand Beach 10,531 $   1.53 $  4. 05 

2. Tillicum Beach 10,688 1.55 3.46 

3. Rock Creek 2, 188 1.59 5. 04 

4. Alder Lake 813 3.32 14.45 

5. Dune Lake 594 5.56 18.61 

6. Sutton Lake 1,000 2.25 11.75 

7. Sutton Creek 1,844 2. 03 12. 14 

8. Tyee 1,438 2.22 4.84 

9. Siltcoos 4,406 7.63 16.83 

10. West Carter Lake 469 11. 64 46. 16 

11. Carter Lake 313 8.88 16.34 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 2,281 4.79 9.47 

13. Eel Creek 4,281 4.72 11.37 

14. South Eel Creek 375 8.78 23.34 

15. Bluebill Lake 2,094 2.36 6.21 

Total 43,315 

Average 2,888 $   3. 06 $  8. 02 
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Therefore,   the low cost per camper unit is caused by the large num- 

ber of camper units rather than lower costs per campsite.    This can 

be shown by dividing the number of camper units by the number of 

campsites for each campground.    The quotient represents the aver- 

age number of times during the year that a campsite in a given camp- 

ground was occupied.    These figures are listed in Table 13,  along 

with the average O & M and average total costs on a per-camper-unit 

basis.    Examination of the figures indicate that the five campgrounds 

with the lowest average total cost per camper unit also have the high- 

est figures for the average number of times a campsite was occupied. 

The obvious reason for the decreasing total cost per camper unit as; 

the rate of use of campsites increase is that there are a larger num- 

ber of camper units over which to spread the fixed capital costs asso- 

ciated with the provision of the campgrounds. 

Of the five campgrounds that have the highest average number 

of times a campsite is occupied,  four of them also have the lowest 

operation and maintenance costs per camper unit.    In a strict,   eco- 

nomic context,   operation and maintenance costs are variable costs 

since the costs can be avoided by closing the campground.    However, 

once the decision has been made to operate the campground,   some of 

the operation and maintenance costs are fixed or do not vary propor- 

tionally with the intensity of use of the campground.    Perhaps,   the 

best example of this phenomenon is the cost of garbage collection. 
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Table 13.    The average number of times a campsite was occupied 
during 1974 and the average operation and maintenance 
costs and average total costs per camper unit for the fif- 
teen Forest Service campgrounds. 

Average Average Average 
Number O & M Total 

Campground of Times a Costs Per Cost Per 
Campsite Camper Camper 

was Occupied Unit Unit 

1. Sand Beach 1041 $   1.531 $  4.051 

2. Tillicum Beach 1881 1.551 3.461 

3. Rock Creek 1371 1.591 5. 041 

4. Alder Lake 37 3.32 14.45 

5. Dune Lake 35 5.56 18. 61 

6. Sutton Lake 33 2.25 11.75 

7. Sutton Creek 29 2.031 12.14 

8. Tyee 1111 2.221 4.841 

9. Siltcoos 40 7. .63 16.83 

10. West Carter Lake 21 11.64 46. 16 

11. Carter Lake 28 8.88 16.34 

12. Tahkenitch Lake 52 4.79 9.47 

13. Eel Creek 50 4.72 11.37 

14. South Eel Creek 29 8.78 23. 34 

15. Bluebill Lake no1 
2.36 6.211^?^ 

Denotes the five campgrounds with the highest number of times 
a campsite was occupie d and the lowest O & M costs and annual total 
costs per  camper unit. 
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Contracts for garbage collection are based on a cost per garbage con- 

tainer per month,   regardless of whether the container is empty or 

full.     Thus,   operation and maintenance costs per camper unit may 

also decline over a range. 

Capital Costs for Alternative Interest Rates 

As discussed earlier in the chapter,   the interest rate of 6.875% 

used to calculate the annual amortized capital costs is subject to cri- 

ticism since it represents the nominal average cost of Federal bor- 

rowing.    An interest rate of 4% represents the approximate real 

average cost of Federal borrowing.    Therefore,   capital costs,   an- 

nual total costs and annual total costs per camper unit were calcu- 

lated for the interest rate of four percent.    They were also estimated 

for an interest rate of ten percent,  which represents an approxima- 

tion of the real social opportunity cost.    The estimates are listed in 

Table 14. 

Using the 4% interest rate,   the average total cost per camper 

unit is about one dollar lower than the estimate obtained using 6.875% 

as the interest rate.    On the other hand,   the  10% interest rate in- 

creases the annual average cost per camper unit an average of almost 

$1.20,   to $9.20.    Total capital costs are $174,965,   $214,981 and 

$265, 900 for interest rates of 4,   6. 875,   and  10 percent,   respectively. 



Table  14.    Amortized capital costs,   annual total costs and annual total costs per camper unit for the 
fifteen U.   S.   Forest Service campgrounds,   given an opportunity cost of 4% and  10%. 

4% 
Annual 

10% 
Annual 

Campground 
Amortized Annual Total Amortized Annual Total 

Capital Total Cost Per Capital Total Cost Per 
Cost Cost Camper 

Unit 
Cost Cost Camper 

Unit 

1. Sand Beach $  21,457 $  37,607 $  3.57 $  32,542 $  48,692 $  4.62 
2. Tillicum Beach 17,566 34,088 3. 19 27, 115 43,637 4.08 
3. Rock Creek 5,972 9,450 4.31 9,218 12,696 5.80 
4. Alder Lake 7,082 9,782 12.03 10,353 13,053 16. 06 
5. Dune Lake 6,796 10,096 17.00 9,934 13,234 22.28 
6. Sutton Lake 7,548 9,798 9.80 11,852 14,102 14. 10 
7. Sutton Creek 14,936 18,686 10. 13 23,055 26,805 14.53 
8. Tyee 3,238 6,432 4.47 4,367 7,561 5r26 

9. Siltcoos 33,156 66,754 15. 15 49,382 82,980 18.83 
10. West Carter Lake 12,735 18,195 38.80 19,996 25,456 54. 28 
11. Carter Lake 1,988 4,768 15.23 2,739 5,519 17.63 
12. Tahkenitch Lake 8,647 19,566 8.58 13, 113 24,032 10.54 
13. Eel Creek 22,833 43,049 10.06 35,244 55,460 12.95 
14. South Eel Creek 4,376 7, 670 20.45 6,755 10,049 26.80 
15. Bluebill Lake 6,635 11,573 5.53 10,235 15,173 7.25 

Total $174,965 $307,514 $265,900 $398,449 

Average $7.08 $  9.20 
00 
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Implication of the Analysis 

The average costs per camper unit can be viewed as the aver- 

age fee or price required to cover all costs associated with the pro- 

vision of the campgrounds.    The above analysis indicates that the 

average prices would not have to be extremely high at a few of the 

campgrounds to cover all costs.    For example,   a fee of slightly more 

than $5. 00 per camper unit per night in 1974 would have been suffi- 

cient to cover all costs at four of the five campgrounds that had the 

highest intensity of use,   assuming an interest rate of 6.875 percent. 

However,  very high user fees would have to be charged at some of the 

campgrounds that have a low intensity of use,   i.e.,  a small number 

of camping units per campsite during the season,   in order to cover 

the average total cost associated with providing the camping facilities. 

The price estimates discussed above are based on 1974 cost 

data and attendance figures.    During 1974,   the actual user fee charged 

in the campgrounds was zero until August or September and $2. 00 per 

camper unit per night for the remainder of the year.    Therefore,   the 

attendance figures correspond to user fees much lower than those esti- 

mated above.    If the higher user fees were charged,   one would expect 

a reduction in the number of camper units utilizing the campsites. 

This may cause the average total cost per camper unit to increase 

because of the higher average capital costs per camper unit and the 
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"lumpiness" of the variable operation and maintenance costs.    If the 

estimated fees were actually collected,  decreases in attendance may 

offset the increases in fees and reduction in operation and maintenance 

costs.     This,   of course,  depends on the price elasticity of demand for 

campsites over the range of prices under consideration and how O & 

M costs vary with the intensity of use of the facilities.    Therefore, 

the average fees listed above should not be interpreted as the actual 

fees that would result in the recovery of total costs. 

Without more knowledge about the price elasticity of demand for 

campsites,   it is not possible to make any quantitative estimates of the 

impact of higher user fees on attendance and total revenue.    However, 

when one considers the costs incurred by campers to participate in 

camping activities,  including equipment costs,  a fee of $5. 00 per day 

may not represent a significant increase in the total costs associated 

with camping.    Therefore,  higher user fees may not cause a large 

reduction in the number of camper units using the campgrounds. 

Thus,   the intensity of use may remain high enough to keep the aver- 

age price per camper unit in the neighborhood of $5. 00 a day. 

Other implications can be drawn from the analysis in this chap- 

ter.    One of the obvious recommendations that can be made is for a 

better accounting system to record the costs of providing and operat- 

ing campgrounds.    As noted earlier,   the current accounting system is 

not well-designed to provide the type of information needed for 
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economic analysis.    While it is recognized that a system which ac- 

counted for actual expenditures would be more complex and time con- 

suming to operate,   the quality of information would be improved. 

Currently,   the difficulty of obtaining reliable data makes it trouble- 

some to analyze cost and revenue data.    The current situation is com- 

plicated by the use of personnel in other government agencies,   such 

as the Job Corps,   to perform maintenance duties in the campgrounds. 

An accurate accounting of all costs of providing the facilities would 

be useful in making decisions concerning the operation of the camp- 

grounds . 

Another implication that can be drawn from the analysis relates 

to the wide variation in the average costs per camper unit of provid- 

ing the facilities.    These costs vary from less than $3. 50 to over 

$46. 00.    While costs vary significantly,  much of the variation is 

caused by variations in the level of use of the different campgrounds. 

A site was occupied an average of 166 nights per year in 19'74 at Rock 

Creek,   compared to only 14 nights per year at South Eel Creek.    The 

average number of nights a campsite was occupied during 1974 was 

less than fifty nights at ten of the fifteen campgrounds.    Since many 

of the campgrounds are located near each other,   it may be possible 

to close some of them during certain time periods,   such as  summer 

weekdays,   and concentrate the use in other campgrounds.    This may 

be one cost-saving alternative the Forest Service could initiate without 
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causing a great inconvenience to campers. 

An analysis by Forest Service personnel of the variations in 

cost data for the fifteen campgrounds may also be viseful.    If the 

causes of the cost variations could be identified,   it may indicate ways 

in which costs at the higher-cost facilities can be reduced.    This ac- 

centuates the need for accurate and accessible cost and revenue data. 

It should be noted that the costs presented above do not include 

any costs for the land in the campgrounds.    Attempts were not made 

to estimate the value of land because of the large variation in land 

values.    In addition the land would still be part of the National Forest 

if it were not used for a campground.    This complicates the estima- 

tion of an opportunity cost for the land.    However,   one must recog- 

nize that the costs reported above would be higher than indioatted ;if an 

opportunity cost of land was included. 
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IV.    ECONOMIC   COSTS  OF   PROVIDING  OREGON 
STATE   CAMPGROUNDS 

The State Parks and Recreation Section of the Oregon State 

Highway Division operates 235 parks,  waysides and recreation areas. 

Located in all sections of the state,   these facilities provide for a wide 

variety of outdoor recreational activities.    Over 5,900 picnic  sites 

and 5,400 campsites are provided in the park system.    Fifty-two of 

the state parks contain overnight camping facilities; eighteen of them 

are located along the coast and will be studied in detail in this chapter. 

Description of Facilities 

While there are state campgrounds along the entire length of 

Oregon's 350 mile coastline,   about two-thirds of the campgrounds 

and three-fourths of the campsites are located on the northern and 

central Oregon coast,  which places them near the population centers 

in the Willamette Valley.    The map in Figure 3 shows the location of 

the state campgrounds. 

The eighteen state-operated campgrounds along the coast vary 

in size from over 600 campsites at Fort Stevens to 35 campsites at 

Oswald West.    Compared to other state-operated campgrounds,   those 

located along the coast are larger and more highly developed.    The' 

coastal campgrounds contain 3,200 of the 5,400 campsites provided 

by the state,   or about 60 percent of the total. 
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Fort Stevens 
Oswald West 
Nehalem Bay 
Cape Lookout 
Devil's Lake 
Beverly Beach 
South Beach 
Beachside 
Carl G.   Washburne 
Jesse M.  Honeyman 
Umpqua Lighthouse 
William M.  Tugman 
Sunset Bay 
Bullards Beach 
Cape Blanco 
Humbug Mountain 
Harris Beach 
Loeb 

Figure 3.    Location of the eighteen state campgrounds on the Oregon 
coast. 
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Four types of campsites are provided by the state:   primitive, 

unimproved,   improved,   and trailer sites.    They differ in the types of 

services available at the campsite.    For example,  facilities at a 

primitive site include a table and fireplace but access to water and 

sanitary facilities may be some distance from the campsite.    Unim- 

proved  sites include a fireplace and table and access to water and a 

utility building.    Improved  sites include water and electrical hookups 

at each site,   in addition to a table,   fireplace and access to a utility 

building.    Finally,   the trailer sites include hookups for water,   elec- 

tricity and sewage disposal at each site,  plus a fireplace,   table and 

access to a utility building.    The daily fee charged for a campsite is 

one dollar for a primitive site,   two dollars for an unimproved site, 

17 
three dollars for an improved site and four dollars for a trailer site. 

Table  15 contains data showing the number of each type of campsite in 

each of the coastal campgrounds. 

In addition to the facilities available at the individual sites,   the 

state provides other facilities and services in the campgrounds.    All 

but two campgrounds,   Loeb and Oswald West,  have utility buildings 

which contain hot shower facilities,   toilets and coin-operated laundry 

facilities.    The roads,  parking spurs and paths are paved and the 

17 
These prices went into effect for the  1974 camping season. 

Prior to that time the prices charged for trailer,   improved,  unim- 
proved and primitive sites were $3. 00,   $2. 00,   $2. 00,   and $1. 00, 
respectively. 
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Table  15.    Type and quantity of campsites in the eighteen state- 
operated campgrounds along the Oregon coast. 

Campground 
Trailer 

Sites 

Im- 
proved 
Sites 

Unim- 
proved 
Sites 

Primi- 
tive 
Sites 

Total 
Sites 

1. Fort Stevens 223 120 260 - 603 

2. Oswald West - - - 35 35 

3. Nehalem Bay - 292 - - 292 

4. Cape Lookout 53 - 193 - 246 

5. Devil's Lake 32 - 68 - 100 

6. Beverly Beach 127 - 151 - 278 

7. South Beach - 257 - - 257 

8. Beachside 20 - 60 - 80 

9. Carl G.  Washburne 58 - 2 - 60 

10. Jesse M.   Honeyman 66 75 241 - 382 

11. Umpqua Lighthouse 22 - 41 - 63 

12. Wm.  M.   Tugman - 115 - - 115 

13. Sunset Bay 29 - 108 - 137 

14. Bullards Beach 128 64 - - 192 

15. Cape Blanco - 58 - - 58 

16. Humbug Mountain 30 - 71 - 101 

17. Harris Beach 34 51 66 - 151 

18. Loeb 

Total 822 

53 

1085 

- 

35 

53 

1261 3203 
Percent of Total2 25.7 33.9 39.4 1. 1 

Denotes the campgrounds in which campsites can be reserved 
during the summer months. 

'May not add to 100 due to rounding error. 
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campgrounds are landscaped to enhance the natural environment and 

provide privacy.    Centralized sewage dumping stations are provided 

at seven of the coastal campgrounds and firewood is provided for use 

18 in all of the campgrounds. 

The coastal parks that contain camping facilities are fairly 

large and provide areas for different types of recreational activities. 

The acreage in the eighteen parks are shown in Table 16.    The parks 

usually contain day-use areas,  hiking trails,   and access to the beach, 

lakes and streams within the park.    Launching facilities,  boat docks 

and swimming areas are provided in the parks that encompass lakes 

and  streams.    The additional acreage is important in that it provides 

the camper with the opportunity to pursue various types of recrea- 

tional activities in the parks. 

The camping season in most state parks is from mid-April 

through October.    However,   six of the coastal campgrounds are open 

all year on a limited basis.    They are:    Beverly Beach,   Bullards 

Beach,   Cape Lookout,   Fort Stevens,  Harris Beach and Jesse M. 

Honeyman.    The level of development in the parks is such that use of 

the facilities does not cause deterioration of the facilities even though 

the winters along the coast are wet and rainy.    Paved roads,  parking 

18 
Provision of firewood was a free service to campers prior to 

the 1975 camping season.    A charge of $0.50 was initiated in 1975 for 
two cubic feet of wood.    The fee is paid on the honor system. 
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Table  16.    The number of acres in state parks that contain camping 
facilities on the Oregon coast. 

Park 
Acres 
in the 

Campground 
1 

Acres in 
the Park 

1. Fort Stevens 

2. Oswald West 

3. Nehalem Bay 

4. Cape Lookout 

5. Devil's Lake 

6. Beverly Beach 

7. South Beach 

8. Beachside 

9. Carl G.   Washburne 

10. Jesse M,   Honeyman 

11. Umpqua Lighthouse 

12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 

13. Sunset Bay 

14. Bullards Beach 

15. Cape Blanco 

16- Humbug Mountain 

17. Harris Beach 

18. Loeb 

Total 

Average 

121 

7 

58 

49 

20 

56 

51 

16 

12 

76 

13 

23 

27 

38 

12 

20 

30 

10 

3,717.24 

2,508.92 

889.42 

1,946.34 

109.34 

130.06 

432.65 

16.70 

1,209.08 

522.39 

2,715.02 

560. 30 

395.49 

1,226.32 

1,880.00 

1,839.68 

170.64 

320.23 

20,589.82 

1,143.88 

Campground acreage was estimated by using the rule of thumb 
of five campsites per acre.    This is the rule that the Park Section 
uses in the design of its campgrounds and is consistent with Forest 
Service campgrounds also. 
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spurs and paths make it possible for pickup campers,  vans,   trailers 

and other heavy vehicles to be used for camping during the winter. 

These types of camping equipment also provide protection for camp- 

ers from the wet,  windy weather. 

The state has adopted a summer season reservation system for 

the more popular campgrounds in the state.    Twelve of the eighteen 

coastal campgrounds are included in the reservation system.    They 

are identified in Table 15.    The system was adopted to insure campers 

of a campsite when they reach the park.    Previously,   a large number 

of campers had to be turned away because the campgrounds were 

filled to capacity.    The reservation system operates approximately 

from the Memorial Day weekend through Labor Day.    The state also 

adopted a maximum time limit that a camping party can stay in a 

given park during the summer.    A camper can stay in a campground 

for a period of two weeks at a time.    This time limit was instituted 

to allow more camping units to utilize the parks.    Both of these tech- 

niques represent ways to allocate the scarce campsites to campers 

during the busy summer months. 

Attendance at State Parks 

Until fiscal year 1972-73,   attendance at state campgrounds was 

increasing at an annual rate of about 10 percent.    Attendance peaked 

in fiscal year 1971-72,  when 1.80 million camper nights were spent 
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19 in the  state operated parks. Attendance declined to 1.77 million 

camper nights in fiscal year 1972-73 and declined further to 1. 54 

million camper nights in fiscal year 1973-74.    Gasoline shortages or 

the threat of shortages during the summers of 1973 and  1974 are 

generally believed to be responsible for the decline in attendance. 

It is interesting to note that while the number of camper nights 

spent in state parks began to drop in fiscal year 1972-73,   the number 

of camper units did not begin to decline until fiscal year 1973-74,   as 

shown by the figures in Table  17.     "Camper units" is actually a mea- 

sure of the number of campsites occupied during the year.    If a camp- 

ing party occupies a campsite for three nights,   it is counted as three 

Table  17.    Camper nights,   camper units and camper nights per camp- 
er unit for all Oregon state campgrounds. 

Unit of Fiscal Year 

Measure 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

Camper Nights 1,803,089 1,770,014 1,541,587 

Camper Units 501,336 523,965 466,544 

Camper Nights per 
Camper Unit 3.60 3.38 3.30 

19 
"Camper nights" is a measure of the number of persons stay- 

ing overnight in the park.    If a party of four stays in a park for one 
night,   they account for four camper nights; if the same party stays 
four nights,   they account for sixteen camper nights. 
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camper units.    Therefore,   camper units do not measure the number 

of different camping parties that used the campgrounds.    Thus,   the 

increase in camper units during fiscal year 1972-73 does not neces- 

sarily mean that there were more camping parties during the year. 

One trend can be detected from the data.    Dividing the number 

of camper nights by the number of camper units,   one measures the 

quantity of camper nights per camper unit,  or the average number of 

persons in the camping party.    As shown in Table  17,   the average 

size of the camping party has decreased from 3. 60 to 3.30.    The de- 

cline of 0. 3 persons per camping party in a two-year period is quite 

large and may reflect a change in camping patterns in the state parks 

in Oregon. 

Attendance at the eighteen state-operated coastal campgrounds 

does not exactly parallel the state-wide trend.    Attendance figures, 

as measured by camper nights,   for each of the campgrounds are 

shown in Table 18.    Attendance is given for the last five fiscal years. 

Whereas total attendance (camper nights) for all state campgrounds 

declined in fiscal year 1972-73,   the state campgrounds on the coast 

recorded a slight increase in camper nights,   followed by a significant 

decline in fiscal year 1973-74.    The attendance at coastal camp- 

grounds,   relative to state-wide attendance has been increasing 

slightly over the last three years.    In fiscal year 1971-72 the camp- 

grounds along the coast accounted for 59.95 percent of the attendance 



Table 18.    Camper nights spent in the eighteen state campgrounds on the Oregon coast for fiscal 
year 1970-1974. 

Campground 
1969-70 

Fiscal Year Attendance 

1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 

1. Fort Stevens 
2. Oswald West 
3. Nehalem Bay1 

4. Cape Lookout 
5. Devil's Lake 
6. Beverly Beach 
7. South Beach" 
8. Beachside 
9. Carl G.   Washburne 

10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 
12. Wm.   M.   Tugman 
13. Sunset Bay 
14. Bullards Beach 
15. Cape Blanco 
16. Humbug Mountain 
17. Harris Beach 
18. Loeb 

Totals 

183,649 
8, 188 

104,463 
35,586 

134,062 

35,709 
16,844 

132,623 
25,478 

52,750 
45,042 

33,569 
56,626 
11,389 

875,978 

180, 672 
10,849 
9,403 

97,098 
33,882 
130,390 
33,882 
35,757 
16,598 

134,439 
24,690 
17,388 
52,414 
50,601 

34,332 
56,193 
13,554 

932,317 

207,153 
11,029 
28,792 
103,754 
36,991 
141,292 
58,882 
37,489 
17,372 

150,064 
24,811 
28,292 
55,552 
57,765 

111 
35,263 
71,489 
15,612 

1,080,932 

194,798 
9, 170 

38, 113 
101,639 
36,010 
139,593 
66,774 
35,952 
18,849 

144,567 
24,311 
30,414 
53,390 
62,042 
7,370 
33,082 
73,333 
16,521 

1,085,928 

169,678 
9,509 

38,315 
87,291 
33,868 
115,931 
61,624 
32,028 
17,802 

123,126 
21,590 
27,296 
50,658 
53,506 
7,782 
29,946 
62,592 
13,623 

956,165 

1 Campground facilities were opened in 197 0-71. 
> 
Campground facilities were opened in 1971-72. o 

o 
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in all state parks.    That percentage increased to 61. 07 and 62. 02 in 

fiscal years  1972-73 and  1973-74,   respectively. 

