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President of the Senate and the 
r of the House of Representatives 

Herewith i s  our ,report on the review of recreation and 
selected land use a c t i v i t i e s  of the Forest Service, 

tment of Agriculture. 

Me noted that  fees  charged fo r  permits for  summer-home 
s a t  f o m  of the six national fo res t s  which we v i s i t ed  
l e s s  than fees  computed, i n  accordance with Forest 

i c e  inst ruct ions ,  on the basis of the estimated values 
omparable pr ivately  owned lands used for  the same pur- 
in the  same areas. A t  one fo res t  the annual permit 
were about $138,000 l e s s  than the annual fees  computed 

by fores t  o f f i ce  personnel on the basis of 5 percent of the 
estimated values of comparable pr ivately  owned s i t e s  i n  the 
same areas,  a guide s e t  f o r t h  i n  Forest Service instruc- 
t ions fo r  arriving a t  a f a i r  annual ren ta l .  

In January 1959 the  Chief, Forest Service, directed 
a l l  regional fores te rs  to  review special-use permits and 
adjust them as necessary. By l e t t e r  dated December 27, 
1962, from the Acting Chief, Forest Service, we were in-  
formed tha t  increased emphasis has been given since that  
time to review of home-site fees.  We believe, however, 
that  the extent to  which inadequate fees were noted i n  our 
reviews, made about 18 months to  2 years a f t e r  issuance of 
the Chief 's ins t ruct ions ,  indicated that  the Government was 
losing s ignif icant  amounts of revenue on permits for  
sUmmer-home s i t e s .  Accordingly, we are  recommending that  
the Chief, Forest Service, reemphasize to  regional fores t -  
ers the need to  determine the reasonableness of exist ing 
Summer-home-site permit fees charged i n  the i r  respective 
regions and, where warranted, t o  adjust  existing fees as 
soon as possible under the provisions of the permits. 

The above and other matters disclosed i n  our review 
are  summarized in the forepart  of the  report and are  dis-  
cussed i n  more d e t a i l  i n  subsequent sections. The views of 
Forest Service o f f i c i a l s  on these matters a re  considered i n  
the report .  



Copies of t h i s  report a re  being sent to the President 
of the United States and t o  t h  

ro l l e r  General 
of  the United States 
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FOREST SERVICE 

DEPRRTMENT OF AGRICULWRE 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Accounting Office has  made a review of r e c r e a t i o n  

o the r  s e l e c t e d  land use  a c t i v i t i e s  of the  Fores t  Service,  De- 

ment of Agr icul ture .  The review was concerned p r imar i ly  wi th  

admin i s t r a t ion  of permits  f o r  the  use of n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands  

f o r  summer-home s i t e s  and f o r  commercial a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  rec-  

r ea t ion .  Our review was made pursuant t o  the  Budget and Accounting 

Act, 1921 ( 3 1  U.S.C. 53), and the  Accounting and Auditing Act of 

1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).  The scope of our review i s  descr ibed on 

Pages 49 and 50 of t h i s  r epor t .  

This i s  the f o u r t h  r e p o r t  r e s u l t i n g  from our review of Se- 

l ec ted  land use a c t i v i t i e s  of the Fores t  Service.  Reports t o  t h e  

Congress on ( 1 )  the  admin i s t r a t ion  of mining claims loca ted  on na- 

t i o n a l  f o r e s t  l ands ,  B-125053, (2)  unauthorized d ive r s ion  of reve- 

nues from s a l e  of s p e c i a l  permits f o r  hunting and f i s h i n g  i n  na- 

t i o n a l  f o r e s t s ,  B-146724, and ( 3 )  c e r t a i n  land exchanges i n  the  Pa- 

cific Northwest Region, B-125053, were i ssued  on May 29, 1962, 

December 12, 1962, and December 28, 1962, r e s p e c t i v e l y *  



GENERAL COrnNTS 

Custody and management of the 182 mill ion acres of federa l ly  

owned lands which are located within the boundaries of 154 nat ional  

forests  are made a responsibi l i ty  of the Forest Service by delega- 

tion from the Secretary of Agriculture to  the Chief of the Forest 

Service. 