Camper unit attendance figures for the eighteen coastal camp- 

grounds more closely parallel the state-wide trend.     The number of 

camper units increased through FY 1972-73 and then fell sharply in 

FY  1973-74.    The number of camper nights per camper unit also de- 

clined for most coastal parks during the last three years.    The aver- 

age for the eighteen parks fell from 3. 54 in FY 1971-72 to 3. 27 in 

FY  1973-74.    The figures are shown in Table  19- 

Another interesting factor relating to attendance is the occu- 

pancy rate at the campgrounds along the Oregon coast.    In general, 

most of the parks are used to near capacity during the summer.    The 

occupancy rate for the eighteen parks are  shown in Table 20.    Data 

are presented for the summers of 1973 and  1974.    The figures are 

useful in illustrating that the campgrounds are used heavily,   espe- 

cially during the months of July and August.    However,   the average 

percent of sites occupied in both years for the months of June and 

September is less than 50%.    This illustrates that there is a peak 

demand problem during July and August and probably on the week- 

ends during June and September.    During other periods,  however,  a 

significant part of the existing capacity is not used.    The short period 

in which occupancy rates are over 50% also indicates that the private 

sector can not expect a long season of "overflow" business from the 



Table 19.     The number of camper units and camper nights per camping unit at the eighteen coastal 
state campgrounds. 

Fiscal Year 

1971-72                                  1972-73 1973-74 

Campground                                                          Camper                                   Camper Camper 
Camper   Nights Per        Camper   Nights Per Camper   Nights Per 

Units          Camper                Units          Camper Units          Camper 
Unit                                              Unit Unit 

1. Fort Stevens 54,758 3.78 55,149 3.53 49,312 3.44 
2. Oswald West 3,118 3.54 3, 141 2.92 2,994 3. 18 
3. Nehalem Bay- 7,977 3.61 10,834 3.52 11,429 3.35 
4. Cape Lookout 26,640 3.89 28,553 3.56 24,959 3.50 
5. Devil's Lake 10,968 3.37 11,474 3. 14 10,906 3. 11 
6. Beverly Beach 41,634 3.39 43,480 3.21 37,389 3. 10 
7. South Beach 16,504 3.57 20,325 3.29 19,012 3.24 
8. Beachside 10,672 3.51 10,491 3.43 9,760 3.28 
9. Carl G.  Washburne 5', 27 6 3.29 6, 150 3.06 5,550 3.21 

10. Jesse M.   Honeyrnan 35,646 4.21 37,980 3.81 32,102 3.84 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 7,376 3.36 7,608 3.20 6,999 3.08 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 9, 103 3. 11 9,264 3.28 8,671 3. 15 
13. Sunset Bay 14,844 3.74 15,415 3.46 14,974 3.38 
14. Bullards Beach 18,094 3.19 20,884 2.97 18,262 2.93 
15. Cape Blanco 31 3.58 2,401 3. 07 2,539 3.06 
16. Humbug Mountain 10,466 3.37 10,471 3. 16 9,239 3.24 
17. Harris Beach 20,922 3.42 22,080 3.32 19,972 3. 13 
18. Loeb 4,189 3.73 4,568 3.62 3,881 3.67 

Total 298,218 320,268 287,950 H-* 

Avg. Camper Nights/Cmpr Unit 3. 54 3.31 3.27 o 



Table 20.    Occupancy rates for the summer months of 1973 and  1974 for the eighteen state-operated 
campgrounds. 

Campground 
June July 

1973 

Aug-   Septem-   Aver- 
ust ber        * age 

June July 

1974 

Aug-   Septem-   Aver- 
ust ber age 

1. Fort Stevens 
2. Oswald West 
3. Nehalem Bay 
4. Cape Lookout 
5. Devil's Lake 
6. Beverly Beach 
7. South Beach 
8. Beachside 
9. Carl G.   Washburne 

10. Jesse M. Honeyman 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 
13. Sunset Bay 
14. Bullards Beach 
15. Cape Blanco 
16. Humbug Mountain 
17. Harris Beach 
18. Loeb 

38%        76%       87%        30%        58% 
45 
14 
52 
61 
73 
34 
78 
49 
45 
75 
32 
68 
41 
16 
48 
72 
34 

79 
36 
86 
97 

106 
76 

101 
93 
84 
100 
81 
99 
86 
40 
98 

100 
80 

79 
46 
93 
98 
106 
86 
100 
95 
90 
99 
85 
99 
92 
55 
99 
99 
85 

28 
17 
40 
46 
57 
28 
63 
36 
23 
62 
24 
56 
46 
15 
39 
70 
20 

58 
28 
68 
76 
86 
56 
86 
69 
61 
84 
56 
81 
67 
32 
71 
86 
55 

35% 62% 91% 38% 57% 
48 55 76 45 56 
13 35 54 19 30 
51 77 97 52 70 
58 88 100 66 78 
63 98 99 54 79 
27 64 88 33 54 
63 97 83 71 79 
38 69 98 49 64 
38 73 94 32 60 
59 97 99 66 80 
26 62 92 22 51 
58 95 97 52 76 
33 68 92 49 61 
13 33 54 17 30 
37 85 106 49 70 
63 98 100 77 85 
23 69 98 21 53 

Average 48.6  84.3  88.5  38.9  65.4 41.4  73.6  89.9  45.1  62.9 

o 
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state-operated facilities. 

A final item for which data are available is the origin of camp- 

ers using the  state facilities,    A point of controversy has developed 

with respect to who uses the facilities.     Some have argued that out- 

of-state travelers use the facilities during the week and tie up the 

campsites so that few sites are available for state residents on the 

weekends.    The  statistics for all Oregon state parks indicate that the 

percentage of camper units from out of state has been falling for the 

last four years.    Out-of-state camper units,   on a percentage basis, 

peaked in FY 1970-71 when non-residents accounted for 57 percent of 

the camper units in state parks.    In 1973-74,   out-of-state campers 

only accounted for 49 percent of the camper nights in the state parks. 

The percent of out-of-state and in-state camper units at the 

coastal parks for FY 1973-74 are shown in Table 21.    The statistics 

indicate that out-of-state residents accounted for 50% or more of the 

camper units at nine of the eighteen coastal parks.    As one would ex- 

pect,   California residents dominated at the parks in the  southern part 

of the  state while Washington residents accounted for a larger percent 

of out-of-state camper units at the parks in the northern part of the 

state.     The average percent of out-of-state. and in-state camper units 

for the eighteen parks is 51% and 45%,   respectively. 

While the above figures indicate that out-of-state residents 

account for a higher percentage of camper units than do Oregon 



Table 21.    Percent of camper units from in-state and out-of-state at the eighteen state-operated 
campgrounds along the Oregon coast in fiscal year 1973-74. 

Campground 
Camper 
Units 

Percent Out-of-State 

Cali-    Wash-    _,           _       ,1 
.     t         Other    Total1 

forma   ington 

Percent 
In-State 

Percent 
Unknown 

Origin 

1. Fort Stevens 49,312 12% 18% 12% 43% 53% 4% 
2. Oswald West 2,994 7 20 16 43 54 3 
3. Nehalem Bay 11,429 13 16 15 44 49 7 
4. Cape Lookout 24,959 11 17 13 41 57 2 
5. Devil's Lake 10,906 15 12 14 41 56 3 
6. Beverly Beach 37,389 12 13 13 38 58 4 
7. South Beach 19,012 17 10 19 46 50 4 
8. Beachside 9,760 12 14 16 42 56 2 

9. Carl G.   Washburne 5,550 27 13 19 59 38 3 
10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 32,102 25 13 13 51 47 2 

11. Umpqua Lighthouse 6,999 31 6 16 53 41 6 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 8,671 31 4 10 45 46 9 
13. Sunset Bay 14,974 36 5 13 55 43 2 
14. Bullards Beach 18,262 38 7 16 61 37 2 

15. Cape Blanco 2,539 39 7 28 74 24 2 
16. Humbug Mountain 9,239 51 8 16 75 22 3 
17. Harris Beach 19,972 36 6 15 57 41 2 

18. Loeb 3,881 39 3 10 52 38 10 

Average 25 11 15 51 45 

1 
The total represents the sum of percentages for all out-of-state campers. o 
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residents,  one can not conclude that non-Oregonians prevent Orego- 

nians from using the facilities by occupying the campsites early in 

the week and using them through the weekend.    However,  data con- 

tained in a study by the Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories pro- 

vides  some information on this controversy.    These data are pre- 

sented in Figure 4.    The graph shows the percent of capacity accounted 

for by out-of- state and in-state residents and the sum of the two cate- 

gories during July and August of 1972 for all state campgrounds.    The 

graph indicates that the percent of occupancy by Oregon residents is 

about twice as high on weekends as it is during the week.    At the same 

time,   the percent of occupancy accounted for by non-residents falls 

on the weekends.    This suggests that at least a larger percentage of 

Oregon residents use the campsites on weekends than during the week; 

however,  other residents may still be excluded. 

Even though total capacity was achieved only once during the 

two-month period,   individual campgrounds may have been filled to 

capacity and,   therefore,  precluded the use of that campground by 

Oregon residents and non-residents.    However,   the trend does show 

that residents are able to use a higher percentage of the campsites on 

the weekends.    The reservation system used in eighteen of the  state 

parks has enhanced the ability of residents to use the  sites on week- 

ends by allowing them to reserve the site in advance.    Non-residents 
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Figure 4.    Percent of capacity by day of the week for Oregon residents and non-residents in July 
and August,   1972,  for all state parks. 

Source:   p.   11/30,   Clement et al. ,   1973. 
o 
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can use the reservation system also but it is used more by residents 

than by non-residents. 

Revenue from Camping Fees 

User fees are charged at all of the state-provided campgrounds 

on the Oregon coast.    Since the parks accommodate a large number 

of camper units during a year,   the amount of revenue collected is 

significant.    The amount of revenue collected during FY 1973-74 at 

the eighteen campgrounds is shown in Table 22.    Most of the revenue 

is collected through overnight camping fees.    Group camping fees, 

reservation fees and a charge for extra vehicles account for most of 

the remaining revenue.    In all,   over $760,000 in revenue was col- 

lected from the eighteen parks.    Fort Stevens,   the largest camp- 

ground,   accounted for the most revenue,   $142,000,  while Oswald 

West only accounted for  $3, 000 in revenue. 

Total revenue per campsite ranged from $372 at Beverly Beach 

to $86 at Oswald West..     The average revenue per campsite for the 

eighteen state campgrounds was $240.    Since attendance at the camp- 

grounds in FY 1973-74 was less than in FY 1972-73,   less revenue was 

collected in FY 1973-74.    During fiscal year 1972-73,   the average 

revenue per campsite for the eighteen coastal parks was $248.    Thus, 

the lower attendance in FY  1973-74 translates into a decrease of eight 

dollars per campsite compared to FY 1972-73. 
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Table 22.    Total revenue and revenue per campsite for the eighteen 
state-operated coastal campgrounds in FY 1973-74. 

Campground 
Total Total Revenue 

Revenue Per Campsite 

$142,031 $ 236 

3,005 86 

27,237 93 

67, 684 275 

29,832 298 

103,467 372 

45,298 176 

23,202 290 

18,278 305 

87,576 231 

18,592 295 

19,673 171 

39,168 28 6 

54,364 283 

5,642 97 

22,766 225 

51,272 316 

8,836 167 

$767,923 

42,662 240 

1. Fort Stevens 

2. Oswald West 

3. Nehalem Bay 

4. Cape Lookout 

5. Devil's Lake 

6. Beverly Beach 

7. South Beach 

8. Beachside 

9. Carl G.  Washburne 

10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 

11. Umpqua Lighthouse 

12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 

13. Sunset Bay 

14. Bullards Beach 

15. Cape Blanco 

16. Humbug Mountain 

17. Harris Beach 

18. Loeb 

Total 

Average 
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The Cost of Providing State Camping Facilities 

The costs associated with the provision of the eighteen state 

campgrounds were estimated in a manner which parallels the cost 

estimates made for the Forest Service campgrounds.    The costs in- 

curred by the  state will be discussed in detail below. 

Current Replacement Costs 

Instead of inventorying the facilities in each campground and 

estimating the current replacement cost of each item as was done for 

Forest Service campgrounds,   the actual construction costs for four 

of the  state campgrounds were used to estimate an average replace- 

ment cost per campsite.    The average cost per campsite was used to 

estimate the total replacement cost of each of the eighteen camp- 

grounds by multiplying the number of campsites in the campground 

by the estimated replacement cost per campsite. 

The four campgrounds used to estimate the average replace- 

ment cost per campsite are Cape Blanco,   William M.   Tugman, 

Nehalem Bay,   and South Beach.    Cape Blanco was constructed in 

1972 and the other campgrounds were constructed in 1970.    State 

records were examined to determine the value of capital expenditures 

made in each year for each of the parks.    The expenditures were then 

inflated by the construction cost index to adjust the costs to June, 

1974 dollars.    The total adjusted capital costs,   for the four 
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campgrounds are listed in Table 23.    Dividing the total adjusted con- 

struction cost of $3, 113, 690 by the 722 campsites in the four camp- 

grounds results in an estimate of $4,313 for the average replacement 

cost per campsite.    The figure of $4, 313 per campsite was used to 

Table 23. Adjusted construction costs and construction costs per 
campsite for the four newest state campgrounds on the 
Oregon coast. 

Adjusted Construction 
Campground Construction Cost Per 

Costs Campsite 

Cape Blanco $     381,021 $6,569 

Nehalem Bay 1,154,411 3,953 

South Beach 1,197,171 4,658 

Wm.   M.  Tugman 381,087 3,314 

Total $3,113,690 

Average $4,313 

estimate the total replacement cost of sixteen of the eighteen state 

campgrounds along the coast.    The estimated replacement costs are 

shown in Table 24.    Since the current replacement costs were esti- 

mated on a per campsite basis,   Fort Stevens,  which has the most 

campsites,  has the highest replacement cost of 2. 6 million dollars. 

The estimated replacement cost for sixteen state campgrounds is 

13. 4 million dollars.    The average replacement cost per campground 
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Table 24.    Estimated current replacement cost of sixteen state- 
operated campgrounds along the Oregon coast. 

Campground 

Estimated 
Number of Current 
Campsites Replacement 

Cost 

1. Fort Stevens 603 $   2,600,739 

2. Nehalem Bay 292 1,259,396 

3. Cape Lookout 246 1,060,998 

4. Devil's Lake 100 431,300 

5. Beverly Beach 278 1,199,014 

6. South Beach 257 1,108,441 

7. Beachside 80 345,040 

8. Carl G.   Washburne 60 258,780 

9. Jesse M.   Honeyman 382 1,647,566 

10. Umpqua Lighthouse 63 271,719 

11. Wm.  M.   Tugman 115 495,995 

12. Sunset Bay 137 590,881 

13. Bullards Beach 192 828,096 

14. Cape Blanco 58 250, 154 

15. Humbug Mountain 101 435,613 

16. Harris Beach 151 651, 263 

Total 3,115 $13,434,995 

Average 194.69 839,687 
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is $839, 687 and six of the campgrounds have an estimated replace- 

ment cost of over one million dollars. 

Two qualifying statements must be made about the estimates of 

current replacement costs shown in Table 24.    First,   estimates of 

the replacement cost of Oswald West and Loeb campgrounds were not 

made.     The two campgrounds are designed differently from the others 

and the estimated replacement cost of $4,313 per campsite would not 

accurately reflect their replacement cost.    Since capital costs are 

derived from the replacement cost,   capital costs will not be estimated 

fpr the two campgrounds either. 

The other qualification is that the four parks from which the 

average replacement cost per campsite was estimated only contain 

improved campsites.    Most of the other campgrounds contain trailer 

pites and unimproved sites in addition to improved sites.    Trailer 

sites are more expensive to construct because of the need for sewage 

lines and expanded sewage treatment capacity.    Part of the higher 

cost of trailer site construction is offset by the lower costs of con- 

structing unimproved sites.    However,   the savings in constructing 

unimproved sites does not offset the higher costs of constructing 

trailer sites.    Therefore,   the estimate of $4,313 per campsite used 

he^e underestimates the actual replacement cost of those camp- 

grounds that have a large number of trailer sites. 

The policy of the Oregon State Parks and Recreation Branch 
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concerning the type of facilities provided in state campgrounds 

changed in 1970.    Prior to that time,   the  state provided trailer sites 

and unimproved sites inmost of the coastal campgrounds.    However, 

the high cost of constructing trailer sites forced the state to discon- 

tinue constructing them. 

The Parks and Recreation Branch then adopted the policy of 

providing only improved  sites in the campgrounds.    Therefore,  while 

the estimated replacement cost for campgrounds with trailer sites is 

higher than that estimated in Table 24,   the figures do represent the 

best estimate of the current cost of replacing the campgrounds with 

the type of facilities the  state is currently constructing. 

Annual Amortized Capital Costs 

Given the estimated replacement cost of the sixteen camp- 

grounds,   one can compute the annual amortized payment which would 

pay the interest and principal on the capital used to construct the 

campgrounds.     To do this,   it is again necessary to estimate the ex- 

pected economic life of the campgrounds and the interest rate to 

charge for the capital.     The expected economic life of all the camp- 

grounds is estimated to be 25 years.    Because of the method used to 

determine the replacement cost of the campgrounds,   the expected 

life could not be calculated in the same manner as it was for Forest 

Service campgrounds.    However,  discussions with State Parks 
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personnel and a comparison of the state facilities with Forest Service 

facilities suggest that an expected life of 25 years is a reasonable 

estimate. 

The interest rate used in the previous chapter was 6.875%.    It 

reflected the average yield on Federal interest-bearing securities 

with a maturity period of fifty years      That is,   the interest rate used 

is a measure of the cost incurred by the Federal government to bor- 

row long-term capital.    The Treasury Department of the state of 

Oregon was contacted to determine a similar effective interest rate 

20 
for bonds issued by the state .(Antico,   1975). The average effective 

interest rate on bonds issued between April of 1974 and March 1975 

is 5. 79%,  which is more than one percent below the rate used in the 

previous chapter. 

While the effective interest rate of 5.79 percent reflects the 

cost incurred by the state to borrow money,   it is not a good measure 

of the social opportunity cost of the capital.    As noted in the previous 

chapter,   the interest rate of 6.875 percent underestimates the social 

opportunity cost.    Rather than increasing the divergence between the 

social opportunity cost of capital and the interest rate used in this 

study,   it was decided that the interest rates of 4%,   6.875% and  10% 

20 
The date to maturity of these bonds is 20 to 30 years.    The 

state does not issue bonds that have a maturity date of more than 30 
years. These bonds were issued by the State Veterans Administra- 
tion and the System of Higher Education. 
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would also be used in this chapter to calculate the annual amortized 

capital costs for the campgrounds. 

It is recalled that the estimated capital cost per campsite is 

$4,313.    Using an expected life of 25 years and an interest rate of 

6.875 percent,   the annual capital cost per campsite is $366.    Multi- 

plying this figure by the number of campsites in each of the sixteen, 

campgrounds yields the annual capital cost for each campground. 

These figures are listed in Table 25.    They represent the annual pay- 

ment required to repay the fixed capital costs of principal and interest 

on the capital improvements.    In total,   over 1. 1 million dollars would 

be required to recover these costs for the sixteen campgrounds.    The 

average annual capital cost per campground is $71,256.    The costs 

range from more than $220,000 for Fort Stevens to $21,228 for Cape 

Blanco. 

Operation and Maintenance Costs 

The state maintains an accurate functional accounting system 

for recording operation and maintenance costs for each of the  state- 

operated campgrounds.    These data were collected and the figures 

represent actual expenditures rather than estimates as were used in 

the previous chapter.    The accounting system used by the state allo- 

cates expenditures to an account which describes the type of work done 

in the park.    For example,   if a person spends a day working on the 
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Table 25.    Annual amortized capital costs for sixteen of the state- 
operated campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

Campground 
Annual 
Capital 
Costs 

1. Fort Stevens 

2. Nehalem Bay 

3. Cape Lookout 

4. Devil's Lake 

5. Beverly Beach 

6. South Beach 

7. Beachside 

8. Carl G.   Washburne 

9. Jesse M.  Honeyman 

10. Umpqua Lighthouse 

11. Wm.  M,   Tugman 

12. Suriset Bay 

13. Bullards Beach 

14. Cape Blanco 

15. Humbug Mountain 

16. Harris Beach 

Total 

Average 

$     220,698 

106,872 

90,036 

36,600 

101,748 

94,062 

29,280 

21,960 

139,812 

23,058 

42,090 

50, 142 

70,272 

21,228 

36,966 

55,266 

$1, 140,090 

$     71,256 
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waiter system in the campground,  his wages and any materials he 

uses are recorded under the water system maintenance account. 

Therefore,   it is not possible to separate wages from other expendi- 

tures.    However,   the accuracy of the data is superior to the Forest 

Service data. 

The operation and maintenance costs for the eighteen camp- 

grounds are shown in Table 26.    The costs are broken down into 

several categories.    Maintenance of grounds includes most of the 

normal operation expenses and maintenance of the grounds,   roads,  . 

fences ajid walks.    Maintenance of delivery systems includes mainte- 

n^ince of water,   sewer and electrical systems as well as maintenance 

of site equipment such as stoves,   fireplaces,  benches and tables. 

The costs of providing firewood and reservations are also shown. 

In total,   over one million dollars were spent in FY 1973-74 to 

operate and maintain the eighteen state campgrounds.    The costs per 

campground range from about $200, 000 at Fort Stevens to about 

$12, 000 at Oswald West.    The average Operation and maintenance 

cost per campground is $60,367.    On a per-campsite basis,   Devil's 

Lake had the highest operation and maintenance cost of $573 while 

Nehalem Bay had the lowest cost of $146.    The average for the eigh- 

teen campgrounds is $339 per campsite. 

It may be useful to compare the magnitudes of operation and 

maintenance costs and revenue.    From the data in Table 27,   it can be 



Table 26.    Fiscal year 1973-74 operation and maintenance costs for the eighteen state campgrounds 
on the Oregon coast. 

Campground 
Maintenance 
of Grounds 

Maintenance 
of Buildings 

and Structures 

Maintenance 
of Delivery 

Systems 

Provision of 
Firewood 

Utilities, 
Supplies & 
General 

Expenses 

1. Fort Stevens $131,779 $  8,437 $  6,969 $21,403 $18,923 
2. Oswald West 10,409 74 454 1,008 201 
3. Nehalem Bay 27,352 1,801 2,007 2,807 5,543 
4. Cape Lookout 54,816 4,984 3,411 7,423 8,023 
5. Devil's Lake 36,890 2,722 3,865 1,548 6,388 
6. Beverly Beach 80,956 7,828 17,270 7,740 11,318 
7. South Beach 52, 120 2,484 2,397 3,514 7,272 
8. Beachside 29,032 1,721 2,916 2,681 3,389 
9. Carl G.   Washburne 15,892 820 1,409 200 1,268 

10. Jesse M.   Honeyman 92,796 4,592 6,293 12,261 6,859 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 21,550 700 1,600 3,452 1,342 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 25, 132 1,522 722 2,071 3,689 
13. Sunset Bay 38,411 1,911 2,824 6,341 3,494 
14. Bullards Beach 38,336 871 4, 157 3,753 4,590 
15. Cape Blanco 13,633 715 130 1, 141 1,395 
16. Humbug Mountain 23,961 578 3,374 928 1, 642 
17. Harris Beach 33,011 2,798 4,438 6,516 5,206 
18. Loeb 8,416 320 1,679 1,711 424 

Total $734,492 $44,878 $65,915 $86,498 $90,966 

vO 



Table 26 {cont. ) 

Reservation Other Total O & M 
Campground System O & M O & M Costs Per 

Costs Expenses Costs J- Campsite 

1. Fort Stevens $10,018 $  2,436 $     199,965 $332 
2. Oswald West -- 26 12,173 348 
3. Nehalem Bay- 2,470 521 42,500 146 
4. Cape Lookout 4,859 702 84,219 342 
5. Devil's Lake 4,437 1,438 57,287 573 
6. Beverly Beach 4,350 4, 100 133,563 48 0 
7. South Beach 2,752 661 71,201 277 
8. Beachside 2,467 148 42,354 529 
9. Carl G.  Washburne -- 184 19,774 330 

10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 4,938 1,190 128,929 338 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 4,471 143 33,259 528 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman -- 262 33,398 290 
13. Sunset Bay 3,940 714 57,633 421 
14. Bullards Beach 1,581 156 53,442 278 
15. Cape Blanco -- 153 17,166 296 
16. Humbug Mountain -- 248 30,730 304 
17. Harris Beach 3,353 919 56,241 372 
18. Loeb 

Total 

-- 213 

$14,214 

12,771 

$1,086,605 

241 

$49,636 

Average 60,367 $339 

Total O & M costs for each campground may not equal the sum of the categories due to round- 
ing error. 

o 



Table 27.    A comparison of total .revenue and operation and maintenance co^ts for the eighteen state 
campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

Campground Revenue O & M Costs 
Deficit 

(Surplus) 

Deficit 
(Surplus) 

Per Campsite 

1. Fort Stevens $142,031 $     199,965 $   57,934 $  96 
2. Oswald West 3,005 12, 173 9,168 262 
3. Nehalem Bay- 27,237 42,500 15,263 52 
4. Cape Lookout 67,684 84,219 16,535 67 
5. Devil's Lake 29,832 57,287 27,455 275 
6. Beverly Beach 103,467 133,563 30,096 109 
7. South Beach 45,298 71,201 25,903 101 
8. Beachside 23,202 42,354 19,152 239 
9. Carl G.  Washburne 18,278 19,774 1,496 25 

10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 87,576 128,929 41,353 108 
11. Umpqua Lighthouse 18,592 33,259 14,667 233 
12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 19,673 33,398 13,725 119 
13. Sunset Bay 39,168 57,633 18,465 135 
14. Bullards Beach 54,364 53,442 (992) (5) 
15. Cape Blanco 5,642 17,166 11,524 199 
16. Humbug Mountain 22,766 30,730 7,964 79 
17. Harris Beach 51,272 56,241 4,969 33 
18. Loeb 8,836 12,771 3,935 74 

Total $767,923 $1,086,605 $318,682 

Average 42,662 60,367 99 

r\j 
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seen that revenue is greater than O & M costs for only one camp- 

groundj   Bullards Beach; a surplus of $972 exists.    The revenue col- 

lected at the other campgrounds is not sufficient to pay operation and 

maintenance costs.    The net deficit for the eighteen campgrounds is 

over $300,000.    The revenue collected is equal to about 71% of opera- 

tion and maintenance costs.    The deficit amounts to about $100 per 

campsite for the campgrounds. 

Summary of Cost Data and Implications 

The total annual cost of providing the state campgrounds can be 

obtained by summing the annual amortized capital costs and the opera- 

tion and maintenance costs for each of the campgrounds.    These costs 

are shown in Table 28.    Capital costs based on an interest rate of 

6.875% were used to estimate total annual costs.    Oswald West and 

Loeb campgrounds are omitted from the table because an accurate 

estimate of current replacement costs was not made for the two camp- 

grounds.    In all,   the annual cost of providing the sixteen state- 

operated campgrounds is 2.2 million dollars.    The costs range from 

$38, 000 for Cape Blanco to $420, 000 for Fort Stevens.    The average . 

total annual cost per campground is $137, 609 while the average total 

annual cost per campsite is $707. 

Using the procedure outlined in the previous chapter,   one can 

determine the average fee which would have had to be charged to 
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Table 28.    Total annual costs of providing sixteen of the state- 
operated campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

_ , Total Annual 
Campground _ 

^& Costs 

1. Fort Stevens $     420,663 

2. Nehalem Bay 149,372 

3. Cape Lookout 174,255 

4. Devil's Lake 93,887 

5. Beverly Beach 235,311 

6. South Beach 165,263 

7. Beachside 71,634 

8. Carl G.   Washburne 41,734 

9. Jesse M.   Honeyman 268,741 

10. Umpqua Lighthouse 56,317 

11. Wm.  M.   Tugman 75,488 

12. Sunset Bay 107,775 

13. Bullards Beach 123,714 

14. Cape Blanco 38,394 

15. Humbug Mountain 67,696 

16. Harris Beach 111, 507 

Total $2,201,751 

Average per campground 137,609 

Average per campsite 707 
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recover operation and maintenance costs and total costs.    The prices 

are computed by dividing operation and maintenance costs and total 

costs for each campground by the number of camper units that stayed 

in the respective parks.    The estimated average fees are shown in 

Table 29.    The average fee actually paid by a camper unit is also 

listed in the table.    It was calculated by dividing the total revenue 

collected at each campground by the number of camper units that 

stayed in the park. 

The average fees actually paid by a camper unit to stay over- 

night in the park ranges from $1.00 at Oswald West to $3. 29 at Carl G. 

Washburne. The average fee paid is partially a function of the type of 

campsites provided in the campgrounds. For example, all sites in 

Oswald West are primitive and the fee per night is one dollar. On the. 

other hand 58 of the sixty campsites in the Washburne campground are 

trailer sites which cost $4. 00 per night. 

It should also be noted that since the actual prices paid are 

based on data for fiscal year 1973-74,   two different fee schedules 

were in effect.    From July 1973 throughTJecember 1973 the fee sched- 

ule was $3. 00 for trailer sites,   $2. 00 for improved and unimproved 

sites,   and $1.00 for primitive sites.    In 1974 the price schedule for 

trailer and improved sites increases to $4.00 and $3.00,   respectively. 

Therefore,  the average price actually paid is lower than one would 

expect since the higher prices were in effect only during the last half 
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Table 29.    The average fee actually paid by campers and the average 
fees that would have been required to cover operation and 
maintenance costs and total costs for the state-operated 
campgrounds on the Oregon coast,  holding attendance rates 
constant. 

Average Average 
Average Fee Fee 

Campground Fee Required Required 
Paid to Pay 

O & M Costs 
to Pay 

All Costs 

1. Fort Stevens $2.88 $4.06 $  8.53 

2. Oswald West 1.00 4. 07 -- 

3. Nehalem Bay 2.38 3.72 13. 07 

4. Cape Lookout 2.71 3.37 6.98 

5. Devil's Lake 2.74 5.25 8.61 

6. Beverly Beach 2.77 3.57 6.29 

7. South Beach 2.38 3.75 8.69 

8. Beachside 2.38 4.34 7.34 

9-: Carl G.  Washburne 3.29 3.56 7.52 

10. Jesse M.  Honeyman 2.73 4.02 8.37 

n. Umpqua Lighthouse 2.66 4.75 8.05 

12. Wm.  M.   Tugman 2.27 3.85 8.71 

13. Sunset Bay 2.62 3.85 7.20 

14. Bullards Beach 2.98 2.93 6.77 

15. Cape Blanco 2.22 6.76 15. 18 

16. Humbug Mountain 2.46 3.33 7.33 

17. Harris Beach 2.57 2.82 5.58 

18. Loeb 2.28 3.29   

Average $2.67 $3.69 $  7.83 
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of the fiscal year.    The average price actually paid at the eighteen 

carqpgrounds was $2.67. 

The average price required to repay operation and maintenance 

costs varies from $2,82 at Harris Beach to $6.76 at Cape Blanco. 

As mentioned earlier,   the price required to recover O & M costs at 

Bullards Beach is less than the average price paid.    It is the only 

campground for which revenue is greater than O & M costs.    An 

average price of $3. 69 would have to be charged in the eighteen state 

campgrounds to recover O & M costs.    Thus,  an increase of one dol- 

lar per night above the actual average price paid per camper unit 

would recover almost all operation and maintenance costs. 

The average price required to recover the amortized capital 

costs as well as the O & M costs vary from $5.58 at Harris Beach to. 

$15. 18 at Cape Blanco.    An average price of $7.83,  or a $5.50 in- 

crease over the current average price paid,  would have to be charged 

tp cover all costs of providing the sixteen state campgrounds. 

In total,   it is estimated that it costs over two million dollars to 

provide and maintain sixteen of the eighteen coastal campgrounds. 

Users of the facilities only directly pay about $756,000 or 34 percent 

of the costs.    Thus,   the difference between revenue from user fees 

and costs is over 1.4 million dollars annually.    The deficit is made 

up from two other sources of funds.    Registration fees for recrea- 

tional vehicles are earmarked for the Oregon State Parks and 
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Recreation Section.    The annual registration fee for travel trailers 

and campers is ten dollars per year plus $1. 50 for each foot in length 

over ten feet.    The fee for motor homes is $20 a year plus $1. 50 for 

each additional foot over ten feet.    In fiscal year 1973-74,  approxi- 

mately $2. 6 million dollars were paid in registration fees for recrea- 

tional vehicles. 

The other primary source of funds for the State Parks and 

Recreation Section is the highway gasoline tax fund.    The relative 

importance of these sources of funds can be seen from the estimated 

revenue, by source,  for the 1975-1977 biennium budget of the State 

Parks and Recreation Section (Talbot,   1975).    The total estimated 

revenue for the period is $22. 4 million.    About $10 million of the 

revenue comes from the highway fund .while $5.75 million comes from 

recreational vehicle registration fees.    An estimated $3 million comes 

from campground user fees.    The remainder of the money,   about 

$3.65 million,   comes from Federal sources.    It should be remember- 

ed that these funds are used to operate all state parks,  not just those 

containing campgrounds.    Part of the revenue is also used to purchase 

land and to make capital improvements in the park system. 

2 1 Actually,   $3. 9 million were collected.    However,   $2.57 mil- 
lion of the total represented registration fees for a two-year period 
rather than one year.    Therefore,  only one-half of the amount,  or 
$1,285 million was credited to FY 1973-74.    It should be noted that 
because the state has adopted a two-year registration for recreational 
vehicles,   there is large variation in the amount of fees collected from 
year to year (Slack,   1976). 
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Capital Costs for Alternative Interest Rates 

The amortized annual capital costs were also calculated for 

opportunity costs of 4% and  10% and the total annual costs per camper 

unit were estimated.    The estimates are listed in Table 3,0.    Capital 

costs vary from $860,000 to $1,480,000 for interest rates of 4% and 

10%,   respectively.    The average total cost per camper unit for the 

sixteen campgrounds is $6.84 for an interest rate of 4% and $9.04 for 

an interest rate of 10%.    Compared to the cost estimates obtained 

from the 6.875% interest rate,   the difference in costs per camper 

unit is about one dollar.    Even if a 10% interest rate is used to re- 

flect the opportunity cost of capital,   the average cost per camper unit 

is less than ten dollars. 

An Illustration of the Impact of Higher User Fees 

Again,   it should be emphasized that the average fee required to 

pay O & M costs and annual total costs are based on the attendance 

figures for fiscal year 1973-74.    If the fees estimated above were 

actually charged at the campgrounds,  attendance at the campgrounds 

would decline in response to the higher fees.    Again,  without an esti- 

mate of the price elasticity of demand for campsites,   the magnitude 

of the decrease in camper units cannot be estimated accurately.    How- 

ever,   it may be useful to use an elasticity estimate from another study 



Table 30.    Amortized capital costs,   total costs and total costs per camper unit for sixteen of the 
state-operated coastal campgrounds,  given an opportunity cost of capital of 4% and  10%. 

4% 10% 

Campground 
Amortized Total Amortized Total 

Annual Total Cost Per Annual Total Cost Per 
Capital Cost Camper Capital Cost Camper 
Cost Unit Cost Unit 

1. Fort Stevens $166,479   $ 366,444 $  7.43 $     286,518 $     486,483 $  9.87 
2. Nehalem Bay 80,616 123,116 10.77 138,745 181,245 15.86 
3. Cape Lookout 67,917 152,138 6. 10 116,888 201,107 8.06 
4. Devil's Lake 27, 608 84,895 7.78 47,515 104,802 9.61 
5. Beverly Beach 76,751 210,314 5.63 132,093 265,656 7. 11 
6. South Beach 70,954 142,155 7.48 122,115 193,316 10. 17 
7. Beachside 22,087 64,441 6.60 38,012 80,366 8.23 
8. Carl G.   Washburne 16,565 36,339 6.55 28,509 48,283 8.70 
9. Jesse M.  Honeyman 105,464 234,393 7.30 181,509 310,438 9.67 

10. Umpqua Lighthouse 17,393 50,652 7.24 29,935 63.194 9.03 
11. Wm.  M.   Tugman 31,750 65,147 7.51 54,643 88,041 10. 15 
12. Sunset Bay 37,823 95,456 6.37 65,096 122,729 8.20 
13. Bullards Beach 53,008 106,450 5.83 91,230 144,672 7.92 
14. Cape Blanco 16,013 33, 17 9 13.07 27,559 44,725 17.62 
15. Humbug Mountain 27,884 58,614 6.34 47,991 78,721 8.52 
16. Harris Beach 41,689 97,930 4.90 71,748 127,989 6.41 

Total $860,001    $1 ,921,663 $1,480, 106 $2,541,767 

Average $   6.84 $  9.04 

IV 
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to illustrate the impact of an increase in fees. 

A demand study for campgrounds operated by the state of Flor- 

ida was conducted in 1973 (Jennings,   1975).    A demand equation,   in 

which the dependent variable is the length of stay per visit,  was esti- 

mated for camping in the parks.     The price elasticity of demand esti- 

mated in the study is about -0.4.    "Price," as defined in the study,   is 

the sum of user fees and the value of food,   beverages and other goods 

and services consumed while at the site.    That is,  "price" refers to 

on-site costs,  which is a common practice in studies estimating the 

demand for outdoor recreation.     The elasticity estimate is constant 

for all prices because a power function was estimated.     The mean 

value of on-site costs is about nine dollars per day per camper party. 

The user fee for the campgrounds was $3.50 per site per day; there- 

fore,   on-site costs,   net of user fees,   is about $5. 50 per day. 

Total attendance at the eighteen parks in fiscal year 1973-74 was 

was 287, 950 camper units and the average user fee paid was $2. 67. 

Suppose the average fee paid was doubled to $5.25.    This would repre- 

sent a 37% increase in on-site costs,  which would result in about a 15% 

decrease in the number of camper units.     Therefore,  the number of 

camper units would decrease to 244,758 and total revenue fromuser 

fees would be about $1, 285, 000.   This represents an increase in revenue 
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of almost $518, 000 above'the revenue actually collectied in: fiscal year 

1973-74.    Thus,   the decline in the quantity of camper units is more 

than offset by the increase in user fees. 

Of course,   the price elasticity estimate for state campgrounds 

in Florida may not apply to Oregon state campgrounds.    The elasticity 

estimate for the Florida campgrounds is quite inelastic.    However,   a 

fee increase would always result in an increase in total revenue as 

long as the price elasticity is greater than -1.0.    Several studies in 

22 
Oregon have estimated price elasticities which are greater than -1.0. 

While these studies do not directly estimate the demand for campsites, 

they do estimate the demand for outdoor recreational activities in 

which the recreationists often camp while participating in the activ- 

ities.    Therefore,  the price elasticity of demand for campsites may 

be greater than -1.0 over the range of prices considered here.    The 

reduction in the number of camper units would also decrease opera- 

tion and maintenance costs.    Therefore,  the fee increase would re- 

duce costs as well as increase revenue. 

An issue that is tangentially related to the above example should 

be mentioned.    The quantity of camper units that actually demand 

campsites at the average price of $2.67 is greater than the 287,950 

reported above.    That figure represents the actual number of camper . 

22 For example,   see:   Gibbs,   1969; Guedry,   1970; and Brown 
et al. ,   1973. 
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units that utilized the campgrounds.    However,   since other camper 

units were turned away when a campground was full,   that figure 

underestimates the quantity of camper units that desired a site at 

that price.    Data are not available for the number of campers who 

could not be accommodated.    Also,   since non-price rationing was 

used to allocate campsites,   some of the camper units who could not 

obtain a site may be willing to pay the hypothetical fee of $5.25. 

Therefore,   the decrease in the number of camper units resulting 

from a doubling of the user fees may be less than the fifteen percent 

reflected by the assumed price elasticity. 

The Relationship Between Average and Marginal Costs 

For policy purposes,   it would be useful to know the relationship 

between marginal costs per camper unit and the average costs per 

camper unit estimated above.    In an attempt to determine a very 

rough estimate of this relationship,   simple regression analysis was 

used to estimate the total variable cost (operation and maintenance 

costs) per campsite function.    The dependent variable (Y) is the aver- 

age operation and maintenance cost per campsite for the eighteen 

campgrounds and the independent variable (X) is the average number 

of camper units per campsite that were accommodated during fiscal 

year 1973-74 at each of the eighteen parks.    Hence,   there are eigh? 

teen observations,  one for each campground,   for estimating the 
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relationship.    Three functional forms for the total variable cost per 

campsite function are presented here: 

Y   =   83.73 + 2.91X R2 = .46 (9) 

Y   =   208.48 + .0157X2 R2 = .43 (10) 

Y    =    13.33X'72 R2 = .50 (11) 

2 
The goodness of fit,  or  R   ,  for the functional forms are similar and 

all of the estimated coefficients are significantly different from zero 

at the 95% level. 

The functional forms of the three equations are interesting be- 

cause of their implications concerning the relationship between mar- 

ginal and average costs.    Equation (9) is linear,  which indicates that 

marginal costs are constant.    Equation (10) is concave from above, 

which signifies an increasing marginal cost curve.    On the other hand, 

equation (11) is concave from below, which indicates that average 

variable and marginal costs are falling and that marginal cost is 

less than average variable cost. 

The average variable and marginal costs associated with equa- 

tion (10) are equal to each other at X = 115,  which is toward the upper 

end of the data range for X.    In addition,   average variable costs are 

greater than marginal costs for the linear equation because of the 

positive intercept term in equation (9).    This indicates that marginal 

costs are below average variable costs over most of the range of  X 
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for all three of the equations. 

The above results are not encouraging,   since they suggest that 

marginal cost pricing would not result in the recovery of operation 

and maintenance costs.    However,  limitations of the analysis may 

explain the results.    First,  almost all observations for X lie between 

70 and  135.    The lack of observations for lower values of X may ex- 

plain the positive intercept estimated for the linear equation.    In addi- 

tion,   the operation and maintenance costs used as a proxy for "vari- 

able" costs may include some fixed costs. 

This simple analysis does not provide conclusive evidence re- 

garding the relationship between average and marginal costs.    Equa- 

tion (9) and (11) both indicate that one can not rule out the possibility 

that the average variable costs per camper unit may represent a 

close approximation of marginal costs.    The beta coefficient for equa- 

tion (11) is .72; however,  the 95% confidence interval for the coeffi- 

cient is .36 < p <   1. 08.    Since unity is within the interval,   one can 

not reject the possibility that the function is linear.    However,  more 

observations and a more sophisticated analysis are needed before one 

can state with confidence the relationship between marginal and aver- 

age variable costs. 
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V.    THE   PRIVATE   CAMPGROUND  INDUSTRY   AND  ITS 
RELATIONSHIP  WITH  THE   PUBLIC   SECTOR 

As noted in the introductory chapter,  little was known about the 

private campground industry along the Oregon coast at the time this 

project was initiated.    Very little general information was available 

and no economic data of any kind had been compiled.    Therefore,   one 

of the objectives of the study was to collect basic information about 

the industry and to do an economic analysis of the costs and returns 

associated with the operation of private campground/recreational ve- 

hicle (CG/RV) parks.    In this chapter,  basic data about the industry 

will be presented.    Information pertaining to how the private sector 

operatprs view their relationship with the public sector will also be 

discussed.    An economic analysis of some of the firms in the indus- 

try will be presented in the following chapter. 

Identification of Firms in the Industry 

The first task undertaken in the study of the private sector was 

obtaining a list of CG/RV parks on the Oregon coast.    The commer- 

cial campgrounds had to meet the same criteria as public camp- 

grounds to be included in the study.    First,   the commercial camp- 

grounds had to provide facilities and space for people using recrea- 

tional equipment for temporary shelter.    They also had to be easily 

accessible to travelers on U.  S.  Highway 101 and/or provide a 
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coastal-type camping experience.    The definition of a "campground" 

used in the study was purposely designed to include recreational ve- 

hicle parks as well as standard types of campgrounds because of the 

abundance of privately-operated CG/RV parks on the coast. 

Three sources were used to compile a listing of firms that may 

qualify for inclusion in the study.    During the  summer of 1974,   the 

National Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts,  with 

the assistance of the Soil Conservation Service,   conducted a county- 

by-county nationwide survey of outdoor recreational facilities provided 

by the private sector.    The unpublished results of the survey for the 

coastal counties in Oregon were obtained from the Soil Conservation 

Service and the campgrounds on the list were included in the prelimi- 

23 nary listing of firms. The  1974 directory of trailer parks and 

campgrounds compiled by Woodall was also used to obtain a list of 

coastal campgrounds (Woodall1 s Directory,   1974).    The final source 

used to identify CG/RV parks is a list of private campgrounds pro- 

24 
vided by the Oregon Coast Association. About   140 firms were 

identified as possibly qualifying for inclusion in the population. 

To determine whether or not the individual firms met the 

23 Robert Corthell of the Soil Conservation Service in Portland 
provided the survey information for use in this study. 

24 
This list was provided by Gene Magee,  Manager of the Oregon 

Coast Association. 
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qualifications required to be included in the population,  many of the 

campgrounds were visited and campground owners and operators were 

asked to identify those campgrounds which meet the qualifications. 

This was done for all areas of the Oregon coast so that an accurate 

population of firms could be obtained.    Many firms were eliminated, 

and the final population consists of 92 firms. 

Most of the firms removed from the preliminary list were 

mobile home parks that only rented vacant spaces to overnight camp-r 

ers.    However,   a mobile home park was included in the population if 

part of the park was designed specifically for recreational vehicles. 

An attempt was also made to eliminate all firms that contained less 

than ten campsites.    Other campgrounds were removed from the 

sample because they were located too far inland and,  hence.,  did not 

meet the qualifications for inclusion in the study. 

Sampling Procedures 

Once the population of firms was determined,   sampling pro- 

cedures were considered.    The sampling unit for the study is the 

individual campground or business enterprise which operates a camp- 

ground or recreational vehicle park in conjunction with other types of 

businesses.    Therefore,   the sampling frame consists of the 92 firms 

or campgrounds which comprise the population. 

Once the population and sampling frame have been specified, 
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the size of the sample needed for the study can be estimated.    Several 

factors must be considered in estimating the sample size (Cochran, 

1963).    For example,   the objectives of the study must be considered 

so that the important information to be obtained from the survey can 

be identified.    An acceptable level of precision for the estimates of 

the important variables can then be specified.    If more than one 

sample size is obtained because of differences in the level of preci- 

sion desired or differences in the variances of important parameters, 

the conflicting sample sizes must be reconciled.    This is often done 

by considering the resources available for data collection and deter- 

mining how the precision varies with respect to the size of the 

sample. 

The sample size is obtained from an equation which expresses 

the relationship between the sample size and the level of precision 

desired.    While it is usually relatively easy to specify the equation 

needed to estimate the sample size,   it often contains parameters of 

unknown properties of the population.    Estimates for Ithese param- 

eters,   such as the mean and the variance of the parameters to be 

estimated,  must be made to obtain the sample size.    This may be 

very difficult when little is known about the population being sampled. 

Because of the lack of information about the population,   the sample 

size in this study was not statistically estimated.    Instead,  past ex- 

perience was used to arrive at the sample size. 
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During the process of identifying the firms to include in the 

study,   it was learned that there is a large amount of variability in 

size and type of facilities provided by the private sector.    Given this 

subjective evaluation of variability and the sampling rates used in 

previous studies,   a sample size of 40 firms or a sampling rate of 

about 44% was selected.    Forty-one usable questionnaires were com- 

pleted by firms in the population.    The sampled firms were randomly 

selected from the population.    A replacement sample of twenty firms 

was drawn to substitute for firms that could not or would not partici- 

pate in the survey.    However,   only five of the firms in the replace- 

ment sample were used.    The questionnaire used in the survey is in 

Appendix 2 of the thesis. 