The basic authori ty  under which the Secretary of Agriculture 

regulates the use and occupancy of national  fo res t  land, the a c t  of 

June 4, 1897, as amended (16 U. S.C. 551), does not make spec i f i c  

reference to  recreation a c t i v i t i e s .  However, l eg is la t ion  subse- 

quently enacted provides for  the use,  development, and protection 

of recreation resources within the national  fores t s .  The a c t  of 

ary 28, 1899, as amended (16 U. S.C. 495), authorizes the Sec- 

r y  to  rent  or  lease to  responsible persons or corporations 

s  around mineral springs i n  national  fores t s  which the public 

res  to  frequent for  health or  pleasure. The ac t  of March 4, 

5, as amended (16 U.S.C. 497), authorizes the issuance of per- 

s for summer homes, hotels ,  s tores ,  o r  other structures needed 

recreation or public convenience. The a c t  of A p r i l  24, 1950 

U.S.C. 58Od), authorizes the issuance of permits for  the use of 

ctures or improvements under the administrative control of the 

s t  Service. The a c t  of June 12, 1960 (74 Sta t .  2L5), speci- 

, among other things, that  the national  fores t s  are established 

s h a l l  be administered for  outdoor recreation. 

According to  Forest Service records, recreation v i s i t s  reached 

11-time high of about 102 mill ion i n  calendar year 1961. To 
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needs of recrea t ionis t s ,  the Forest Service develops 

and enters in to  agreements with concessionaires t o  

e ra t e ,  recreational  f a c i l i t i e s  such as campsites, 

, swimming areas, sk i  areas,  and other sport areas.  

s indicated tha t  there was a t o t a l  of about 9,200 rec- 

eas and f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the national  fores t s  as of 

. Except i n  cer ta in  areas of California and Oregon, 

ts are  not charged for  the use of recreational  f a c i l i -  

ed and operated by the Forest Service. 

r e s t  Service a l so  issues permits to  individuals and or- 

s f o r  approximately 80 types of special  uses of national  

s and f a c i l i t i e s ,  including such varied uses as agricul- 

cul t ivat ion,  ap iar ies ,  churches, playgrounds, radio and 

antenna s i t e s ,  ho te ls ,  resor t s ,  and residences. Of the 

t e l y  76,000 permits i n  e f fec t  as of June 30, 1961, about 

re  fo r  purposes re la ted  to  recreation; about 19,500 of the 

rmits were for summer-home s i t e s .  

e s t  Service instructions provide that  special-use permits 

issued without charge when the use i s  (1) by a Federal or 

era1 governmental agency, (2) of a public or semipublic na- 

(3) for noncommercial purposes, (4) i n  connection w i t h  an au- 

d use of national fores t  resources, or (5)  of benefit  to  the 

ent in  the administration of the national fo res t s ,  or for  

a r  purposes compatible with the public i n t e r e s t ,  and when au- 

ized and directed so to  be issued by ac t s  of Congress. Fed- 

or State governmental agencies are not en t i t l ed  to  f ree  use 



ession charging commercial r a t e s ,  the prof i t s  of which go 

era1 fund for  expenditures elsewhere. 

ther than the above-mentioned uses, Forest Service in- 

s provide tha t  special-use permits require the payment of 

ensurate with the value of the use authorized, except 

mits to  public agencies or  for  nonprofit purposes may re- 

lesser  fee. Also, some permits are issued without a mone- 

but , in  such cases, the permittee i s  required to perform 

name work equal i n  value t o  the fee  otherwise chargeable. A 

commensurate with the value of the use authorized i s  defined i n  

Forest Service inst ruct ions  a s  a fee  tha t  would be obtained by com- 

pe t i t ive  bidding fo r  commercial uses. For cer ta in  uses, including 

summer homes and commercial public-service uses, mandatory guide- 

ines have been prescribed f o r  determining the amounts of the fees .  