After the data were collected,  an ex post sample size was esti- 

mated to determine how it compared to the actual sample size of 41 

firms.    The total number of campsites in the industry was chosen as 

the parameter for calculating the sample size.    The total number of 

campsites in the industry can be depicted as  Nq",  where   N   is the total 

number of firms in the industry and   cf is the average number of camp- 

sites per campground.    A precision level of ten percent was selected 

along with a small level of risk,   a,   that the actual error is greater 

than ten percent.    That is,   a represents the probability that  Nq,   the 

sample estimate of the number of campsites in the population,  will 

not be within ten percent of  Nq,   the actual number of campsites in 
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the population.    A value of . 05 was chosen for  a- 

Using this information,   the following expression can be written: 

p||Nq-Nq|    >    tQ  N/Var (Nq)   J   =    a (12) 

Expression (12) can be rewritten as: 

t   i    ■^L <   t a VVar Nq    ~       a 

or P    Nq      =   Nq    ±  t    N/'Var Nq   j 

1  - a 

=    1  - a 

(13) 

(14) 

We know that  si Var Nq   =  N si Var "q      and   \l Var q   = J    — (^—-)   , 

where   s    is the sample estimate of the variance of q   and   ——    is 
^ N 

the finite population correction.    Further,   t =   1.96,   N = 92 and 
a = . 05 

2 
s    = 1611.92.    Substituting these values into expression (14) gives: 

N?=N5±(1.96„,2,yiMpi(^) .95   (15) 

The objective is to solve for  n   such that   P [ Nq   =  Nq   ±. .' 1 Nq]  =  .95, 

since the precision level chosen is 10%.    Since the population value of 

q   is not known,   the sample estimate,  q   = 52.80,   is substituted for it 

and equation (16) is solved for n: 

(.10)(92)(52.80)  =  (1.96)(92) /   1611.92     792-n\ 
J  r       n \   92     ) (16) 

and,   n = 65 . 
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The estimated sample size of 65 represents the number of 

firms that would have to be included in the sample to meet the stated 

conditions of  Nq  being within ten percent of the population value of 

Nq,   with a probability of 0.95.    Since the sample size actually used 

is 41 firms,   the number of firms sampled is not large enough to meet 

the conditions stated in the calculations of the sample size. 

The precision actually achieved by a sample size of 41 firms 

can also be estimated from equation (16).    The precision value,   . 10, 

on the right side of the equation is replaced by Z   and the sample size 

of 41  is substituted for the variable  n.    This yields 

Z(92)(52.80)   =   (1.96)(92)   J   ^jp^   (^ (17) 

or 

Z = .17. 

The level of precision actually obtained from the sample size of 41 

firms is . 17 or 17%. That is, the true population value of Nq will be 

within ±17 percent of the sample estimate of Nq , ninety-five percent 

of the time. This level of precision is considered to be acceptable 

for the purposes of this study. The decrease in the sample size from 

65 to 41, results only in a seven percent decrease in the level of pre- 

cision obtained. 
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Description of the Industry 

As noted in the previous section,   there are 92 CG/RV parks 

along the Oregon coast that satisfy the criteria used to define the 

population for this study.    This represents a larger number of firms 

than was thought to exist.    It was believed that the industry consisted 

of about 50 firms before the population was compiled.    Other interest- 

ing points about the industry are discernible from the information col- 

lected by personal interview from the owners or operators of the 

forty-one firms. 

Nineteen of the forty-one CG/RV parks are operated in con- 

junction with other types of business enterprises.    Grocery stores, 

cabins,  motels,  mobile home parks and marinas are the most com- 

mon businesses operated along with the CG/RV parks.    These types 

of businesses are complementary to the operation of a campground in 

that the  same person can often perform the functions necessary to 

operate both enterprises. 

Most of the CG/RV parks are family operations.    Thirty-four 

of the forty-one firms interviewed are sole proprietorship businesses; 

four of them are partnerships and three are corporations.    Thirty- 

four of the firms are operated by the owner or one of the partners 

while the other seven are operated by a manager.    However,  only 14 

or 34% of the campgrounds provide at least fifty percent of the gross 
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income of the owner.    Many of the campgrounds are operated by the 

wife while the husband has a full-time job which provides the major 

part of the family income. 

Another interesting point relates to the length of time the 

CG/RV parks have been in operation.    Fifteen of the sampled firms 

have been in operation for over fifteen years; three others have been 

in operation over ten years.    In contrast,   only three of the camp- 

grounds have been established during the last three years.    Nine 

firms have been in operation between three and six years while the 

other ten have been operated between six and ten years.    This indi- 

cates that the CG/RV park industry may be more mature than antici- 

pated  since almost 45 percent of the sampled firms have been operat- 

ing for over ten years.    Very few new campgrounds have been opened 

since  1972.    Almost one-half of the campgrounds (46%) were opened 

between 1965 and  1971.    This suggests that this seven-year period 

was one of major growth or expansion for the industry. 

Information was also obtained concerning the length of time that 

the current owners or managers have operated the CG /GV parks. 

These data present an interesting contrast to the data presented above. 

Seventeen of the current owners/managers have operated their re- 

spective parks for a period of three years or less .    Twenty-nine of 

the current owners or managers have operated their parks less than 

six years.    Thus,  while almost one-half of the sampled campgrounds 
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have been in operation for more than ten years,   seventy percent of 

the current owners or managers have operated their respective 

CG/RV parks for less than six years.    This indicates that there is a 

high rate of ownership or management turnover in the industry,  but 

this is not unusual for small business firms. 

The average size of the sampled campgrounds is 5 3. 1  campsites 

25 
per campground. There is a total of 2, 177 campsites in the forty- 

one  sampled firms.    If the sample data is representative of the in- 

dustry,   it suggests that the 92 firms along the Oregon coast provide 

about 4,900 campsites.    This is more campsites than the public sec- 

tor provides in the region.     Therefore,   in terms of the number of 

campsites provided as well as the number of campgrounds,   the public 

sector does not dominate the supply side of the campground market 

along the Oregon coast. 

A large amount of variation exists in the size of the camp- 

grounds.    The number of campsites in a campground vary from eight 

to 200. Nineteen of the campgrounds have forty or fewer campsites 

25 This average number of campsites per campground is slightly 
different from the one reported in the sampling section.    During a 
second interview with some of the firms,   an error was discovered in 
the original sample data. 

26 
While an attempt was made to exclude all firms that had less 

than ten campsites,  one of the firms interviewed had only eight camp- 
sites . 
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while seven have more than eighty campsites. Six campgrounds have 

at least 100 campsites. 

Of the 2177 campsites in the campgrounds,  only 191 or 8.77% 

are specifically designed to accommodate tents.    However,   an addi- 

tional 441  sites are designed for tents or trailers.    Of the 1,545 

trailer sites provided,   1,030 have full hookups of sewer,  water,   and 

electricity at each site.    Hence,   almost fifty percent of all sites pro- 

vided have full hookups.    This suggests that the private sector camp- 

grounds are primarily designed to meet the needs of those campers 

who use travel trailers,  pickup campers and motor homes. 

The density of campsites in commercial campgrounds is great- 

er than the density reported for publicly-provided facilities.    It was 

noted earlier that the Forest Service and  state campgrounds have 

about five campsites per acre.    The average number of campsites 

per acre for the commercial campgrounds is 9.3.    Once again,  there 

is a large amount of variation among the CG/RV parks.    One camp- 

ground has 35 sites per acre and nine have at least fifteen sites per 

acre.     On the other hand,  four campgrounds have less than five sites 

per acre.    The least densely developed CG/RV park has 2. 5 sites per 

acre. 

Generally speaking,   the commercial campgrounds provide a 

different type of camping environment than that provided by the public 

sector.    While the public campgrounds utilize natural vegetation to 
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separate the campsites and to provide privacy,   the commercial CG/ 

RV parks often remove the vegetation and privacy must be provided 

by the camping equipment.    Very few of the CG/RV parks attempt to 

provide a natural setting for campers.    In fact,   some of the commer- 

cial CG/RV parks resemble mobile home parks in terms of the den- 

sity of sites and the level of site modification. 

The campgrounds contain a variety of services and facilities 

for the campground user.    These are summarized in Table 31.    All 

except two of the CG/RV parks have flush toilets and hot shower facili- 

ties.     At least one-half of them also provide laundry facilities,   access 

to the beach,   a lake or stream,  and propane or gasoline sales.   Other 

common facilities include sanitary dump stations,  playgrounds,  boat- 

ing facilities,  boat rentals and campstores. 

Most of the commercial campgrounds are open the entire year. 

However,   the summer season is the peak period for most of them. 

Some of the campgrounds are also used intensively in the fall during 

fishing season.    According to campground operators,   coastal activ- 

ities  such as fishing,   crabbing,   clamming and beach activities are 

the major activities that attract campers to the coast.    On the other 

hand,   operators believe that the primary reasons that campers are 

attracted to their respective CG/RV parks are cleanliness,  friendli- 

ness and quietness.    These factors were mentioned more than any 

others as the major attraction of the private sector campgrounds. 
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Table 31.    Services and facilities provided by the forty-one commer- 
cial campgrounds/recreational vehicle parks. 

Facility of Service Provided 

CG/RV Parks 
Providing the Service 

or Facility 

Number Percent 

1. Hiking Trails 

2. Horseback Riding 

3. Swimming Pool 

4. Laundry Facilities 

5. Lake,   Stream or Beach 
Access 

6. Playground 

7. Central Sanitary Dump Station 

8. Hot Shower Facilities 

9. Flush Toilets 

10. Boating Facilities (docks, 
launching facilities) 

11. Recreation Hall 

12. Boat Rentals 

13. Camp Store 

14. Propane or Gasoline Sales 

15. Arts and Crafts 

16. Guide Service 

17. Pool Table 

18. Game Machines 

8 

3 

1 

25 

24 

16 

20 

39 

39 

15 

8 

9 

15 

21 

2 

1 

1 

1 

19.5% 

7.3% 

2.4% 

61. 0% 

58.5% 

39. 0% 

48. 8% 

95. 1% 

95. 1% 

36.6% 

19.5% 

22. 0% 

36.6% 

51.2% 

4.9% 

2.4% 

2.4% 

2.4% 
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The information presented above provides a general description 

of the private campground industry on the Oregon coast.    The data 

indicate that some preconceptions about the industry were not accu- 

rate.     The industry is larger,  both in terms of the number of CG/RV 

parks and the number of campsites provided,   than was expected.    The 

data also indicate that the private sector provides at least as many 

campsites as the public  sector provides.    The industry also has been 

in existence for many years since fifteen of the thirty-nine firms that 

responded to the questionnaire have been in operation for at least fif- 

teen years.    The period of 1965-1971 was a period of expansion for 

industry as nineteen CG/RV parks were opened during the period. 

A Comparison with the Northeast Industry 

A Northeastern Regional Research Corpmittee (NEM-42) con- 

ducted a study of the camping market in the twelve northeastern 

27 
states. In 1971,  a survey of private campgrounds in the region 

was conducted and the results were published in a regional research 

publication (Bevins £t al. ,   1974).    It will be the source  of information 

regarding the Northeast industry unless another source is specified. 

Of course,   the private campground industry in the Northeast is 

27 
The twelve states represented on the committee are Connecti- 

cut,   Delaware,   Maine,   Maryland,  Massachusetts,   New Hampshire, 
New Jersey,   New York,   Pennsylvania,   Rhode Island,   Vermont,   and 
West Virginia. 
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much larger than the Oregon coastal industry.    In 1971,   it was esti- 

mated that there were about 2,000 private campgrounds in the North- 

east which provided about 150, 000 campsites (Bond et^ al. ,   1973). 

The state of New York contained about 740 of the campgrounds and 

almost 54,000 of the campsites.    The average size of the campgrounds 

in the Northeast was about 70.7  sites per campground,  which is about 

thirty percent larger than the average for campgrounds interviewed in 

this  study. 

The campsite density in the Northeast campgrounds is lower 

than for the Oregon coastal campgrounds.    The density,   as measured 

by the number of campsites per acre,   ranged from 4. 1 to 7. 2 in the 

Northeast study.    The average number of campsites per acre for 

canqpgrounds on the Oregon coast is 9. 3.    In general,   the smaller 

campgrounds in the Northeast had a lower density figure than the 

larger campgrounds. 

Data concerning the type of services and facilities provided at 

the Northeast campgrounds are summarized in Table 32.    A higher 

percentage of the Northeast campgrounds have a campstore and a 

recreation hall.    On the other hand,   the Oregon campgrounds have a 

much higher percent of campgrounds that contain some sites with full 

hookups.    Thirty-three of the forty-one campgrounds interviewed on 

the Oregon coast had  some  sites with full hookups for sewer,  water 

and electricity. 
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Table 32.    Percent of the 408 Northeastern campgrounds that pro- 
vided the following services in 1970. 

% of Campgrounds 
Service or Facility Providing the 

Service or facility 

Hot Showers 88. 5% 

Camp store 69.9% 

Access to Water Attraction 57.8% 

Recreation Hall 47.1% 

Some Sites with Full Hookups 46.8% 

Computed from information in Tables 2 and 3 in Bevins et al. , 
1973. 

The Northeast data on campsite density and the type pf facilities 

provided suggests that the Northeast campgrounds provide a different 

type of camping experience than that provided by Oregon private 

campgrounds.    The natural environment and  site characteristics 

were the in-park attractions mentioned most often by the operators 

in the Northeast.    This suggests that the natural environment is not 

modified as much as it is in many of the private campgrounds on the 

Oregon coast.    It appears that the Northeast private campgrounds are 

similar to the public  sector campgrounds in Oregon in terms of the 

importance placed on the natural environment.    In contrast,  private 

campgrounds on the Oregon coast remove much of the natural cover. 
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This may be an acceptable practice because of the abundance of state 

parks and day use areas that provide access to areas in which the 

natural environment is not so heavily modified. 

Private Operators' Attitudes Toward the Public Sector 

During the personal interviews conducted with private CG/RV 

park owners and operators,   information was collected to ascertain 

how the private campground industry viewed its relationship with the 

public agencies,  particularly the State Parks and Recreation Section, 

that provide overnight camping facilities.    The opinions expressed by 

the private operators will be examined to identify major sources of 

conflict between the two sectors.    Caution should be exercised in 

interpreting some of the comments and opinions expressed by the 

private operators since this study does not provide a method for 

testing the validity of the opinions or determining the economic effects 

of the statements. 

Operators were asked whether or not state campgrounds had an 

effect on the volume of business they had in their private campgrounds. 

Fifteen of the forty-one respondents believed that state parks had no 

effect on the volume of business at their   CG/RV park.    Of the twenty- 

six operators who thought that state parks had some effect on their 

business,  nine considered the effect to be positive.    That is,   the 

operators thought that the presence of publicly-provided campgrounds 
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increased the volume of business in their CG/RV park.    Seventeen 

operators believed that the public campgrounds decreased the volume 

of business in their private campground/    Thus,   the operators ex- 

pressed differing opinions on the effect of public campgrounds on 

their respective private CG/RV parks.    About 37% thought public 

campgrounds had no effect and 21% thought the effect was positive. 

The remaining 42% of the operators thought that public facilities de- 

creased the volume of business in their campgrounds. 

Seventy-four responses were received when operators were 

asked to identify their most serious problems.    The most common 

problem mentioned (eleven responses) was pets,  primarily dogs that 

caused problems in the CG/RV park.    However,   twenty-three re- 

sponses related to the state, but not all of them referred to the State 

Parks and Recreation Section.    For example,   six of the complaints 

referred to meeting all of the state regulations required to operate or 

expand the campgrounds.    Six other complaints dealt with not being 

allowed to have roadside signs to identify the location of private 

campgrounds. 

Three types of complaints related to the state parks.    Six opera- 

tors indicated that competition from  state parks was one of their most 

serious problems.    Three complained about the state allowing   camp- 

ers to use day use and rest areas for overnight camping when the pri- 

vate campgrounds were not full.    One operator indicated that the state 
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parks did not have to meet the same sanitary requirements that pri- 

vate campgrounds had to meet.    Another operator thought the state 

could do more than is currently being done to refer campers to pri- 

vate campgrounds when the public facilities were full. 

When asked what,   if any,   advantages the state campgrounds had 

over private campgrounds,   thirteen operators made reference to 

economic issues.    Eight mentioned that the state did not have to rely 

on user fees to cover all of the costs associated with providing the 

facilities.    Four operators referred to the cheaper fees that the state 

charges and one operator thought that the biggest advantage the state 

had was that it did not have to pay property taxes.    Other operators 

thought that the state had the best locations for campgrounds,  better 

roadside signs to identify the location of campgrounds,  and larger 

and newer facilities.    However,   eight operators thought that the state 

campgrounds had no advantages over private campgrounds. 

Twenty operators thought that the primary advantage of private 

campgrounds was that they could offer more personal service for the 

campers than the state campgrounds could provide.    Private opera- 

tors also thought that the private campgrounds were safer,   cleaner, 

quieter and less crowded as well as providing more facilities such as 

campstores,  boat moorage and gasoline and propane sales. 

Another objective of the survey was to determine the private 

sector's attitude toward expansion of the camping facilities they 
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provide.    Operators were asked if state policies had any influence on 

decisions to enlarge their facilities.    Twenty-six operators said that 

they currently had no plans to expand their facilities while fifteen had 

plans to enlarge their facilities sometime in the next two or three 

years.    Seventeen of the operators indicated that state policies in- 

fluenced their decision concerning whether or not they would expand 

their campgrounds.    Only three operators referred to state park 

policies as a deterent to expansion.    Thirteen referred to the prob- 

lem of acquiring all of the permits required to expand their facilities. 

Septic tank or sewer permits seemed to be the most serious problem 

that has to be overcome before facilities can be expanded.    Several 

of the coastal counties are not issuing new septic tank permits be- 

cause of sanitation problem s that have occurred recently.    Operators 

indicated that they could not expand their facilities until they were 

able to connect to a consolidated sewage treatment system.    Thus,  it 

appears that the sanitation problem is a major constraint to the ex- 

pansion of the private camping facilities on the Oregon coast. 

Finally,   operators were asked what the state could do to assist 

private campgrounds.    A total of sixty-nine suggestions were made. 

The responses that were mentioned more than once are listed in 

Table 33.    The most common response mentioned by operators re- 

ferred to roadside signs to identify private campgrounds.    Most op- 

erators want signs for private parks similar to those used to identify 
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Table 33.    A summary of private campground operators' opinions 
regarding how the state can assist the private campground 
industry on the Oregon coast. 

Response 

Number of 
Operators 
Giving the 
Response 

1. Allow highway signs to designate private 
CG/RV parks 16 

2. Don't let campers stay overnight in rest areas 8 

3. Increase camping fees in state campgrounds 6 

4. Decrease taxes/Property tax relief 6 

5. Cancel reservation system at state parks 3 

6. Don't compete with private campgrounds 3 

7. Get out of campground business 3 

8. Fewer regulations 3 

9. Refer campers to private CG/RV parks 2 

10. Lease state campgrounds to private operators 2 

11. List private campgrounds in state advertising 
material 2 

state parks and campgrounds.     Reference to campers staying over- 

night in rest areas,  higher camping fees and lower taxes were the 

only other three suggestions that were voiced by more than three 

operators. 

Two operators requested that the state do a better job of re- 

ferring campers to private campgrounds when the state campgrounds 

are full.    The state currently gives the campers a brochure listing 
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the location and facilities provided by the private campgrounds in the 

surrounding area.    State personnel do not recommend one private 

park or assist the camper by telephoning private campgrounds to 

determine if they have space for more campers. 

It is difficult to draw conclusions about the attitude that private 

campground operators have toward the state because of the wide 

variety of opinions expressed.    One can conclude,  however,   that 

some of the operators feel that they have to compete with state- 

provided facilities.    Many operators are openly hostile toward the 

State Parks and Recreation Section.    However,   this does not neces- 

sarily mean that the hostility is always justified.    For example,   the 

state police,   and not the State Parks and Recreation Section,   is re- 

sponsible for enforcing laws concerning the use of rest areas for 

overnight use.    Police are understandably reluctant to ask tired 

drivers to leave rest areas because of the safety factor.    The high- 

way sign problem is also complicated by the fact that other tourist- 

related businesses may demand highway signs if signs are allowed 

for private campgrounds. 

It is also difficult to generalize about the economic relationship 

between the public and private campgrounds.    A significant portion of 

the private operators view the public facilities as being competitive 

with their enterprises.    Some operators said they were at an economic 

disadvantage in trying to compete with the state campgrounds because 
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the latter did not have to cover all costs associated with providing 

the facilities.    A few operators thought that the publicly-provided 

campgrounds were a benefit to them because they attracted more 

campers to the area. 

A financial analysis of selected private campgrounds is con- 

ducted in the next chapter.     While the analysis will not prove or dis- 

prove the opinions expressed by private operators concerning their 

relationship with public-sector campgrounds,   it will provide a general 

indication of the financial status of firms in the industry,   given the 

current policies of the public sector. 
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VI.    ECONOMIC   COSTS AND   RETURNS  FOR  PRIVATE 
SECTOR  CAMPGROUNDS 

Revenue data were also collected during the survey of the forty- 

one campgrounds in the private sector.    However,   cost data were not 

collected.    A second  survey was conducted to obtain the cost data 

needed for the analysis in this chapter.    The cost data survey will be 

discussed below.    The revenue data collected in the first survey and 

the fee  structure used by the private campground industry will be dis- 

cussed first. 

Private Campground Fee Structure 

The fee structure used at the private CG/RV parks is similar to 

that used by   the public   sector.     The daily fee for a tent site ranges 

from $2. 00 to $3. 50; the most common fee is $3. 00,  which is com- 

parable to the fee charged at the state campgrounds.    Since most of 

the private CG/RV parks provide flush toilets and hot showers,   the 

improvement levels provided by the private sector are also compar- 

able to those provided by the state.    The $3. 00 fee is one dollar high- 

er than the fee charged at Forest Service facilities,  but hot water and 

showers are not provided at latter campgrounds. 

The fee schedule for trailer sites with full hookups in private 

campgrounds is also about the  same as that used at state campgrounds. 

Fees for these sites range from three dollars to six dollars,  with 
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most campgrounds charging $4. 00 a day.    The six-dollar sites are 

located right next to the beach and the operator of the campground 

charges a higher fee for them because of their location.    The trailer 

sites located in the same park that are not next to the beach rent for 

four dollars a day.    Nine campgrounds rent trailer sites for less than 

four dollars a day while only two rent trailer sites for more than four 

dollars.    It should be noted that many of the private-sector camp- 

grounds have an additional fee for camping parties with more than a 

certain number of people in the party.    Hence,   the fee for larger 

camping parties may be higher in some private CG/RV parks than it 

would be in publicly-provided campgrounds. 

When asked how they established their fee schedule,   fifteen 

operators responded that they determined their fees strictly on the 

basis of the fees schedule at public campgrounds.    Twelve other opera- 

tors indicated that the fee structure at public facilities is one of the 

important factors in the determination of their fee schedule.    Other 

factors considered in setting fees are the fees charged at other pri- 

vate campgrounds and cost of providing services to the campers. 

Higher costs for electricity,  paper towels and other items have forced 

some operators to raise their rates or to consider raising them in the 

near future. 

Operators were also asked what they thought would happen if 

they raised their rates.    Two hypothetical situations were presented 
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to the operators.    First,   each operator was asked what (s)he thought 

would happen to their volume of business if they raised their fees by 

twenty-five percent and other private CG/RV parks and public camp- 

grounds did not raise their fees.    Only eighteen of the forty-one opera- 

tors thought that it would result in a reduction in the volume of busi- 

ness at their campground.    Twenty-three operators indicated that 

they did not believe that their volume of business would be affected. 

When asked what would happen to their volume of business if 

all public and private campgrounds increased their rates by 25%, 

thirty-six of the operators believed that there would be no reduction 

in the volume of camping business.    This suggests that most of the 

private campground operators view the demand for campsites as 

being very inelastic.    The response to the first hypothetical situa- 

tion is also interesting because the majority opinion suggests that 

private operators should not be overly concerned with the fee  schedule 

used at public facilities,   since they stated that a unilateral increase 

in the fees of one private CG/RV park would not reduce the volume 

of camping business in the campground.    This indicates that opera- 

tors are not "forced" to charge the  same rates as those charged at 

public facilities.    This is inconsistent with the attitudes presented in 

the previous chapter that suggest that the fee schedule at public facil- 

ities was too low and resulted in unfair competition for the private 

sector. 
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Private campground operators were also asked if they would 

raise their fees if other private operators raised their fees,  but the 

state maintained the same fee schedule.    Twenty-five responded nega- 

tively.    There are two possible explanations for this response.    It 

may indicate that private operators believe that they must maintain a 

fee schedule that is comparable to the schedule used at public camp- 

grounds.   This opinion has been expressed earlier,   even though it is 

inconsistent with the discussion in the preceding paragraph.    Another 

explanation is that the operators believe that the current fee schedule 

is satisfactory and an increase in fees is unnecessary.    However,   in- 

formation on historical fee increases indicates that private camp- 

grounds have followed the public sector when the latter increased 

their fee schedule.    Many operators also indicated that they would 

raise their fees if the fees charged at state facilities were increased. 

Therefore,   one can conclude that the private campground operators 

think that their fee schedule must be comparable to the fee schedule 

used at state campgrounds.    However,   this may not be a correct inter- 

pretation since it is inconsistent with the majority of the responses 

obtained to the question regarding a unilateral increase in fees by an 

individual private campground. 

Private Campground Revenue 

Revenue data for 1974 were provided by thirty-four of the 
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forty-one campgrounds interviewed.    Five of the operators inters 

viewed could not provide the information because they did not operate 

the campground during 1974; two others refused to provide the infor- 

mation.    The thirty-four firms which supplied the information account 

for 1774 of the 2177 campsites in the sample.    The revenue data are 

summarized in Table 34. 

Table 34.    Total revenue,  by source,  for the thirty-four commercial 
campgrounds. 

Source of Revenue Revenue 
Revenue Per 

Campsite 
Percent of 

Total Revenue 

Site Rental Fees $525,841 $296. 42 8 3.07% 

Marina 39,155 22. 07 6.19 

Laundry 15,934 8. 98 2.52 

Firewood 1,374 0. 77 0.22 

Propane/Gasoline Sales 14,766 8. 32 2.33 

Campstore 34,060 19. 20 5. 38 

Other 1,880 1. 06 0. 30 

Total $633,010 $356. 82 100.01% 

Total gross revenue for the thirty-four campgrounds is 

$633, 010 or an average of $18, 618 per campground.    Site rental fees 

account for 83 percent of the total receipts.    Campstores and marinas 

are next in importance as revenue-producing activities.    Both of 

these activities are an important source of revenue for campgrounds 
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that have the facilities.    Coin-operated laundries and the sale of 

propane and/or gasoline are other sources of revenue for the firms. 

Total revenue,   on a per-campsite basis,   is about $357 per 

year.     This is considerably larger than the per-campsite revenue 

reported for Northeastern campgrounds in 1970.    Total revenue aver- 

28 
aged $141 per campsite for the Northeast campgrounds. Average 

total revenue per campground in 1970 for the Northeast firms was 

$17,450,  which is very close to the total revenue figure for the pri- 

vate coastal campgrounds.    However,   the average number of sites 

per campground for the Northeast firms was 124,   compared to 52 

campsites per campground for the thirty-four firms studied here. 

The revenue per campsite for private campgrounds is also 

greater than that collected at state-operated campgrounds.    It is re- 

called that the average revenue per campsite for state parks in FY 

1973-74 was $240.    This is more than $100 below the estimated 

revenue for private campgrounds.    The largest revenue per campsite 

reported for the eighteen, state parks is $372 for Beverly Beach.    It 

is the only state park that has a higher revenue per campsite than the 

average estimated for the private campgrounds. 

While the above information is interesting for purposes of com- 

parison,   it is incomplete because of the lack of cost data to compare 

28 
This figure was calculated from data in Table 10 of Bevens 

et al. ,   1974. 
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with the revenue data.    As noted earlier,   cost data were not collected 

in the first survey because of the difficulty of obtaining reliable esti- 

mates and the additional cost of obtaining the data.    Therefore,   a 

second  survey of a few of the firms that participated in the original 

survey was conducted to obtain the needed cost data.    The second  sur- 

vey and the data collected will be discussed below. 

The Cost Data Survey 

The firms in the cost data survey are a subsample of the firms 

in the original survey.    Stratified random  sampling was used for the 

second  survey.    The firms in the original survey were stratified ac- 

cording to the number of campsites per campground.    This was done 

to insure that firms of all sizes were included in the survey so that 

comparisons of the cost structure for campgrounds of different sizes 

could be made.    A listing of firms according to the number of camp- 

sites per campground indicated that natural breaks in the size distri- 

bution occurred at 40 and 80 campsites per campground.    Therefore, 

three  size groups were established.    The nineteen firms with forty or 

fewer sites comprise the small-campground stratum while the fifteen 

campgrounds with between 41 and 80 campsites are included in the 

medium-campground stratum.    The seven firms with 81 or more 

campsites are included in the large-campground category. 

An attempt was also made to stratify the campgrounds according 
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to the types of camping environment provided.    Two general types of 

environment are provided      Some of the private campgrounds are 

similar to the public facilities in that the natural environment is 

maintained as much as possible to provide screening between the 

campsites.    On the other hand,  many of the campgrounds sacrifice 

the natural environment and place the sites closer together.    It was 

believed that the campgrounds could be separated into two categories 

on the basis of the average number of campsites per acre.    However, 

that factor proved to be a poor indicator of the type of environment 

provided and no other factor could be found.    Therefore,   the firms 

were not stratified on the basis of this characteristic.    Hence,   it will 

not be possible to compare the cost structure of the two types of 

facilities. 

On the basis of time and monetary constraints,   it was deter- 

mined that sixteen of the firms interviewed in the original survey 

could be re-interviewed to obtain the cost data.    The total sample 

size was distributed among the three strata according to the Neyman 

allocation formula: 

N. S. 
n.    =   n   ^   1   1 (i =  1, 2, 3) (18) 

1 N.S. 
i   i 

where:     n.   is sample size for stratum   i 
i 

n  is the total sample size of 16, 
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N.   is the number of firms in stratum   i 
i 

and S.   is the standard deviation of the population parameter 

This allocation system minimizes the variance of the stratified mean 

of the population parameter (Cochran,   1963).    The parameter selected 

to allocate the total sample size of sixteen among the three strata was 

the number of campsites per campground.    This parameter was used 

because the results of the Northeast study indicated that costs were 

fairly consistent when calculated on a per-campsite basis.    Thus,   the 

variability in the number of campsites per campground in each stra- 

tum was considered to be an indication of the variability of costs 

within the three strata.    The optimum allocation obtained from the 

Neyman allocation formula is five,  four and seven campgrounds for 

the small, medium and large stratum,   respectively. 

The sample size for the large campground category is equal to 

the number of firms in the stratum. The reason a higher proportion 

of firms in the large campground stratum are included in the sample 

is that the stratum is unbounded in terms of the number of campsites 

per campground. That is, all campgrounds with more than 80 camp- 

sites are included in the stratum. Since one campground contains 200 

sites,   the internal variability within the stratum is greater. 

The data could not be obtained from three of the large camp- 

grounds.    The owner of one CG/RV park was unavailable for an ex- 

tended period and an illness prevented the collection of the data from 
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another owner.    The owners of the third large campground reside out 

of state and refused to participate in the study.    An additional firm in 

each of the other two size categories was interviewed to obtain more 

observations on the industry cost structure since no replacement 

firms were available in the large campground stratum.    Thus,  a total 

of fifteen firms were interviewed,   including four large campgrounds, 

five medium campgrounds,   and six small CG/RV parks.    Hence,   the 

actual sample allocation deviates from that determined by the Ney- 

man allocation method.    The questionnaire used to collect the cost 

data is in Appendix 3 of the thesis. 

Basic information about the firms in each stratum is summa- 

rized in Table 35.    The average size of the campgrounds in the small, 

medium and large strata is 25.67,  48.8 and 109.25,   respectively. 

As indicated by the sample,   the small campgrounds provide a wider 

variety of services and facilities than the larger campgrounds.    The 

small campgrounds are often operated in conjunction with other enter- 

prises such as marinas and motels while the larger campgrounds 

usually are not operated as part of a larger business. 

Revenue and Cost Data 

Revenue Data 

The revenue data for the private campgrounds in each size stra- 

tum are presented in Table 36.    The data are presented for all firms 
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Table 35.    Description of the sampled private campgrounds in each 
size  stratum. 

Size Group 

Small    Medium       Large 

Number of Firms in Stratum 19 15 

Number of Firms Sampled 

Average Number of Campsites for 
Firms in the Second Sample 25.67       48.8 109.25 

Number of Sampled Firms That Provide: 

a.    Marina 

b.    Laundry 

c.    Propane/Gasoline Sales 

d.    Firewood 

e.    Campstore 



Table 36.     Total revenue data for 1974,  by size group and source,   for private campgrounds on the 
Oregon coast. 

Source of Revenue 
Small 

Firms in    All Firms 
Second in First 
Sample Sample 

Size Group 

Medium 

Firms in    All Firms 
Second in  First 
Sample Sample 

Large 

Firms in     All Firms 
Second in First 
Sample Sample 

1. Site Rentals $56,946 $138,922 $48,720 $208,507 $133,802 $178,412 

2. Marina 1,755 22,305 4,600 16,850 -- -- 

3. Laund ry 1,961 3,985 500 2,455 6,404 9,494 

4. Firewood 300 300 -- -- -- 1,074 

5. Propane/Gasoli Lne Sales 4,556 6,806 2,540 5,890 1,020 2,070 

6. Camp store 1,880 3,300 6,440 17,990 7,520 12,770 

7. Other -- -- -- -- 1,880 1,880 

Total Revenue $67,318 $175,618 $62,800 $251,692 $151,700 $205,700 

Number of Carr ip sites 154 335 244 698 437 741 

Total Revenue Per 
Campsite 

Total Revenue Per 
Campground 

$       437      $ 524 $        257      $ 361 347       $ 278 

$11,220      $   11,708 $12,560      $   19,361 $   37,925      $   34,283 
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interviewed in the first survey as well as for those firms that were 

interviewed in the second survey.    Examination of the data for all 

firms in the first survey indicates that the smaller firms receive 

more revenue per campsite than the firms in the other strata.    This 

is not consistent with the results reported in the study of campgrounds 

in the Northeast.    Generally speaking,   the larger campgrounds had a 

higher level of average total revenue per campsite in that study. 

One factor which partially explains the higher revenue per 

campsite for the smaller campgrounds is the income from ancillary 

services provided by the smaller campgrounds.    Revenue from 

sources other than site rentals accounts for 21% of total revenue for 

small campgrounds,   compared to 17% and  13% for medium and large 

campgrounds,   respectively. 

A comparison of total revenue per campsite figures for firms 

in the second  sample and all the firms in the first sample indicates 

that there is a significant difference in magnitude.    For the small and 

medium campgrounds,  the revenue per campsite is about $100 less 

for the firms in the second sample.    On the other hand,   the large 

campgrounds surveyed a second time have an average revenue per 

campsite that is about $75 higher than that estimated for all firms in 

the first sample.    The estimates of total revenue per campground for 

the two samples are reasonably consistent for the small and large 

campgrounds.    However,   the average total revenue per campground 
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for medium firms in the second sample is about $7, 000 less than the 

average total revenue for all of the firms in the size category. 

The standard error of the mean for total revenue per camp- 

ground for all medium-size campgrounds in the first sample is 

$5,313,   compared to $2,330 and $4,450 for the small and large camp- 

grounds,   respectively.    The 95 percent confidence interval (n = 13) 

for the medium campgrounds ranges from $8,000 to $30,000.    This 

wide variability suggests that perhaps total revenue per campground 

or per campsite should have been used to allocate the tot^il sample 

among the three strata.    However,   the results of the Northeast study 

suggested that costs varied almost proportionally with the number of 

campsites in the campground even though revenue per campsite was 

highly variable.    Therefore,  one can not be certain how the choice of 

firms in the second sample will influence the cost data estimates. 

However,   caution should be exercised in interpreting the data pre- 

sented below because of the  small number of firms interviewed in the 

second  survey. 

Cost Data 

The cost data collected in the second survey is summarized in 

Table 37.    Each size group will be discussed separately. 

Small Campgrounds.    Only two of six campgrounds interviewed 

hired labor to help operate the campgrounds.    One had a full-time 



Table 37.    Cost data,   by size group and item,   for private campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

Size Group 

Cost Item Small Me dium La] rge 

Cost 
Cost Per 

Campsite * 
Cost 

Cost Per 
Campsite 

Cost 
Cost Per 
Campsite1 

Paid Labor $  7, 118 $ 46.22 $       200 $ 0.82 $ 24,108 $ 55. 17 
Utilities 11,614 75.42 9,484 38.87 19,959 45.67 
Vehicle 1,916 12.44 1,510 6.19 4,690 10.73 
Insurance 3,046 19.78 1,928 7.90 3,700 8.47 
Rental Items 50 0.32 2,500 10.25 1,600 3.66 
Store Goods 2,362 15.34 1,838 7.53 7, 111 16.27 
Firewood 453 2.94 75 0.31 463 1.06 
Office Supplies 392 2.55 440 1.80 1, 150 2.63 
Cleaning and Other 

Supplies 690 4.48 1,728 7.08 2,200 5.03 
Gravel 870 5.65 330 1.35 2,4.75 5.66 
Advertising 1,671 10.85 1,906 7.81 3,000 6.86 
Other Costs 2,194 14.25 303 1.24 5,565 12.73 
Licenses and Permits 369 2.40 407 1.67 1,052 2.41 

Total Operating Costs $32,745 $212.62 $22,649 $ 92.82 $ 77,073 $176.36 

Property Taxes $  6,763 $ 43.92 $  5,362 $ 21.96 $ 11,813 $ 27.03 
Interest Paid 6,035 39.19 6,250 25.61 27,316 62.51 

Total Fixed Costs $12,798 $ 83. 10 $11,612 $ 47.59 $ 39,129 $ 89.54 

Total Cash Costs $45,543 $295.73 $34,261 $140.41 $116,202 $265.91 

Column may not sum to total due to rounding error. 
-a 
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manager while the other firm hired part-time help to clean the camp- 

ground in the spring in preparation for the summer camping season. 

The other campgrounds relied entirely on family labor to operate and 

maintain the campgrounds in 1974.    Family labor costs are not in- 

cluded in the paid labor category,  and it will be discussed separately 

below. 

The utilities category includes the costs of electricity,   tele- 

phone,  natural gas,  propane,  water,   sewer,   garbage,  and television 

cable.    The cost of utilities varied tremendously among campgrounds. 

For example,   the utilities for one campground was about $200 for 

1974; on the other hand,   another campground paid over $5,800 for 

utilities.    Several factors influence the amount paid for utilities.    The 

intensity of use is one factor.    However,   the most important factor is 

that some of the campgrounds utilize their own water and sewer facil- 

ities and handle their own garbage.    Other campgrounds use munici- 

pal water and sewage facilities and garbage collection services. 

Insurance costs include liability and insurance on the buildings 

and other improvements in the campgrounds,   as well as insurance on 

vehicles used to operate the campground.    Vehicle insurance and other 

vehicle costs were pro-rated according to the percentage of the total 

use that was attributed to the operation of the campground. 

Office supplies include stationery,   stamps and similar items, 

while the cleaning supplies category includes the cost of paper towels, 
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toilet paper, mops and other incidental items.     "Other costs" consists 

of maintenance costs,   including work done by contractors.    It also in- 

cludes the cost of electrical and plumbing supplies required to per- 

form normal maintenance. 

Total operating costs for the six small campgrounds in 1974 are 

estimated to be over $32,000 or about $212 per campsite.    This re- 

presents an average operating cost of about $5, 457 for the six private 

campgrounds interviewed.    The major components of total operating 

costs are paid labor,   utilities and insurance. 

Property tax payments and interest paid on mortgages are also 

shown in Table 37.    These costs are also significant.    Property taxes 

average almost $44 per campsite or about $1, 127 per campground. 

Interest payments varied among the campgrounds.    One firm paid 

$4, 000 in interest while another did not have any interest payments. 

Interest costs average about $39 a campsite or just over $1, 000 per 

campground.    Total cash costs are about $296 per campsite for the 

small campgrounds. 

Medium-Size Campgrounds.    Only one of the medium-size 

campgrounds hired labor to operate the campground and that was only 

for a short period of time while the owner/operator was on vacation. 

The cost of rental items was higher for medium-sized campgrounds 

because one firm rented the land for the campground. 

Generally speaking,   almost all operating costs were lower on a 
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per-campsite basis for the medium-size campgrounds than they were 

for campgrounds in the other two size categories.    Total operating 

costs for medium-size campgrounds are only $93 per campsite,  which 

is less than one-half of the total operating costs estimated for the 

small campgrounds.    Utility costs were lower because most of the 

campgrounds had their own water and sewage systems and disposed 

of their own garbage.    Total cash costs,   including fixed costs,  for the 

medium-sized campgrounds are also about one-half of the total costs 

estimated for the small campgrounds. 

It should be noted that the costs estimated for medium-size 

campgrounds may not accurately reflect the cost structure of the 

other firms in the same  size group due to the problem discussed 

earlier.    Since revenue is smaller for the firms from which cost 

data were obtained,   the cost structure may be biased downward also. 

This may explain why the costs are lower than those estimated for 

the campgrounds in the other strata. 

Large Campgrounds.    The cost structure of the four large 

campgrounds interviewed more closely parallels the costs for small 

campgrounds than for medium-size campgrounds.    Three of the four 

campgrounds utilized hired labor to operate the campgrounds.    The 

cost of utilities is closer to  that    reported for medium-size camp- 

grounds,  however.    Total operating costs of $176 per campsite and 
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fixed costs of about $90 per campsite are comparable with the costs 

estimated for the small campgrounds.    The fixed costs of interest 

and property taxes are about one-third of the estimated total cash 

costs. 

Family Labor and Depreciation 

Two other components of cost need to be considered.    As noted 

above,   the cost or value of family labor used to operate the CG/RV 

parks is not included in the costs reported in the previous section. 

The other cost component that needs to be estimated is the annual 

depreciation on the capital improvements in the campgrounds.    These 

are discussed separately below. 

Family Labor 

The amount of time that family members devoted to the opera- 

tion of the campground was estimated during the interview by deter- 

mining the time it takes to perform the tasks required to operate the 

campground.    The tasks were identified as being done on daily,  week- 

ly, monthly or irregular basis and a distinction was also made be- 

tween the peak season and off-peak season.    From this information 

an estimate of the total number of hours of family labor devoted to the 

operation of the campground was made.    The estimates are presented 

in Table 38. 
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Table 38.    An estimate of the quantity of faxnily labor used to operate 
the private campgrounds in each size stratum. 

Size Group 

Small Medium Large 

Total Number of Hours 9,782 10,617 12,276 

Hours Per Campsite 63.5 43.5 28.1 

Hours Per Campground 1,630 2,123 3,070 

The family labor time used on a per-campsite basis are more 

useful for comparisons.    The small campgrounds have the largest 

amount of family labor time per campsite.    This is partially due to 

the additional services provided at the smaller facilities.    The esti- 

mate of the amount of family labor per campsite used to operate the 

medium-size campgrounds is 20 hours per campsite less than that 

estimated for the small campgrounds.    One can not say that this indi- 

cates that economies of size exist with respect to the use of labor, 

however,  because of the consistently lower estimates obtained for 

other items for the medium-size campgrounds.    The large camp- 

grounds required the least family labor per campsite,  but this is 

partially due to the fact that three of the four firms interviewed had 

full time managers that operated the campgrounds.    The one camp- 

ground that relied entirely on family labor utilized 62. 1 hours per 

campsite,  which is comparable with the estimate obtained for the 
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small campgrounds. 

The accuracy of the estimates on family labor usage is unknown. 

Fairly consistent responses were obtained for many of the tasks per- 

formed.    However,  these type of data are difficult to obtain and they 

should be viewed only as rough estimates of family labor usage.    The 

author is unaware of any other studies that have collected data of this 

nature.    Therefore,   comparisons are not possible. 

Depreciation 

All owners of the campgrounds included in the second survey 

were asked to estimate depreciation for their campground in 1974. 

Only seven of the fifteen campground owners were able to provide an 

estimate.    However,   all owners provided an estimate of the current 

market value of the campground and the percentage of the total value 

that was attributed to land,   capital improvements and equipment.    De- 

preciation for those firms that provided estimates averaged 6.68 per- 

cent of the value of capital improvements and equipment.    If one used 

the straight-line depreciation method,   this would indicate that the 

average economic life of the capital improvements and equipment was 

15 years.     Since   this  estimate is comparable to the economic life 

estimated for U.   S.   Forest Service campgrounds,  depreciation was 

assumed to be 6.68% of the value of capital improvements and equip- 

ment for the campgrounds for which depreciation was unknown. 
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Information pertaining to the current market value of the camp- 

grounds and depreciation are shown in Table 39.    The small camp- 

grounds have a higher average market value than the medium-size 

Table 39.    The average market value and depreciation, by size group, 
in 1974 for private campgrounds on the Oregon coast. 

Size Group 

Small Medium Large 

Average Market Value 
Per Campground $88,881 $76,500 $     226,250 

Average Market Value 
Per Campsite $   3,463 $   1,568 $2,071 

Percent of Market Value 
Attributed to: 

a.    Land 52.87% 40.75% 26. 19% 

b.    Improvements 34.87% 49.90% 71. 60% 

c.    Equipment 12.26% 9.35% 2. ,21% 

Average Depreciation 
Per Campground $ 1,408 $ 2,996 $7,893 

Average Depreciation 
Per Campsite $ 54.87 $ 61.39 $       72. ,24 

CG/RV parks.    This is partially due to the additional services and 

facilities provided by some of the small campgrounds.    The estimated 

market value of one  small campground,  which included a marina,   is 

greater than that estimated for some of the large campgrounds.    A 

higher percentage of the market value for small campgrounds is 
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attributed to the value of land.    This is caused by the very high land 

value for one of the small campgrounds.    It is located in the center 

of a town and the land value accounts for about 81% of the total camp- 

ground value.    These examples again illustrate the problems of work- 

ing with a small sample size. 

Depreciation,  on a per-campsite basis,   is lowest for small 

campgrounds even though they have a higher value per campsite. 

This is caused by the large percentage of the total market value of 

the campground that is attributed to the land.    Depreciation is high- 

est for the large campgrounds,  which reflects the fact that almost 72 

percent of the total market value of these campgrounds is attributed 

to capital improvements. 

Financial Analysis of Private Campgrounds 

Having discussed the costs and revenue associated with the 

operation of the private campgrounds in each size category,  the in- 

formation can now be combined to construct a financial statement of 

the campgrounds in each stratum.    The statement is shown in Table 

40.    The revenue and cost data shown in the table are the same as 

those listed in Tables 36 and 37,   respectively. 

The net revenue figure represents the difference between total 

revenue and total cash costs.    Net revenue per campsite is highest 

for the small campgrounds and lowest for the large campgrounds. 



Table 40.    Determination of the net returns to capital,   family labor and management for private 
campgrounds in each size stratum. 

Size G roup 

Revenue or Co st 
Small Medium Large 

Total    Ci 
Per 

amp site Total 
Per 

Campsite Total     r   Pe* Campsite 

Revenue $67,318 $437 $62,800 $257 $151,700 $347 

Operating Costs 32,745 213 22,649 93 77,073 176 

Fixed Costs 12,798 83 11,612 48 39,129 90 

Total Cash Costs 45,543 296 34,261 140 116,202 266 

Net Revenue 21,775 141 28,539 117 35,498 81 

Net Revenue Per Campground 3,629 5,707 8,875 

Depreciation 8,450 55 14,980 61 31,571 72 

Net Returns to Owned Capital, 
Family Labor and Management 13,325 86 13,559 56 3,927 

Net Returns Per Campground 2,221 2,712 982 

CD 
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However, net revenue per campground is highest for the large camp- 

grounds. 