According to  Forest Service records, obligations of approxi- 

15,OL2,000 were incurred i n  f i s c a l  year 1961 and about 

1,180,000 i n  f i s c a l  year 1962 for  the administration and develop- 

ent  of recreational  f a c i l i t i e s ;  the compilation of recreation vis- 

i t o r  s t a t i s t i c s  and preparation of recreation surveys ) plans and 

aPs; the administration of special-use permits for  summer-home 

es and for  commercial enterpr ises  re la ted t o  recreation. Fiscal  

ar 1961 receipts  from recreat ional  a c t i v i t i e s ,  principally from 

~ I - u s ~  permit fees for summer-home s i t e s  and concessions, 

ed t o  approximately $1,223,000. In f i s c a l  year 1962) re- 

from recreat ional  a c t i v i t i e s  were about $1,338,000. 
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The names of the pr incipal  o f f i c i a l s  of the Department of Ag- 

ture responsible for  the administration of recreation and 

selected land use a c t i v i t i e s  a t  the locations involved i n  

report are  l i s t e d  i n  the appendix. 



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOWWATIONS 

mat te r s  noted i n  our review a r e  summarized below. I n  each 

e references  a r e  given t o  a  more d e t a i l e d  d i scuss ion  of 

t i n  subsequent sec t ions  of t h e  r epor t .  

s  charged by the  Forest  Service f o r  permits  f o r  summer-home 

e o f t e n  l e s s  than f e e s  computed, i n  accordance w i t h  Fores t  

i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  on the b a s i s  of t h e  est imated values of tom- 

e  p r i v a t e l y  owned lands  used f o r  t h e  same purpose i n  the  same 

. We found t h i s  condi t ion  a t  f o u r  of the  s i x  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t s  

e  made such comparisons. 

he pol icy es t ab l i shed  by the  Chief,  Fores t  Service,  f o r  

1-use permits  f o r  summer-home s i t e s  i s  t h a t  "An equ i t ab le  f e e  

on t h e  purposes f o r  which the land i s  t o  be used and compa- 

e  t o  r e n t a l s  paid f o r  l i k e  use of s i m i l a r  p r i v a t e  lands w i l l  be 

ged. Fores t  Service handbook i n s t r u c t i o n s  implementing these  

i e s  s t a t e  t h a t ,  i n  determining f e e s  f o r  summer-home-site Use, 

r e n t a l  and s a l e  value of comparable p r i v a t e  lands  s h a l l  be Con- 

ered and t h a t  a n  annual f ee  of 5 percent  of t h e  value of compa- 

Le p r i v a t e  lands  used f o r  s i m i l a r  purposes may be considered t o  

a f a i r  annual r e n t a l ,  subjec t  t o  a minimum of $25 a  year.  

We noted,  f o r  example, t h a t  annual permit f e e s  f o r  1,764 

summer-home s i t e s  i n  the  Eldorado National  F o r e s t ,  Ca l i fo rn ia ,  

which were placed i n  e f f e c t  f o r  the 5-year period ending i n  1964, 

were about $138,000 l e s s  than annual f e e s  computed by f o r e s t  o f f i c e  



e b a s i s  of 5 percent  of the  est imated values of com- 

t e l y  owned s i t e s  i n  t h e  same a reas .  The Regional For- 

d u s  t h a t ,  because of a rapid inc rease  i n  land va lues ,  

e e s  (ranging from $75 a year  t o  $250 a year )  proposed 

o f f i c e  would have r e s u l t e d  i n  i n c r e a s e s  of s e v e r a l  