The net revenue figures represent the amount of income re- 

maining after paying all current cash costs,   including fixed and vari- 

able costs.    Fourteen of the fifteen firms in the sample were covering 

all cash costs through campground revenue in 1974.    One firm had a 

deficit of $40.    However,  two other firms had a net revenue figure of 

less than $1000.    This indicates that some of the campgrounds are 

doing little more than covering fixed and variable cash costs.    Little 

revenue remains to pay depreciation or compensate the family for 

their labor, management and capital used to provide and operate the 

campground. 

The net revenue per campground reported in Table 40 is inter- 

esting because it represents the maximum amount of revenue that the 

operator can extract from the campground operation for family in- 

come.    However,   this would result in a decrease in the capital stock 

of the campground because depreciation has not been deducted from 

net revenue.    However,   since depreciation is not a cash cost that 

must be paid from current revenue,   the net revenue per campground 

can be used by the operator and his family for other purposes.    Aver- 

age net revenue per campground varies from about $3,600 for small 

campgrounds to almost $8,900 for large campgrounds. 

Depreciation has been subtracted from net revenue in Table 40 
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to estimate the net returns to owned capital,  family labor and man- 

agement.    The net returns are positive for all three of the camp- 

ground  size groups.    The small campgrounds have the highest net 

return per campsite while the large campgrounds only have a net re- 

turn of nine dollars per campsite.    However,   if depreciation is sub- 

tracted from the net revenue of each of the fifteen campgrounds,   five, 

or one-third of the firms,  have a deficit and,   thus,  no revenue re- 

maining to compensate for the use of family resources.    This indi- 

cates that some of the CG/RV parks are not collecting enough revenue 

to offset the decline in the value of capital improvements used to pro- 

duce the revenue,  even though all but one of them are able to pay all 

cash costs. 

The net returns to family-provided capital,  family labor and 

management for the three size groups on a per-campground basis is 

$2,221,  $2,712 and $982 for the small, medium and large size groups, 

respectively.    This is a small return,   given the quantity of labor and 

capital that the owners use in the campgrounds.    This can be illus- 

trated by determining the level of net returns that the owners would 

need to pay the opportunity cost of their capital.    The owners' equity 

in the campgrounds is estimated to be $457,851,  $304,375 and 

$563,550 for the small,  medium and large categories,   respectively. 

Assuming an opportunity rate of 8%,   the annual opporturiity cost for 

capital is $36, 628 for small campgrounds,  $24, 350 for medium 
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campgrounds and $45, 084 for large campgrounds.    If this opportunity- 

cost were paid to capital,   the returns to family labor would be nega- 

tive because net returns are not large enough in any of the three 

strata to pay the opportunity cost of capital.    Specifically,   the nega- 

tive returns to family labor and management total $23, 303 for the six 

small campgrounds,   $10,791 for the five medium campgrounds,   and 

$41, 157 for the four large campgrounds.    The returns to family labor 

and management would be negative for any opportunity cost of capital 

greater than 5 percent.    The negative returns to family labor clearly 

illustrates the poor rate of return that is being earned on the owners' 

resources utilized in the campground. 

Of course,  the value of some of the campground assets,   such as 

land,   are probably appreciating in value over time.    Hence,   the rate 

of return on owned capital may be higher because of the appreciating 

value of the assets.    It is difficult to determine the appreciation factor 

for the campgrounds,  but it would have to be very high to result in a 

reasonable rate of return on the owners' time and capital. 

Comparisons with Northeast Campgrounds 

Cost data for 292 private campgrounds in the Northeast are pre- 

sented for five  sizes of campgrounds,   ranging from ten to 49 sites 

per campground to 175 or more campsites (Bevens et al. ,   1974).    The 

1970 cost data are much less variable for the Northeast campgrounds 
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than those estimated for Oregon coastal campgrounds.    The consis- 

tency of the estimates in the Northeast study may be a function of the 

large sample from which cost data were estimated. 

Paid labor,  on a per-campsite basis,   ranged from five dollars 

to twenty-two dollars for campgrounds of various sizes.    Paid labor 

costs per campsite were positively related to campground size.    That 

is,   the larger size groups had the higher paid labor costs per camp- 

site.     Labor costs varied from less than one dollar per campsite to 

over $55 per campsite for the Oregon coastal campgrounds.    How- 

ever,   the small sample size on which the estimates are based should 

be noted.    For example,   one of the small firms was operated by a full 

time manager and this firm accounted for 95% of the total paid labor 

costs for the six small campgrounds. 

Utility costs for the Oregon campgrounds are three to five times 

greater than those reported for the Northeast campgrounds.    While 

automotive costs are fairly consistent for the campgrounds in the two 

studies,   taxes and interest payments were higher for Oregon camp- 

grounds.    Property taxes per campsite average about $30 per site for 

the Oregon CG/RV parks,   compared to about twelve dollars for North- 

east campgrounds.    Interest payments were only about ten dollars per 

campsite for the Northeast campgrounds, but more than $40 per site 

for Oregon firms. 

Another interesting difference between firms in the two regions 
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relates to the market value per campsite and the percent of the mar- 

ket value that is attributed to land.    The market value per campsite 

for Northeast campgrounds in 1970 varied from about $900 to $1750. 

The value per campsite declined as the campground size increased. 

Land values accounted for about 50% of the total market value of the 

campgrounds.    The market value per campsite in 1974 for Oregon 
v 

coastal campgrounds ranged from $1568 to over $3450.    However, 

for the campgrounds in the medium and large size groups,   the value 

of the land accounted for significantly less than 50% of the total value 

of the campgrounds.    Capital improvements account for a higher per- 

centage of the total value of the campgrounds in the Oregon sample. 

These examples illustrate the difference in the cost structures 

between the private campgrounds in the Northeast and those surveyed 

on the Oregon coast.    Total cash costs per campsite for the Oregon 

campgrounds are two or three times larger than those estinpated for 

the Northeast campgrounds.    However,   the net returns to capital and 

labor are higher for the Oregon campgrounds,   even though costs are 

higher.    In the Northeast study,   average net returns after deprecia- 

tion range from two dollars to $49 per campsite.    The smaller camp- 

grounds had the lowest net returns per campsite.    On the other hand, 

net returns for the private campgrounds on the Oregon coast range 

from nine dollars to $86 per campsite and the small campgrounds had 

the highest net returns per campsite.    While the campgrounds in the 
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two regions are different in terms of the facilities provided and the 
i 

cost and revenue structure,  the campgrounds in both regions do not 

provide a large economic return to the owners.    Implications of the 

analysis will be considered in the following chapter. 
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VII.    SUMMARY  AND  IMPLICATIONS 

Some of the economic effects of current pricing policies used at 

public facilities were outlined in Chapter II.    Among the effects dis- 

cussed are crowding at public facilities and the effects that the poli- 

cies may have on the private campground industry.    These effects 

will be re-examined in light of the empirical analyses performed in 

the study. 

Public-Sector Campgrounds 

The short run efficient prices or fees for campsites depends on 

the level of demand for the facilities.    If excess capacity exists at the 

campground,   the efficient price is equal to the marginal costs asso- 

ciated with providing the facilities.    The fee should be adjusted up- 

ward to insure that the quantity of sites demanded in peak periods is 

equal to the number of sites in the campground.    That is,   the fee 

should be raised to the level that keeps the market in equilibrium. 

The marginal cost of providing a campsite was not estimated in 

this study.    Instead,   only average variable and average total costs 

per camper unit were estimated.    A cursory analysis was conducted 

to provide a rough indication of the relationship between marginal and 

average variable costs.    However,   the results are inconclusive and 

one can not say too much about the relationship between marginal 

costs and the average O & M costs per camper unit. 
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If one compares the average O &: M costs per camper unit with 

the average fee actually paid,   the actual fee paid at state-operated 

campgrounds is about one dollar less than the average O & M costs 

per camper unit.    If further analysis indicates that marginal costs and 

average variable costs are equal,   the actual fee paid by campers is 

below the marginal costs.    However,   if the results of the simple 

analysis performed earlier are confirmed by further analysis,   the 

actual fee paid by campers is very close to the marginal costs.    The 

linear total variable cost equation estimated in Chapter IV indicates 

that marginal costs are $.93 less than average costs at the mean 

value of camper units per campsite.    A more sophisticated analysis 

of the cost functions   needs   to be done to provide a better estimate of 

the relationship between average variable costs and marginal costs. 

At this time,   one can only state that the average fee paid in FY 1973- 

74 is about one dollar less than the average O & M costs per camper 

unit,   and about $5.50 less than average total cost per camper unit. 

During periods when the quantity of campsites demanded at the 

marginal cost price is greater than the number of sites in the camp- 

ground,   efficiency requires that the fee be increased until the quan- 

tity demanded is equal to the quantity available.    If the price is not 

raised,   other methods of rationing the scarce campsites among poten- 

tial users take effect.    This results in a loss in economic efficiency. 

This is illustrated in Figure 5. 
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The demand curve for a day in which the quantity demanded is 

greater than the marginal cost of providing the services is represent- 

ed by DD'.    Marginal costs are assumed to be constant and equal to 

Pg.    At Pg,   Q    campsites are demanded; however,   only Q    sites are 

available and excess demand is equal to Q   Q   .    If user fees were 
eg 

used to clear the market,   the efficient fee would be Pm and the total 

benefits,  as measured by the area under the demand curve,  would be 

ODAQ   . 
c 

Now,  assume that some method other than user fees are used 

to ration the scarce campsites.    Assume,  also,  that the rationing 

process results in a random distribution of the campsites to those 

campers who value the campsites at or above P' .    The total demand 

curve can then be separated into two components:   the demand curve 

of satisfied buyers and the demand curve of dissatisfied buyers.     They 

are represented as DD    and  DD   ,   respectively,   in Figure 5. 
s u 

The total benefits resulting from non-price rationing are repre- 

sented by the area ODD  Q   .    Hence,  the total benefits are less than 
s   c 

those that could be achieved by the market.    The loss in benefits re- 

sulting from not using price to ration the output is DAD   .    Hence, 

any method of rationing which does not achieve the same distribution 

of output as the market would achieve,   results in a loss of potential 

benefits and is,   therefore,   inefficient from an economic viewpoint. 

Therefore,   the efficient price is that which clears the market. 
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Figure 5.    The level of total benefits that can be achieved if the 
scarce capacity is randomly distributed to potential buy- 
ers. 

The above illustration is also useful for showing how the use of 

non-market clearing prices can result in confusion for the public 

agencies that provide the good or service (Vars,   1975).    For example, 

those consumers on the lower portion of the D    curve in Figure 5 can 
s 

argue that an increase in the fee  structure would force them out of 

the market and,   thus,   they would oppose higher fees.    On the other 

hand,   those consumers on the upper portion of D    curve would voice 

their high willingness to pay for a campsite  would favor higher prices 

and/or more facilities.    Hence,   the use of non-clearing prices can 

distort and confuse the signals received by the public agency because 
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of the contradictory opinion expressed by different segments of the 

population of users or would-be users. 

The State Parks and Recreation Section has compiled figures 

for the summer of 1975 which indicate the number of days the various 

campgrounds were occupied at 100% capacity during the 122-day peri- 

od.    These data are shown in Table 41.    Harris Beach was occupied 

at 100% capacity 80 of the days during the period and a total of five 

campgrounds were at 100% occupancy over 40% of the days.    The 

eighteen campgrounds were utilized at capacity about 30% of the  122 

days. 

Assuming that there were turnaways after the campgrounds 

were full,   excess demand existed and efficiency would require that 

fees be raised to clear the market.    The price that would have been 

necessary to clear the market on those days depends on the elasticity 

of demand for campsites and the magnitude of the excess demand. 

Hence,   the magnitude of the price increase can not be estimated.    It 

can only be stated that the economically efficient price would be high- 

er than the fees actually paid on days when excess demand existed. 

Private-Sector Campgrounds 

Some of the possible effects of the public-sector pricing policy 

on the private sector were also discussed in Chapter II.    Among the 

effects considered is a lower level of demand for private facilities, 
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Table 41.    The number and percent of days that the eighteen state- 
operated coastal campgrounds were at 100% during June, 
July,  August,  and September of 1975. 

Campground 
100% Capacity 

Number % of 
of Days Days 

1. Harris Beach 

2. Umpqua Lighthouse 

3. Beachside 

4. Devil's Lake 

5. Loeb 

6. Sunset Bay 

7. Humbug Mountain 

8. Beverly Beach 

9. Cape Lookout 

10. South Beach 

11. Jessie M.  Honeyman 

12. Carl G.   Washburne 

13. William M.   Tugman 

14. Bullards Beach 

15. Fort Stevens 

16. Cape Blanco 

17. Nehalem Bay 

18. Oswald West 

80 

63 

57 

53 

51 

48 

47 

37 

34 

32 

30 

28 

25 

23 

21 

6 

6 

5 

65.6% 

51. 6 

46.7 

43.4 

41.8 

39.3 

38.5 

30.3 

27. 9 

26.2 

24.6 

23. 0 

20.5 

18.9 

17.2 

5. 0 

5.0 

4. 1 

Average 35.89 29.42% 
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assuming that the facilities provided by the two sectors are substi- 

tutes for each other.    The question was also raised as to whether the 

private sector could afford to hire the quantity and quality of resources 

required to maintain the facilities and/or expand them in the future. 

The financial analysis conducted for the private CG/RV parks on 

the Oregon coast indicates that the firms are covering their fixed and 

variable cash costs.    However,   the net returns,   after depreciation, 

to compensate the owner and his family for their inputs of labor,   capi- 

tal and management are very small,  or negative in some instances. 

One-third of the firms studied did not have enough revenue to cover 

depreciation after paying the variable and fixed cash costs.    This sug- 

gests that it may be difficult for the owners of some of the private 

facilities to properly maintain the quality of the campgrounds over 

time. 

The low returns on owners' resources also has implications 

concerning the growth of the industry in the future.    One would not 

expect the industry to attract major sources of new capital,   given the 

very low rates of return being earned by the capital currently invested 

in the industry.    Hence,  major expansion or growth of the industry 

can not be expected through the attraction of new capital. 

Of course,   this does not mean that growth will not occur in the 

industry.    About one-half of the current operators indicated that they 

chose to enter the industry because they enjoy the work associated 
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with that type of business.    They enjoy the interaction with campers 

and the independence of operating their own business.    Thus,   the in- 

dustry may continue to attract operators who place a high value on 

these characteristics.    As a result,   the industry may experience 

modest growth in the future because of the existence of non-monetary 

returns or benefits. 

In summary,   it can be concluded that the economic conditions 

that one would expect to exist as a result of the pricing policy used at 

public campgrounds do,   in fact,   exist in the private sector.    The 

economic return to the owners' resources is very low,  which probably 

affects the quality and the quantity of campsites that the private sec- 

tor is willing to provide.    However,  it can not be stated that these 

conditions are entirely the result of the pricing policies used at 

publicly-provided facilities.    One can hypothesize that the current 

pricing policy is having a negative effect on private campgrounds. 

However,   the analyses in this study are not capable of determining 

how much of the economic woes of the private campground industry 

are related to the pricing policy at public campgrounds.    There are 

too many other factors,   such as the price elasticity of demand and the 

cross-price elasticities for public and private facilities for which in- 

formation is not available to state unequivocally that an increase in 

fees would solve the problems facing private campground operators. 

An increase in the fee structure would probably have a beneficial 
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effect but the magnitude of the effect would depend primarily on the 

demand side of the market. 

The Demand for Campsites 

Among the factors for which more information is needed to 

thoroughly analyze the effect of current public policies on the private 

sector    is a study of the demand for campsites.    Lack of information 

about the demand side of the market is one of the most significant 

problems encountered in this study.    However,   the results of this 

study make it possible to identify some factors that should be con- 

sidered in a demand study for campsites on the Oregon coast.    They 

will be discussed here as a suggestion for further research. 

One of the findings of this study is that public and private 

facilities differ in important aspects.    For example,   the type of 

camping environment provided by the two sectors is different.    Facil- 

ities and the  services provided also differ.    These differences can be 

important in the campers' choice of campsites and should be con- 

sidered explicitly in the demand study. 

In addition,   the motivating factor or the reason that the family, 

group or individual is participating in camping activities may also be 

important.    As noted earlier,  most campers can be separated into 

three groups,   according to their reasons for camping.    First,   there 

are those who camp primarily for the camping experience itself. 
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Others camp to locate themselves near other resources that they want 

to utilize.    Finally,   some people camp while traveling to and from 

their final destinations on vacations and other trips. 

It may be important to make a distinction between these three 

types of campers in designing a demand study.    The reason for the 

distinction is that campers with different motivations for camping 

may view the relationship between publicly- and privately-provided 

campsites differently.    For example,  private campsites may not be 

suitable substitutes for public campsites for those  seeking a nature- 

oriented camping experience.    On the other hand,   transient campers 

may view public and private facilities as near-perfect substitutes. 

Those campers who camp to avail themselves to other resources may 

be most concerned with the location of the campsite,   relative to the 

activity or resource in which they are interested.    If both sectors 

provide facilities in the area,   campers may view them as substitutes. 

Hence,   it is important to determine the relative importance of each 

group of campers in determining the total demand for campsites on 

the Oregon coast.    The determination of the cross-elasticity of de- 

mand is very important for determining the effects that the current 

pricing policy used at public facilities has on the private industry. 

There is another important issue pertaining to the demand for 

campsites. The occupancy rate data for state campgrounds and the 

data indicating the number of days that state campgrounds were 
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occupied at 100% capacity illustrate the peak demand situation for 

campsites in certain campgrounds.    The demand for campsites is 

highly variable for different days of the week and different seasons 

of the year.    This makes it difficult to determine whether or not ex- 

pansion of the facilities is warranted.    However,   if market clearing 

prices were used to ration campsites,   the peak-period pricing tech- 

nique could be used to determine if expansion of capacity is justified. 

The peak load pricing method consists of charging different 

fees or prices for the same services that are demanded at different 

points in time.    The level of demand for many goods and services is 

higher in some time periods than in other periods.    Capacity has to 

be large enough to accommodate demand during peak periods; however, 

this results in substantial excess capacity during off-peak periods. 

Hence,  different prices or fees are charged in the two periods. 

The peak-period pricing technique,   as it applies to a camp- 

ground (Brown,   1971),   is illustrated in Figure 6.    The off-peak and 

peak period daily demand curves are represented by D    and D   ,   re- 
o p 

spectively.    For the purposes of the analysis,   it is assumed that the 

demand curves for all peak days are identical,   and the demand curves 

for all off-peak days are the same.    Short run marginal cost,  MC,  is 

assumed to be constant and the number of campsites in the camp- 

ground is denoted by Q   . 

During the off-peak period,   economic efficiency is achieved by 
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No.   of sites 

Figure 6.    Peak period pricing principles as they apply to camping 
facilities. 

equating marginal cost and the marginal value or price of the output. 

Hence,   the efficient off-peak price is P   .    At P   ,   Q    campsites are 
o o       o 

demanded and excess capacity of Q  Q    exists. 7 o   c 

During the peak period,   the short run,   economically efficient 

price is the price which clears the market,  or P    in Figure 6.    The 

difference between P    and P   Is \,  which represents a capacity 
P 0 

charge that is added to the marginal cost in the peak period so that 

the market will be in equilibrium.    As the demand for campsites in 

the park increases over time,   X ,  or the capacity charge,  also in- 

creases to maintain the equilibrium between quantity demanded and 



200 

and the capacity of the park. 

In the long run,   the value of X.  takes an added  significance.    If 

the number of days in the peak period is w,   then wX.   represents the 

revenue remaining after paying the marginal costs.    If wX.   is greater 

than the annual capital costs of expanding the capacity of the camp;- 

ground,   expansion is justified and should occur.    That is,  additions 

to capacity should be made until the daily capacity charge,   \,   equals 

the annual capital costs associated with expansion,  divided by the 

number of days in the peak period.    Hence,   the value of X. or the 

capacity charge required to clear the market during the peak period 

provides a signal that indicates whether expansion of the camping 

facilities is justified from an economic viewpoint,   given that the an- 

nual capital costs of constructing additional campsites and the num- 

ber of days in the peak season is known. 

Implementation of the peak-period pricing technique in a de- 

mand  study would require two pieces of information normally not 

considered in a demand study for outdoor recreational facilities. 

First,   the peak and off-peak periods would have to be defined.    Park 

personnel should be able to identify from past experience those peri- 

ods in which the park is used at capacity.    In addition,   information 

regarding the number of camping parties turned away from the park 

would also have to be known to obtain an accurate estimate of the 

quantity of campsites demanded (rather than the quantity occupied) 
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at the given user fee.    This information should not be difficult to ob- 

tain,   with cooperation from the park staff.    Hence,  neither of the 

additional pieces of information present a serious obstacle to esti- 

mating a peak period demand function. 

The advantages of the peak period pricing scheme are substan- 

tial from an economic viewpoint.    First,   off-peak users only pay the 

marginal costs incurred to provide the goods and services they con- 

sume.    Peak period users pay an additional cost to reflect the scar- 

city of campsites during the period.    This guarantees that those 

campers that place the highest value on the campsite are the ones 

that actually obtain a site. 

The lower price during off-peak periods also provides an in- 

centive for campers to camp during the slack periods and the market 

clearing prices during the peak period indicates when expansion of 

the facilities is economically justified. 

Underpricing and Optimal Capacity 

One of the primary objectives of the thesis has been to discuss 

some of the economic effects of underpricing the services provided 

by public campgrounds.    While it does not relate directly to the em- 

pirical analyses performed,   there is one more interesting effect 

caused by the underpricing of public camping facilities.    It relates to 

determining the  optimal size or capacity of a campground when the 
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output is underpriced. 

It was shown above how market-clearing prices during peak 

periods can be used to determine the optimal capacity of a camp- 

ground.    In the peak demand  situation,   a unit of capacity,  or a camp- 

site,   is added when the value of the additional unit (\ ) is equal to or 

greater than the capital costs per peak day associated with the ex- 

pansion.    This represents the usual equality between the marginal 

value and the marginal costs of additional units of capacity. 

However,  Mumy and Hanke (1975) have shown that the standard 

marginal equality for determining capacity maximizes welfare only 

when marginal cost pricing is actually used to allocate the output or 

capacity.    When the output is underpriced,   the standard investment 

rule does not result in the optimal level of capacity.    A new decision 

rule should be used to choose the optimal level of capacity.    Assume, 

for the purposes of illustration,   that operation and maintenance costs 

are zero in the operating phase of the project and that the investment 

will last only one time period,   i.e. ,  one year,   and that the capacity 

depreciates instantly at the end of the time period. 

The demand curve and the marginal cost curve for capacity are 

shown in Figure 7.    The original decision rule,  which equates mar- 

ginal benefits and marginal costs,   indicates that the optimal capacity 

is Q    and it should be priced at P   .    However,   the government is 

pricing the capacity or output at P    which would result in excess 
g 
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demand of Q  Q    if the original decision rule were used to determine 

capacity.    Some method,  other than price, must be used to allocate 

the scarce output or capacity.    Let us again assume that all individu- 

als represented by the points on the demand curve between A and B 

have an equal probability of obtaining a unit of output.    That is,   the 

capacity will be randomly allocated to consumers who value the out- 

put at or above the government established price of P   . 

Given this assumption,   the demand function no longer repre- 

sents the marginal benefit curve.    Instead,  given the random 

No.   of sites 

Figure 7.    Optimal investment criterion when the product is under- 
priced. 
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distribution of output,   the expected value of the benefits for all units 

OA - OP. 
of output is the average demand price (ADP) which equals    — 

2 

or P   .    Since P    is the mathematical expected value of benefits, 
z z 

capacity should be chosen so that  P    = MC; this solution results in 
z 

an optimal level of capacity of Q    in Figure 7. z 

The situation illustrated in Figure 7 results in a larger level of 

capacity when the new criterion is used to determine the capacity. 

However,   this is not always the case.    It depends on the shape of the 

marginal cost curve for capacity.    A marginal cost curve that rises 

very rapidly can result in an optimal level of capacity that is less 

than the capacity determined by the intersection of demand and mar- 

ginal cost. 

It should also be noted that the optimal level of capacity ob- 

tained from the new criterion is positively related to the price actual- 

ly charged for the output,   P  .   As P    increases,  the ADP also in- 
g g 

creases.    Hence,   assuming that the marginal cost curve for addi- 

tional units of capacity is not vertical,   the intersection of ADP and 

marginal cost will occur at larger levels of capacity.    Also note that 

the new investment criterion is applicable only when ADP intersects 

the marginal cost curve at a level of capacity that is less than the 

quantity actually demanded at the price charged for the facilities,   P  . 

Otherwise,   the criterion would result in excess capacity. 

The issues discussed in this chapter illustra,te three important 
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and often-overlooked consequences of underpricing and the excess 

demand associated with it.    First,  non-price rationing is less effi- 

cient,   in that the total benefits resulting from a given quantity of re- 

sources are less than they would be with price rationing.    Underpric- 

ing also may result in confusing and contradictory signals being 

received by public agencies attempting to evaluate pricing and expan- 

sion policies.    Finally,   underpricing of the output requires that a 

new investment criterion must be used to establish the level of capac- 

ity or output that should be provided when non-market methods are 

used to ration output.    All of these factors and the reasons for their 

existence are important in evaluating alternative policies regarding 

the pricing and provision of public campgrounds. 

Some Reflections On the Study 

When this study was initiated,   the major purpose was to esti- 

mate a price response curve for private camping facilities on the 

Oregon coast.    The objective was to determine the prices or user 

fees that would be necessary to induce the private sector to provide 

a larger quantity of campsites to relieve the pressure on public 

facilities.    In the initial phases,   it was believed that the private sec- 

tor was very small and would remain small,   given the low fees 

charged at public facilities. 

Two factors changed the scope and emphasis of the study. 
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First,   it was learned that the private sector was larger than antici- 

pated.    This stimulated interest in the relationship between the public 

and private sector and the effect that public sector pricing policies 

had on the private sector. 

In addition,  the analysis of the public sector expanded in scope 

by considering the possible rationale for underpricing outdoor recre- 

ational facilities.    Many arguments have been used to justify the 

underpricing of such facilities and some of them are confusing or 

based on emotion.    Hence,   the arguments were considered in some 

detail in an attempt to reduce the confusion.    The cost data analyses 

for the Forest Service and state campgrounds were also expanded to 

show the implications of the costs associated with the provision of 

the facilities.    Hence,   the major objectives of the thesis became an 

analysis of the costs of providing public facilities and the effects that the 

current pricing policy has on the facilities provided by the public and 

private sectors. 

The information obtained from the study should be useful for 

several purposes.    The public sector analysis documents the costs 

associated with the provision of facilities.    DMnay also be useful in 

determining cost-saving practices without decreasing the quality of 

the services provided.    In addition,   the analysis may stimulate 

interest in examining pricing alternatives for the public facilities. 

The private sector analysis also should have useful applications. 
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Further analysis of the data and discussions with private operators 

may result in identifying improved management practices which may 

result in better facilities and cost saving methods.    The financial 

data should also be useful to those considering the purchase or con- 

struction of a CG/RV park. 

The study may also help to promote improved cooperation and 

coordination between the public and private sectors.    One of the pri- 

mary problems hindering the coordination of efforts between the two 

sectors has been a lack of information about the private sector.    The 

information gathered in this study should help to bridge the gap.    It is 

hoped tha,t the analyses will also help both sectors recognize the prob- 

lems facing the other sector so that the two sectors can cooperate 

and solve their mutual problems. 
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APPENDIX   1 

Table  1.    A listing of the quantity of items,  unit cost and estimated 
total replacement cost for the fifteen Forest Service camp- 
grounds on the Oregon coast. 

Unit Total 
Item Quantity 

Cost Cost 

Sand Beach Campground 

Utility Building 64 sq ft $   10/sq ft $       640 
Fireplace 101 57.00 5,757 
Garbage Container 52 11.00 572 
Garbage Container Pads 52 21.00 1,092 
Paved Parking Lot 19,500 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 16,185 
Paved Road 1.5 miles 52,610/mile 78,915 
One-Car Spur 88 450.00 39,600 
Two-Car Spur 4 650.00 2,600 
Car and Trailer Spur 9 450.00 4,050 
Road Gates 1 500.00 500 
Traffic Control 2,215 lin ft 4976/1000 lin ft 11,022 
Concrete Tables 103 315.00 4,095 
Vault Toilet Building 2 1500.00 3,000 
Vault Toilet Seats 4 47. 00 188 
Waste Water Sumps 101 373.00 37,673 
Site Posts 101 14.00 1,414 
Water Line 6,273 lin ft 5310/1000 lin ft 33,310 
Water Pump w/Controls 1 2500.00 2,500 
Closed Storage Tank 10,000 gal 800/1000 gal 8,000 
Bulletin Boards 2 135.00 270 
Signs 1 250.00 250 
Concrete Barrier Logs 96 33.00 3,465 
Beachgrass 166,800 sq ft 35.59/1000 sq ft_ 3,936 

Total Replacerrrent Cost $260,737 
Replacement CosJ t Per Campsite $ 2,582 

Tillicum Beach Campground 

Utility Building 100 sq ft $     10/sq ft $ 1,000 
Fireplace 57 57.00 3,249 
Firering 1 400.00 400 
Pedestal Grill 1 50.00 50 
Garbage Containers 29 11.00 319 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Garbage Container Pads 29 $     21.00 $       609 
Fence . 2 miles 1200/mile 240 
Benches 2 395.00 790 
Surfaced Parking Lot 6, , 300 sq ft 700/1000 sq ft 4,410 
Paved Parking Lot 13, , 000 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 10,790 
One-Car Spur 42 450.00 18,900 
Car and Trailer Spur 6 450.00 2,700 
Paved Road . 6 miles 52,610/mile 31,566 
Traffic Control 900 lin ft 4976/1000 lin ft 4,478 
Road Gates 5 300.00 1,500 
Surfaced Trail 500 ft 2995/1000 ft 1,498 
Sewage Treatment Plant 1 31,05.001 31,050 
Concrete Tables 12 315.00 3,780 
Heavy Wood Table 46 . 180.00 8,280 
Flush Toilet Bldg (1010) 3 15,8 08. 00 47,424 
Flush Toilet Seats 18 145.00 2,610 
Amphitheater 120PAOT 25/person 3,000 
Water Distribution Line 5 , 400 lin ft 5310/1000 ft 28,674 
Signs 1 250.00 250 
Bulletin Boards 3 135.00 405 

Total Replacement Cost $207,592 
Replacement Cos t Pi sr Campsite $     3,649 

Rock Creek Campground 

Fireplace 15 $       57.00 $ 855 
Garbage Container 10 11.00 110 
Garbage Container Base 10 21.00 210 
Utility Building 100 sq ft 10/sq ft 100 
One-Car Spur 10 450.00 4, ,500 
Car and Trailer Spur 6 450.00 2, ,700 
Paved Road . 6 miles 52,610/mile 31, ,566 
Traffic Control 300 lin ft 4976/1000 lin ft 1, ,493 

The sewage treatment plant that serves Tillicum Beach also 
serves other Forest Service facilities.     The estimated replacement 
cost of the plant is $103, 500 and 30% of the capacity was allocated to 
the campground.    Thus,   a cost estimate of $31,050 was made. 
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Table  1  (cont. ) 

Item Quantity Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Road Gates 2 $ 300.00 $       600 
Surfaced Trail 500 lin ft 2, ,995/1000 ft 1,498 
Septic Tank and Field 1 4, , 344. 00 4, 344 
Heavy Wood Table 16 180.00 2,880 
Flush Toilet Building 1 10, ,572.00 10,572 
Flush Toilet Seats 4 145.00 580 
Water Line 1000 lin ft 5; ,310/1000 lin ft 5, 310 
Water Pump w/Controls 1 2: ,500. 00 2,500 
Closed Storage Tank 5000 gal 800/1000 gal 4,000 
Water Well--Drilled 

and Cased 1 1, ,500. 00 1,500 
Signs 1 135.00 135 

Total Replacement Cost $76, 603 
Replacement Cost Per Campsite $   4,788 

Alder Lake Campground 

Fireplace 22                $ 57.00 $   1, 254 
Garbage Containers 15 11. 00 165 
Garbage Container Pads 15 21. 00 315 
Tent Pad 22 60.00 1. 320 
Benches 2 395.00 790 
Surfaced Parking Lot 1000 sq ft 700/1000 sq ft 700 
One-Car Spur 22 325.00 7, 150 
Surfaced Road . 4 miles 44,192/mile 17, 677 
Surfaced Trail 2700 lin ft 2,995/1000 lin ft 8, 087 
Waste Water Sump 22 235.00 5, 170 
Flush Toilet Bldg (1006) 1 10,572. 00 10, 572 
Flush Toilet Seats 4 145.00 580 
Water Line 4316 lin ft 5,310/1000 lin ft 22, 918 
Septic Tank and Field 1 4, 344. 00 4, 344 
Sign 1 250.00 250 
Spur Posts 22 14. 00 308 
Traffic Control 300 lin ft 4,976/1000 lin ft 1, 493 

Total Replacement Cost $83, , 093 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $   3, 777 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity 
Unit Total 
Cost Cost 

Dune Lake Campground 

Utility Building 100 sq ft $ 10/sq ft $   1,000 
Fireplace 17 57.00 969 
Garbage Containers 8 11.00 88 
Garbage Container Pads 8 21.00 168 
Tent Pads 17 60.00 1, 020 
Benches 1 395.00 395 
One-Car Spur 17 325.00 5,525 
Surfaced Road . 3 mi les 44, 192/mile 13,258 
Traffic Control 1000 lin ft 4, 976/1000 lin ft 4,976 
Waste Water Sump 17 235.00 3,995 

(Septic Tank and Field 1 4, ,344.00 4,344 
Heavy Wood Table 17 180.00 3,060 
Flush Toilet Building 1 10, ,572.00 10,572 
Flush Toilet Seats 4 145.00 58 0 
Water Line 3784 lin ft 5, , 310/1000 lin ft 20,093 
Signs 1 250.00 250 
Road Gates 2 300.00 600 
Spur Posts 17 14.00 238 

Total Replacement Cost $71,131 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $  4, 184 

Sutton Lake Campground 

Utility Building lOOsqft    $          10/sq ft $   1,000 
Fireplace 21 57.00 1,197 
Garbage Containers 22 11.00 242 
Garbage Container Pads 22 21.00 462 
One-Car Spur 2 400.00 800 
Car and Trailer Spur 28 400.00 11,200 
Paved Road .4miles    52,610/mile 21,044 
Traffic Control 1100 lin ft 4, 976/1000 lin ft 5,474 
Surfaced Trail 400 lin ft 2, 995/1000 lin ft. 1, 198 
Septic Tank and Field 2 4,803.00 9,606 
Heavy Wood Table 32 180.00 5,760 
Flush Toilet Building 2 14,503.00 29,006 
Flush Toilet Seats 8 145.00 1,160 
Water Line 1800 lin ft 5, 310/1000 lin ft 9,558 
Signs 2 250.00 500 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity- 
Unit Total 
Cost Cost 

Bulletin Boards 4 $        135.00 $        540 
Spur Posts 28 14.00 392 

Total Replacement Cost $99, 139 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $  3,305 

Sutton Creek Campground 

Utility Building 100 sq ft $ 10/sq ft $   1,000 
Fireplace 59 57.00 3,363 
Garbage Containers 26 11.00 286 
Garbage Container Pads 26 21.00 546 
Paved Parking Lot 2300 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 1,909 
One-Car Spur 1 400.00 400 
Car and Trailer Spur 62 400.00 24,800 
Paved Road . 8 miles 52, 610/mile 42,088 
Traffic Control 2800 lin ft 4, ,976/1000 lin ft 13,933 
Surfaced Trail 600 lin ft 2, 995/1000 lin ft 1,797 
Paved Trail 300 lin ft 3, ,594/1000 lin ft 1,078 
Waste Water Sump 26 235.00 6, 110 
Heavy Wood Table 64 180.00 11,520 
Flush Toilet Building (1008)       2 14, 503.00 29,006 
Flush Toilet Building (1006)       1 10, ,572.00 10,572 
Flush Toilet Seats 12 145.00 1,740 
Grass 62700 sq ft 12/1000 sq ft 752 
Water Line 4100 lin ft 5, ,310/1000 lin ft 21,771 
Bulletin Boards 10 135.00 1,350 
Spur Posts 63 14.00 882 
Septic Tank and Field 2 4, ,803.00 9,606 
Septic Tank and Field 1 4, , 344.00 4, 344 

Total Replacement Cost $189,081 
Replacement Cost Per Campsite $     3, 001 

Tyee Campground 

Utility Building                              100 sq ft $          10/sq ft $   1,000 
Fireplace                                           12 57.00 684 
Garbage Containers                        9 11.00 99 
Tent Pad                                            12 60.00 720 
Surfaced Parking Lot              4200 sq ft 700/1000 sq ft          2,940 
One-Car Spur                                    2 325.00 650 
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Item Quantity 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Surfaced Road . 2 mil Les $44, 192/mile $  8,838 
Road Gates 1 300.00 300 
Heavy Wood Table 12 180.00 2, 160 
Pit Toilet Building 4 800.00 3,200 
Pit Toilet Seats 4 47.00 188 
Water Line 600 lin ft 5, 310/1000 lin ft 3, 186 
Water Pump w/Controls 1 2, 500.00 2,500 
Water Well—Drilled and 

Cased 1 1, ,500.00 1,500 
Signs 1 250.00 250 
Garbage Container Pads 12 21.00 252 

Total Replacement Cost $28,467 
Replacemen t Cost Per Campsite $  2,190 

Siltcoos Campground 

Utility Buildings 2500 sq ft $ 10/sq ft $25,000 
Fireplace 145 57.00 8,265 
Garbage Containers 125 11.00 1,375 
Garbage Container Pads 40 21.00 840 
Tent Pad 82 60.00 4,920 
Benches 2 395.00 790 
One-Car Spur 23 450.00 10,350 
Two-Car Spur 30 600.00 18,000 
Car and Trailer Sp' ur 25 450.00 11,250 
Surfaced Road . 5 mi' les 44, , 192/mile 22,096 
Paved Road 1.5 mi les 52, , 610/mile 78,915 
Traffic Control 3600 lin ft 4, ,976/1000 lin ft 17,914 
Road Gates 17 300.00 5, 100 
Unsurfaced Trail 3700 lin ft 1, ,969/1000 lin ft 7,285 
Surfaced Trail 2500 lin ft 2, ,995/1000 lin ft 7,488 
Septic Tank and Field 2 4, ,803.00 9,606 
Heavy Wood Table 130 180.00 23,400 
Flush Toilet Bldg. (1008) 1 14, ,503.00 14,503 
Flush Toilet Bldg. ' (1010) 1 15, ,808.00 15,808 
Flush Toilet Seats 10 145.00 1,450 
Pit Toilet Buildings 5 8 800.00 6,400 
Pit Toilet Seats 8 45.00 360 
Amphitheater 150 POAT 25/person 3,750 
Rip Rap 500 lin ft 14, ,000/1000 lin ft 7,000 



219 

Table 1 (cont. ) 

Unit Total 
Item Quantity 

Cost Cost 

Beachgrass 172,600 sq ft    $ 3, 559/1000 sq ft $  6,143 
Water Line 9,000 lin ft 5, 310/1000 lin ft 47,790 
Water Pump w/Controls 2 2, 500.00 5,000 
Closed Storage Tank 30,000 gal 800/1000 gal 24,000 
Water Chem.   Treat- 

ment Plant 1 550.00 550 
Signs 4 

Replacement Cost 

250.00 1,000 

Estimated Total $386,348 
Replacement Cos ;t Per Campsite $     3,512 

West Carter Lake Campg: round 

Utility Building 100 sq ft    $ 10/sq ft $   1,000 
Fireplace 22 57.00 1,254 
Garbage Container 17 11.00 187 
Garbage Container Pads 17 21.00 357 
Tent Pads 19 60.00 1, 140 
Paved Parking Lot 4000 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 3,320 
One-Car Spur 9 450.00 4,050 
Two-Car Spur 8 600.00 4,800 
Car and Trailer Spur 5 450.00 2,250 
Paved Road . 8 miles 52, , 610/mile 42,088 
Traffic Control 9400 lin ft 4, ,976/1000 lin ft 46,774 
Road Gates 1 300.00 300 
Unsurfaced Trail 400 lin ft 1, ,969/1000 ft 788 
Septic Tank and Field 2 4; ,803.00 9,606 
Heavy Wood Table 22 180.00 3,960 
Flush Toilet Bldg,   (1010)            2 15: ,808.00 31,616 
Flush Toilet Seats 12 145.00 1,740 
Rip Rap Bank 200 lin ft 14: ,000/1000 lin ft 2,800 
Water Line 1500 lin ft 5: , 310/1000 lin ft 7,965 
Water Pump w/Controls 1 1, ,667.00 1,667 
Water Well--Drilled 

and Cased 1 1, ,000.00 1,000 
Signs 1 250.00 250 

Estimated Total Replacement Cost $168,912 
Replacement Cost Per Campsite $     7,678 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity- 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Carter Lake Campground 

Fireplace 11 $ 57.00 $ 627 
Garbage Containers 5 11.00 55 
One-Car Spur 7 325.00 2,275 
Two-Car Spur 2 450.00 900 
Car and Trailer Spur 1 325.00 325 
Surfaced Road . 1 miles 44, 192/mile 4,419 
Road Gates 1 300.00 300 
Heavy Wood Tables 11 180.00 1,980 
Pit Toilet Building 2 800.00 1,600 
Pit Toilet Seats 2 45.00 90 
Water Line 800 1 in ft 5, 310/1000 lin ft 4,248 
Water Pump w/Controls 1 833.00 833 
Water Well—Drilled 

and Cased 1 500.00 500 
Sign 1 250.00 250 
Spur Posts 11 14.00 154 

Estimated Total Repl acem ent C iosts $18,661 
Replacement Cost Per Campground $ 1,696 

Tahkenitch Lake Campground 

Utility Building 100 sq ft 
Fireplace 40 
Garbage Containers 16 
Garbage Container Pads 16 
Tent Pad 40 
Paved Parking Lot 27 00 sq ft 
One-Car Spur 10 
Two-Car Spur 8 
Paved Road .4 miles 
Traffic Control 1600 lin ft 
Road Gate 3 
Unsurfaced Trail 4100 lin ft 
Septic Tank and Field 1 
Heavy Wood Table 40 
Flush Toilet Building 1 
Flush Toilet Seats 6 
Pit Toilet Building 2 

$ 10/sq ft 
57.00 
11.00 
21.00 
60.00 

830/1000 sq ft 
400.00 
450.00 

52, 610/mile 
4,976/1000 lin ft 

300.00 
1,969/1000 lin ft 
4,803.00 

180.00 
15,808.00 

145.00 
800.00 

$ 1,000 
2,28 0 

176 
336 

2,400 
2, 241 
4,000 
3,600 

21,044 
7,962 

900 
8,073 
4,803 
7,200 

15,808 
870 

1,600 
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Table 1 (cont.) 

Item Quantity 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Pit Toilet Seats 2                $ 47.00 $          94 
Grass 15, 000 sq ft 12/1000 sq ft 180 
Water Line 2,300 lin ft 5, , 310/1000 lin ft 12,213 
Power Pump 1 2, , 500.00 2,500 
Water Well — Drilled 

and Cased 1 1, ,500.00 1,500 
Sign 1 250.00 250 
Spur Posts 40 14.00 560 

Estimated Total Replacement Cost $106,190 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $     2,391 

Eel Creek Campground 

Fireplace 80               $ 57.00 $  4,560 
Garbage Containers 24 11.00 264 
Garbage Container Pads 31 2.1.00 651 
Tent Pad 77 60.00 4,620 
Fence . 1 miles 1. , 200/mile 120 
Paved Parking Lot 3,300 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 2,739 
One-Car Spur 28 450.00 12,600 
Two-Car Spur 30 600.00 18,000 
Car and Trailer Spur 25 450.00 11,250 
Paved Road 1. 5 miles 52, , 610/mile 78,915 
Traffic Control 2,700 lin ft 4, ,976/1000 lin ft 13,435 
Road Gates 5 300.00 1,500 
Unsurfaced Trail 3,600 lin ft 1, ,969/1000 lin ft 7,088 
Septic Tank and Field 4 4, ,803.00 19,212 
Heavy Wood Table 85 180.00 15,300 
Flush Toilet Bldg (1008) 4 14, ,503.00 58,012 
Flush Toilet Seats 16 145.00 2,320 
Pit Toilet Building 4 800.00 3,200 
Pit Toilet Seats 4 47.00 188 
Grass 5,200 sq ft 12/1000 sq ft 63 
Water Line 6, 500 lin ft 5, , 310/1000 lin ft 34,515 
Signs 2 250.00 500 

Estimated Total Replacement Cost $289,052 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $     3,401 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

South Eel Creek Campgro and 

Utility Building 60 sq ft    $ 10/sq ft $       600 
Fireplace 13 57.00 741 
Garbage Containers 9 11.00 99 
Tent Pad 13 60.00 780 
Paved Parking Lot 4, 800 sq ft 830/1000 sq ft 3,984 
One-Car Spur 2 400.00 800 
Two-Car Spur 450.00 450 
Car and Trailer Spur 400.00 400 
Paved Road . 2 miles 52 610/mile 10,522 
Traffic Control 1, 100 lin ft 4 976/1000 lin ft 5,474 
Road Gate 300.00 300 
Septic Tank and Field 4 803.00 4,803 
Heavy Wood Table 18 180.00 3,240 
Flush Toilet Bldg (1008) 14 503.00 14,503 
Flush Toilet Seats 4 145.00 580 
Pit Toilet Building 800.00 800 
Pit Toilet Seat 47.00 47 
Water Line 500 lin ft 5 310/1000 lin ft 2,655 
Water Pump w/Controls 2 500.00 2,500 
Water Well--Drilled 

and Cased 1 500.00 1,500 
Signs 250.00 250 
Spur Posts 13 14.00 182 
Garbage Container Pads 9 21.00 189 

Estimated Total Replacement Co St $55,399 
Replacement Cos t Per Campsite $  4,261 

Bluebill Lake Campground 

Fireplace 19 $ 57.00 
Garbage Containers 10 11.00 
Garbage Container Pads 10 21.00 
Tent Pad 19 60.00 
Benches 1 395.00 
Two-Car Spur 1 600.00 
Car and Trailer Spur 18 450.00 
Paved Road . 5 mi Les 52 610/mile 
Traffic Control 2000 lin ft 4 976/1000 

$     1; 

8 

08 3 
110 
210 
140 
395 
600 
100 

26,305 
9,952 
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Table 1 (cont. ) 

Item Quantity 
Unit 
Cost 

Total 
Cost 

Road Gates 1                $ 300.00 $       300 
Surfaced Trail 5 00 lin ft 2, ,995/1000 lin ft 1,498 
Waste Water Sump 5 927.00 4,635 
Septic Tank and Field 1 4, ,344.00 4, 344 
Concrete Table 20 315.00 6, 300 
Flush Toilet Bldg (1006) 1 10, ,572.00 10,572 
Flush Toilet Seats 4 145.00 580 
Grass 2000 sq ft 12/1000 sq ft 24 
Water Line 1000 lin ft 5; ,310/1000 lin ft 5,310 
Signs 1 250.00 250 
Bulletin Boards 1 135.00 135 

Estimated Total Replacement Co St $81,843 
Replacement Cos it Per Campsite $  4,307 
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BH 26/75 OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 9/11/75 
Hello, I'm  .  I'm taking a survey of campgrounds for Oregon State University 
and would like to ask you a few Interesting questions, if you don't mind. The study is 
designed to gain understanding of problems faced by businesses like yours, and results of the 
study will be available to you after completion. 