, The region chose, ins t ead ,  t o  e s t a b l i s h  f e e s  

47 a year  t o  $95 a yea r )  which, while they repre-  

s e s  of up t o  100 percent over t h e  f e e s  previously 

any permits, were considerably lower than f e e s  based on 

and values.  Washington Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  s t a t e d  

i o n a l  f o r e s t e r  had t h e  admin i s t r a t ive  au thor i ty  t o  e f -  

nstal lment  bas i s ,  t he  f e e  inc reases  necess i t a t ed  by 

and values . 
ary 1959 the  Chief,  Fores t  Service,  d i r ec ted  a l l  r e -  

t e r s  t o  review special-use permits  and ad jus t  them a s  

By l e t t e r  dated December 27,  1962, from the  Acting 

s t  Service,  we were informed t h a t  increased emphasis has  

n s ince  t h a t  time t o  review of home-site f e e s .  We be- 

wever, t h a t  the  e x t e n t  t o  which inadequate f e e s  were noted 

views, made about 18 months t o  2 years  a f t e r  issuance of 

' s  i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  ind ica ted  t h a t  the Government was los ing  

n t  amounts of revenue on permits  f o r  summer-home s i t e s .  

i ng ly ,  we a r e  recommending t h a t  the  Chief ,  Forest  Serv- 

phasize t o  r eg iona l  f o r e s t e r s  the  need t o  determine the  

l e n e s s  of e x i s t i n g  summer-home-site permit f e e s  charged i n  

SPective regions and, where warranted, t o  a d j u s t  e x i s t i n g  
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son a s  poss ib le  under t h e  provis ions  of the  permits.  I n  

ch d e t e r m i n a t i o n s ,  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  should be given, 

s i b l e ,  t o  the  values of comparable p r i v a t e  s i t e s  i n  the  

f o r  s i m i l a r  purposes. 

sub jec t  i s  discussed i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  on pages 15 t o  27 

reviews of f i n a n c i a l  records  of concess ionai res  who pay 

e s  t o  the Fores t  Service on the  b a s i s  of a percentage of 

c losed ins tances  where the  Service had no t  discharged i t s  

b i l i t y  f o r  r equ i r ing  concess ionai res  t o  maintain s a t i s f a c -  

cords.  We a l s o  noted i n s t a n c e s  where a u d i t s  of concession- 

r d s  by f o r e s t  o f f i c e  personnel  were not  made i n  a t imely 

i v e  manner. A s  a r e s u l t ,  assurance was lacking t h a t  the  

e n t  was rece iv ing  the  f u l l  amounts of the  f e e s  due it  under 

of the  governing permits .  

eviewed the  accounting records of 21 concess ionai res  i n  

i o n a l  f o r e s t s  whose permit f e e s  were based on a percentage 

. A t  10  of t h e  2 1  concessions,  we were unable t o  ve r i fy  

racy of the  repor ted  s a l e s  because s a t i s f a c t o r y  records had 

maintained. Me a l s o  noted t h a t ,  f o r  the  per iods  we r e -  

s i x  of the  coneess ionai res  d i d  no t  r e p o r t  a l l  the  s a l e s  

r e  required t o  be included i n  computing the  f e e s  due the  
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Our review of f o r e s t  o f f i c e  records  r e l a t i n g  t o  the a u d i t s  of 

s s i o n a i r e s  d isc losed  a  number of ins t ances  i n  which a u d i t s  

not made a t  the  prescr ibed  i n t e r v a l s .  In  some cases ,  a l though 

s t  o f f i c e  a u d i t s  d isc losed  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y  records ,  the  f o r e s t  

ee did no t  make fo1,low-up a u d i t s  o r  promptly take o ther  fol low- 

easures  t o  determine whether appropr ia te  co r rec t ive  a c t i o n  had 

taken. A t  some f o r e s t  o f f i c e s ,  we found ins tances  where r e -  

s  on a u d i t s  of concessionaiPe records  were not  prepared and 

a u d i t  working papers  were sometimes incomplete on such mat- 

s a s  t h e  ex ten t  of v e r i f i c a t i o n  of accounts,  the examination of 

or.ting da ta ,  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  of i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l s ,  and t h e  r e a -  

bleness  of reported s a l e s .  