1 
2 
3 
k 

Owner 
Manager 
Partner 
Other (What? 

For this survey, it is necessary to talk to the 
manager, owner or person in charge of this camp- 
ground and recreational vehicle park. Would this 
happen to be you, or not?  (If YES) What would 
you say your title is?  (if NO, make appointment 
for cal Iback). 

First of all, what do you consider to be the two or three most serious problems you 
face as a campground and recreational vehicle park operator (owner)?  (PROBEI) 

Anything else? 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 

Make  living 
Enjoy business 
Earn additional 
Other  (What?  
DK 

Looking at this card   (HAND CARD A), which,   if 
any, of these  reasons prompted you  to get   into 
the campground-recreational   vehicle park business? 
Just call  your answers by  letter,   please.     (INT: 
If OTHER, write  in below) 

k    - 

l*a 

1 Yes   (Ask i*a) 
2 No  (Ask ita) 

12    DK  (Skip to #5) 

If you were to make the decision today,  would 
you probably go  into the campground  R.v.  business 
again,  or not? 

What are the main reasons you   (would)   (would not)   go   Into the campground  R.V.   business 
again?     (PROBE!) 

Any other  reasons? 

(Specify   in Months/Years) 

When  did you acquire or begin managing  this 
particular campground-recreational   vehicle area 
— about how long ago? 

6    - 

(State) 
2    No other area 

Before you  came here,   did you own or operate a 
campground-recreational   vehicle park  in  some other 
area?     (If YES)    Where  --  in what state? 

(Year first established) 
2    Established present 

Was this campground-recreational vehicle park 
established by the present management, or did 
someone else start it before then? (If BEFORE) 
When was the campground first established? 

12     DK 
(Acres) 

About  how many acres are now developed   insi de  the 
campground?    Please  include areas used for camp- 
sites,   recreational   vehicles,   sanitary facilities, 
store,   playground,   roads  and  so on,   but  don't   in- 
clude any outside or undeveloped areas used for 
hiking,   fishing,  or areas used  for permanent 
mobile homes. 

1 Sole proprietorship 
2 Partnership 
3 Corporation 
k Other (What?  

Incidentally, what type of business is this — a 
sole proprietorship, partnership, corporation, or 
what? 
 ) 
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10 - Looking at this card (HAND CARD B), which, if any, of the following services and 
facilities are provided within the campground and recreational vehicle park? Just calV 
your answers by letter, please.  (INT: Circle as many as applicable) 

(a)  (b)  (c)  (d)  (e)  (f)  (g)  (h) No.  (i) No.  (j)  DK (INT: If (h) or (i), 
1   2   3   h       5   6   7   8    9    0  12  write in number) 

-Other:    What? (k) (0 (m) (n) (o) (P) (q) 
1 2 3 k 5 6 7 

11 -    What would you say are the three things that attract most people  to this area where 
your campground-recreational   vehicle park  is  located?    That   is,  what attracts them  — 
or what activities do they participate   in most while here?      What attraction or activity 
appeals most?    Next most?    Third most? 
1   - 

2 - 

3 - 

12 - Thinking of your campground-recreation vehicle park specifically, what three services 
or features do you think are most important to your customers -- the things they seek 
or that  satisfy them most while here?    Which would you  say   is  first?    Second?    Third? 

1   - 

2 - 

3 - 

'3    -     % Some people come back  to the same campground- 
0    None recreational   vehicle park,  while others don't  for 

11 Yes,  but DK % one  reason or another.    About what percent,   if any, 
12 DK whether  repeat of this year's customers have been here before? 

(ASK ONLY   IF  CAMPGROUND  HAS  REPEAT CUSTOMERS   (Code  11  or % answer  given) 

13a  -    Why do you  feel  your customers come back again  — or what are the  reasons they have 
given  for  coming  back?     (PROBE!) 

Anything else? 

ASK OF  EVERYONE 

I'*    -     1     Yes   (Ask  \ha) Is  this  campground-recreational   vehicle park 
2     No   (Skip  to #15) operated   in  conjunction with  any other  types of 

businesses?    That   is,  are there any businesses 
which  serve people other than just  the campers? 

\lia  -    What   is  this type or types of businesses which  serve people other than just  the campers? 
(INT:     Get  specific definition,   such as  "motel, 
"restaurant," "mobile home park," etc.      

14b  - % About what  percent of  the  gross   receipts of all 
72     DK                                                                    businesses operated  here  come  from  the  campground- 

recreational   vehicle  park enterprise?     (Just  your 
 best  estimate)  

ASK OF EVERYONE 
15    -     1     Yes   (Skip to #16) Is  this  campground-recreational   vehicle park  the 

2     No   (Ask   15a) most   important  source of  your  family's   income,  or 
not? 
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15a   -     1     Yes  — years 
2    No 

12    OK 

Do you plan on having the campground-recreational 
vehicle park provide the majority of your family 
income,   in the future,  or not?     (If YES)     When 
will   the campground-recreational   vehicle park 
start providing most of your  income  --  in about 
how many years?     (Just your best estimate)  

ASK OF EVERYONE 
16 

T7 
12     DK 

About what percent of your family's current   in- 
come comes from the campground-recreational 
vehicle park?     (Just your best estimate) 

1 Higher 
2 Lower 
3 Same 

12 DK 

After paying expenses, has your income from the 
campground-recreational vehicle park been higher 
or lower than you expected when you first went 
into the business? 

18 

18a 

19 

19a 

Miles 
12 DK 

About how many miles from here is the nearest 
state or public campground?  (Just your best 
estimate) 

12 DK 
What is the name of this public campground? 

1 Yes (Ask 19a) 
2 No (Skip to 20) 

12 DK (Skip to 20) 

Do you feel that public campgrounds have any 
effect — one way or the other -- on the amount 
of business you do here? 

1 Bring  in more 
2 Take away 
3 50-50 

12 DK 

Do you feel that the location of public camp- 
grounds helps to bring more business to you 
here, or do they take away from your business? 

ASK OF EVERYONE 
20  - On what basis do you determine the rates charged for your campsites here?  (PROBE!) 

(If DK or NO RESPONSE, hand respondent CARD C, and ask 20a) 

20a -  1 (a)  Talk other owners 
2 (b)  Same as publ ic 
3 (c)  On basis costs 
4 (d)  Other (Explain below) 
0 Do not charge on basis of any items listed on CARD C; 

Do you happen to base your rates on any of the 
things listed on this card?  (If YES)  Just call 
your answers by letter, please. 

1 Yes (Ask 21a) 
2 No (Skip to #22) 

12  DK (Skip to #22) 

Do public campground fees or rates affect how 
much you charge for campsites here? 

21a -  How, or in what way, do public campground rates affect your charges?  (PROBE!) 

Any other way? 

22 
ASK OF EVERYONE 

2 
12 

Yes 
No 
DK 

If the state increased its fees for campsites, 
would you probably increase your rates, or not? 
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23 1 Yes 
2 No 

12 DK 

Suppose the state maintained the same fee 
schedule, but other private campground-recrea- 
tional vehicle parks increased their charges. 
Would this cause you to increase your rates, or 
not? 

24 - 
  Last time? 

% How much? 

Approximately when did you last increase your 
rental rates for campsites?  (Record in yrs/mo). 

About how much did you raise them — the approx- 
imate amount or percent increase? 

25 -  1  Yes (Ask 25a, b) 
2 No (Skip to #26) 

12 DK (Skip to #26) 

Do you expect or plan on raising your rental 
fees in the near future? 

25a -  When       About when do you plan or expect to raise your 
12 DK fees?  (Just the approximate month or year) 

25b  - 
12    DK 

About how much do you expect to raise your rates 
-- either the amount or approximate percentages? 

26 - 
ASK OF EVERYONE 
1 Yes - drop (Ask 26a) 
2 No (Skip to #27) 

12  DK (Skip to #27) 

Suppose you raised your campsite rental rates by 
25 per cent, but no other private or public camp- 
grounds followed suit.  Do you think your volume 
of business would probably drop, or not? 

26a - 
12 DK 

About how much do you think your business would 
drop -- the approximate percent? 

ASK OF EVERYONE 
27 -  1  Yes - drop (Ask 27a) 

2 No (Skip to #28) 
12 DK (Skip to #28) 

Now, suppose you and all other campgrounds 
raised rental rates by 25 per cent.  Do you think 
this would probably cause your volume of business 
to drop off, or not? 

27a  - 
12     DK 

About how much do you feel  your volume of 
business would drop? 

28     -    What   specific advantages  do you  feel   you offer  campers which  state or public camp- 
grounds  do not  provide?     (PROBE!) 

Anything else? 

29 What specific advantages do public campgrounds offer which you do not provide?  (PROBE!) 

Anything else? 

30  - All in all, what do you think the state could do to help commercial campground- 
recreational vehicle park operators like yourself?  (PROBE!) 

Anything else? 
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31  -  1  Yes (Ask 31a) Do you plan to expand your campground-recreation- 
2 No (Skip to #32) al park portion in the near future? 

12 OK (Skip to #32) 

31a -              (Date) When do you plan to expand, and how many more 

(No. of sites) 
sites will you add? 

32 ■ -  1  Yes (Ask 32a) 
2 No (Skip to #33) 

12 DK (Skip to #33) 

Do state policies affect your plans for 
expansion? 

32a -  In what way, do state policies affect your expansion plans?  (PROBE!) 

Anything else? 

33 -  1  Yes (Ask 33a) Specifically, do state policies and regulations, 
2 No (Skip to tflb) such as construction of more state campgrounds 

12 DK (Skip to #3*0 and sanitary facilities, influence your plans 
for expansion? 

33a -  In what way does this influence your plans?  (PR0BE1) 

Anythiing else? 

ASK OF EVERYONE 
3k    -     1  Yes (Ask 34a, b, c) Thinking back to 1974, did you do any advertising 

2 No (Skip to #35) to promote your campground-recreational vehicle 
12 DK (Skip to #35) park? 

Ika   - $  About how much did you spend for advertising in 
12 DK 1974?  (Just approximately) 

34b - (HAND RESPONDENT CARD D) Did you make expenditures for any of these types of adver- 
tising in 1974? (If YES) Which ones? -- calling your answer off by letter. (INT: 
Circle code number of each type expenditure) 

CG/RV Association dues  % 7 (9) Newspaper  % 
CG/RV Directories . .   % 8 (h) Television  % 
Franchise payments  .   % 9 (i) Business cards ....   % 
Brochures  % 0 (j) Chamber of Comm. dues   % 
Road signs  % II (k) Other (What?)  
Radio  % 12 None 

34c -  (For each one circled)  About what percentage of your advertising expenditures went 
for  ?  (Just approximately) 
Record in above spaces. 

1 (a) 
2 (b) 
3 (c) 
4 (d) 
5 (e) 
6 (f) 

35 
ASK OF EVERYONE n  , ,. ,    ,   ...  .   ... ,   On what day and month does this campground- 
 Open recreational vehicle park usually open for business? 

(.|ose On what day and month does this campground- 
recreational vehicle park usually close for 
business? 
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36    - No. 
12    DK 

About how many campsites or spaces did this 
campground-recreational   vehicle park have   in 
IS?'*?     (Just your best estimate) 

37    - 

39    - 

39a  - 

No. 
12    DK 

About how many camping or recreational   vehicle 
parties stayed here during  197**?     (Again,  just 
your best estimate)    We're  really interested  in 
sites,   so  If one party stayed three nights, 
count them as three parties.   

38    -     I   know you probably won't have exact figures,   but would you please think back to  ]37k 
and estimate about what percent of the spaces or campsites were occupied during the 
time periods  listed on this sheet   (HAND CARD E).     I'd  like to get  the  information 
separately for weekends and weekdays.     So,   let's consider weekdays  first.    About what 
percent of spaces were occupied on weekdays during January,   February and March of 
197^?     (INT:    Now,   take each weekday time period one at a  time and ask for each. 

September   (Excl . 
Labor Day).   .   . 

October    

November-December  . 

Summer holiday week- 
ends   (Mem.,   July 
hth,  Labor)   ....  % 

38a   -    Now,   let's  go back and estimate approximately what percent of spaces were occupied 
during weekends  in   ig?**.     First,   let's  take  the three holiday weekends alone -- 
Memorial   Day,  July ^th and Labor Day.    About what percent of weekend spaces  in  197^ 
were occupied on  these  three weekends?    Now,   starting with  Jan-Feb-March,  about 
what  percent of weekend  spaces were occupied during these months?     (INT:     Take  time 
periods one at a  time and  go  through all  above). 

Week- Week- 
day s ends 

January-Feb-March   . J> % 
April-May   (Excl . 

Memorial   Day) . J° % 

3 
% 

July  % 
August       . .% % 

Week- Week- 
days ends 

% % 
% % 
% % 

1 Yes   (Ask 39a) 
2 No   (Skip to #k0) 
3 Sometimes   (Ask  39a) 

Do you accept   reservations for campsites or 
spaces? 

I   have a  few more time periods here.     Of all   the camper customers during each period, 
about what percent made  reservations ahead of time?    First  let's  consider     
(Read off one at a   time and obtain answers) 

Summer holiday weekends   (Memorial   Day,   July ^th,   Labor  Day)?   ....    % 

Other  summer weekends?  % 

All   other weekends  during  the year?  % 

All   summer weekdays?        % 

All  other weekdays during the year  % 

"ASK OF  EVERYONE 
1)0     -    About  how  long do  campers  usually  stay   in your  campground-recreational   vehicle  park? 

That   is,   about what  percent  stay  for each of  these   lengths of  time?     (HAND  CARD  F) 

Overnight only  % 3  - 4 weeks  % 
One weekend   (2 nites)   ....    % 1   - 3 months  % 

3-6  days  % More  than  3 months     .   .   .   % 

1   -  2 weeks  % (INT:     Should  =  100% 
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k\ 

(INT: We must 
have estimate) 

About how much did your total sales or gross 
income amount to in JSlkl    Please include income 
from rental fees, laundry facilities, camp store 
and any other income directly associated with 
the campground and recreational vehicle park. 
(Just your best estimate) 

k2    -    Site rental fees   
Marina  

Laundry facilities   .   .   .   . 

Sale of firewood   

Propane/gasoline sales   .   . 
Day-use area  
Swimming pool       

Store  (sales  less cost of 
merchandise) 

Other   (What? ) 

Looking at this next  card   (HAND CARD G) ,  about 
what percent of your total  sales or gross 
income came from each of these sources? 

(INT:    Must =  100% 

1 Yes 
2 No 

Do you charge the same  rental   fees on weekdays 
and weekends? 

(INT:     Refer to #36 tofill   in b 
  campsites in  \37t+.    Of th 
what percent) were of the follow 
of Sites" column at  left.    Water 

Type of Site 
Tent  site only  - no hookup   .   , 

Tent  site w/electricity only   , 
Tent  site w/water only  ... 
Tent  site w/water & elec.     .   , 
Other tent  sites  (What  type?) 

xxxxxxxx 
Travel-trailer RV only - no hookup . 
Travel -trai ler w/elec. only .... 

Travel-trai ler w/water only .... 
Travel-trai ler w/water & elec. . . . 
Travel-trai ler w/water, elec, sewer 

Other travel-trai ler   (What  type?) 

lank space).     Let's  see,  you mentioned that you had 
is number,  will   you please estimate how many   (or 
ing types?     (HAND CARD H)     (INT:    Record under "Type 
and electricity must be at each   individual   site) 

$ $ $ $ $ 
Number    Day    V/eekend   Week    Month    Season 

xxxxxxxx 
Tent or travel-trai ler - no hookup   . 
Tent or  travel-trailer w/elec.   only 

Tent or travel-trailer w/water only 

Tent or travel-tra i ler w/water & elec 
Other tent or travel-trailer   (What 

type?)  

Total   (100%) 
or number  1i sted 

in #36 
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Ma  -    Now, as   1  mention each type of site you have, will   you please tell  me what your 
rental   fees'are for that  type of site for various periods of time.     First,   let's 
take (first one with # above).    Approximately how much does that  type 
site  rent  for by the day?    By the weekend?    By the week?    By the month?    By the 
season?     (INT:    Weekend prices are not necessary  if the charge  is the same for 
day and weekend - see #1*3.    Take each type site one at a  time and go through each '■ 
rental  period,   recording  In proper space.     If campground-recreational   vehicle park 
does not  charge by that particular time period,  write  in "DC". 

Now,   I  just have a few question's about yourself so that we can tabulate results for 
different types of persons.     Everything  is completely confidential  and  results are 
tabulated for the coast as a whole — not any one person. 

1*5 1 Under 30 
2 30 - Mi 
3 ^5-59 
if 60 or over 

May  I  ask your approximate age? 

1(6 - 1 Yes. (Ask l<6a) 
2 No (Skip to #1(7) 
3 Sometimes (Ask ii6a) 

Do you.work at any other type occupation during 
the year besides managing or taking care of this 
campgroundrrecreational vehicle park? 

It6a Type 

Industry 
What other occupation or type of work do you do? 

h7 _Years 

JType 

Jndustry 

About how long have you been in the campground- 
recreational vehicle park business? 

(If LESS THAN 10 YEARS)  What type of work did 
you do before that? 

X  I hereby certify this interview was actually taken with the person listed below, 
and represents a true and accurate account of the interview. 

(Name) (Date) (Permanent address incl. city 

_Telephone No. 
(Int. Signature) 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:  Interview verified by_ 

Comments: 

Date: 
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APPENDIX  3 

COST   DATA  SURVEY  QUESTIONNAIRE 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn more about what is in- 
volved in operating a campground or recreational vehicle park.    We 
would like to find out what type of jobs you do,  how much time you 
devote to the jobs and  some of the expenses involved in the operation 
of the campground-recreational vehicle park.    (We prefer 1974 data; 
either calendar year or fiscal year.) 

1.    One of the first things we would like to know is do you hire labor 
to help operate and maintain the campground or do you and your 
family do the work yourselves. 

 hire labor (ask ,#2) 

 all family labor (skip to #4) 

2.    How many persons did you hire in 1974? 

3.    Information for each person: 

No.  of Hours Wage rate      Type of 
Weeks worked      per week      (hr/wk/mo)        work 

Person #1. 

Person #2. 

Person #3, 

4.    We would like to estimate how much of your time and the time of 
other family members is used to operate the campground.    We 
are not going to ask how much money you made,  we are only 
interested in the amount of time spent in operating the camp- 
ground.    It may be helpful to look at the tasks you perform. 
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INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING   TABLE 

1. Identify family members that assist in the operation and main- 
tenance of the CG/RV park and circle columns identified. 

2. Identify the tasks performed by each family member identified 
and list the tasks in column 1.    We must rely on the interviewer 
to identify many of the tasks they perform.    However,  we can 
make suggestions to refresh their memory.    Listed below are 
some tasks associated with operation of the campground: 

(a) registering and spotting campers. 
(b) cleaning bathhouse and laundry. 
(c) operating campstore and/or propane and gasoline facilities. 
(d) handling mail of campers. 
(e) cleaning the grounds. 
(f)   confirming reservations. 
(g)   bookkeeping for CG/RV park. 

3. Determine how much time is spent at each task on an average 
summer day (busy season) or during a week and during the off- 
season. 

4. Determine the period noted as the busy season and off-season 
and record it on the top of the table. 

5. After table is completed, make a quick check of the total number 
of hours per day or week for each person to determine if it is a 
"reasonable" amount of time. 

6. To determine the amount of time spent on maintenance, identify 
the major systems in the CG/RV park and obtain an estimate of 
the amount of time spent in maintaining each system. Below is 
a list of major systems: 

(a) water system (well, pump,  pumphouse,  pipelines,  faucets, 
water heaters,   etc.) 

(b) sanitary system (restrooms, bathhouse, plumbing,   toilets, 
urinals,   showers,   dumping station,   laundry facilities,   sewer 
lines,   septic tank,   etc.) 

(c) electrical system (lights,  poles,  wire,  hookups,   etc.) 
(d) heating system (furnace,   ducts,   etc. ) 
(e) roads and parking pads (leveling,   grading,   graveling,  patch- 

ing of cement or asphalt) 
(f) maintenance of buildings 
(g) fireplace,   grills,   tables,  benches 
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(h) swimming pool 
(i) equipment (mowers,   tools,   etc.) 
(j) boats and motors 
(k) Other maintenance tasks 

Cost of materials can be obtained at the time that the tasks are 
identified or later in the interview.    Refer back to the tasks per- 
formed to suggest material costs. 



5.     Family Labor for Operation and Maintenance of CG/RV Park S =  (wks,  mo) 
W = (wks,  mo) 

O and M 
^^rson 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Supplies and materials 

required for task and 
cost/wk,  mo,   or yr. 

Task s W S w S W S W S W 

' 
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6.    Did you make any capital improvements in the CG/RV park in 
1974? 

Yes (ask #7) No (skip to #12) 

(e.g.,  new buildings or facilities,   equipment,   remodeling,   site 
improvement,  etc. ) 

7.    What type of improvements did you make (please list) 

8.    Did you make the' improvements yourself or did you contract or 
hire others to do it?  (If hired,   ask 9,   if done 
by owner,   ask 10. ) 

9.    What was the cost of the improvements you had others construct? 

$  

10.    Once again we want to determine how much of your family's time 
was used to make the capital improvements.    We can do this in 
the same manner as we did for O and M time. 



11.    Family Labor for Capital Improvements in 1974 

Capital 
Improvement 

Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Cost of 
Materials 
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12.    There are some other cash expenses involved in the operation of 
a CG/RV park.    I have listed some of these and I would like your 
best estimate of how much you paid for these items in 1974. 
You may be able to think of other expenses that I have not listed 
also.    The first item is: 

(NOTE:   Some of this information may have been reported 
earlier; do not double count. ) 

Item 1974 Expenditures 

(a)   Utilities (net of residence) 

1. Electricity $  
2. Telephone $  
3. Natural Gas/Propane $  
4. Water $  
5. Sewer $  
6. Garbage Service $  
7. T.   V.  Cable $  
8. Other  $  

$  

(b)   Campground Vehicle Expenses Percent CG Use 
(gas,   oil & maintenance CG vehicle) 

(c) Insurance 

1. Liability $ 
2. Vehicle (used for CG) $ 
3. Other  $" 

(d) Taxes (net of residence &c other non- 
CG land) 
1. Property (CG only) $ 
2. Payroll (if used hired labor) $ 
3. Other (not income tax) $ 

(e) Rentals 

1. Property $ 
2. Equipment $ 

(f)    Store Goods (if campstore not grocery 
store)(include gasoline or propane for sale) $ 
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(g)   Firewood $  

(h)   Office Operations $  
(paper, mailing costs,   etc.) 

(i)   Operating Supplies $  
(paper towels,   toilet paper,  cleaning 
materials,  etc!. ) 

(j)   Other Operating Expenses $  
  $  
  $  
  $   

13. Is there a mortgage or loans outstanding on the CG/RV park? 

Yes (ask #14) No (skip to #15) 

14. About how much interest did you pay on the loans and mortgage 
in 1974? $  

15. We would like to get your best estimate of the value of your 
CG/RV park.    One way to think of this is how much would you 
be willing to sell your CG or RV park for?     $ . 
Please include the value of equipment used to operate and 
maintain the CG,  but do not include the non-business portion of 
your residence or other land and buildings not included in the 
CG/RV park. 

16. About what percent of the total value of the CG/RV park would 
you assign to the: (should total 100%) 

(a) Land  % 
(b) Buildings and improvements % 
(c) Equipment and tools,   etc. % 

17. How much did you claim for depreciation in 1974?    $  
For the CG/RV Park? $  

Name of Campground Phone No. 

Name of Interviewee 