By l e t t e r  dated December 27, 1962, we were informed t h a t ,  dur- 

the p a s t  3 yea r s ,  Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  have put a d d i t i o n a l  

a s i s  on a u d i t  requirements and gu ide l ines  f o r  aud i t ing  conces- 

a i r e  records.  The l e t t e r  a l s o  s e t  f o r t h  o the r  a c t i o n s  taken O r  

be taken by the  agency which, i f  properly implemented, should 

1% i n  improved admin i s t r a t ion  of concessionaire  permits.  

Deta i led  comments on t h i s  sub jec t  a r e  on pages 27 t o  33 of 

The annual f e e  f o r  a  30-year term special-use permit i ssued  i n  

1958 does n o t  appear t o  provide a  f a i r  and appropr ia te  r e n t a l  

the  Government f o r  t h e  commercial use of n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands  

f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the  Squaw Valley s e c t i o n  of the  Tahoe National 
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e  permi t tee ,  the  S t a t e  of C a l i f o r n i a ,  f o r  the  commercial use of 

,000 a c r e s  of n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  land was based on a  r a t e  of $1 a? .. 

r e  f o r  the  acreage covered by the  permit. The r a t e  of $1 an a c r e  

s  determined by t h e  Fores t  Service on the  b a s i s  t h a t  the land had 

value of $10 an ac re  f o r  grazing purposes, and the  usual  annual 

sh r e n t a l  of bare,  nonfarm land i n  p r i v a t e  indus t ry  was 10 per -  

t of i t s  value. We noted, however, t h a t  i n  May 1958 the S t a t e  

Ca l i fo rn ia  entered i n t o  an agreement t o  buy about 16 ac res  of 

nt iguous p r i v a t e  lands a t  an average p r i c e  of about $3,350 an  

re .  Also, an income-sharing provis ion  i n  the  permit,  which was 

tended t o  provide a  f a i r  r e n t a l  r e f l e c t i n g  the  added value and 

i l i t y  of a  s p o r t s  arena constructed with Federal  funds,  had n o t  

vided any a d d i t i o n a l  income t o  t h e  Federal  Government a s  of May 

2 because the permit tee had no t  r e a l i z e d  a  p r o f i t  from the oper- 

ion.  

The s p o r t s  arena,  s k i  l i f t s ,  and o the r  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the  1960 

n t e r  Olympic Games were constructed on the n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  l ands  

t h  Federal  and S t a t e  of Ca l i fo rn ia  funds a t  a  c o s t  of more than  

mi l l ion .  The Federal  share,  $3,500,000, was f o r  cons t ruc t ion  of 

e  s p o r t s  arena.  The lands and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  used by sublessees  

the  S t a t e  f o r  commercial r e c r e a t i o n a l  purposes., 

In February 1963, Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  informed us  t h a t  

e  f ee  f o r  t h i s  permit i s  t o  be adjus ted  i n  May 1963 t o  base i t  on 

Percentage of n e t  s a l e s  i n  the  a r e a ,  We were f u r t h e r  informed, 

ever ,  t h a t  the S t a t e  Attorney General has objected t o  the change 
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s being unauthorized without the  consent of the  S t a t e  but t h a t ,  on 

he b a s i s  of an opinion received from the  l e g a l  s t a f f  of the De- 

artment of Agr icul ture ,  the  Forest  Service s t i l l  p lans  t o  o b t a i n  

e fee  adjustment,  

This  sub jec t  i s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  on pages 34 t o  37 

f t h i s  r e p o r t .  

The Fores t  Service does no t ,  except i n  c e r t a i n  a r e a s  of Cal i -  

r n i a  and Oregon, charge f o r e s t  v i s i t o r s  f o r  the  use of campsites,  

cnic  grounds, and o the r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  developed, main- 

ined,  and operated by t h e  agency. Fores t  v i s i t o r s  i n  a l l  r eg ions  

charged f o r  the  use of s p e c i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  operated by conces- 

The mat ter  of charging f o r  publ ic  r e c r e a t i o n  use i n  n a t i o n a l  

e s t s  has  been considered f o r  a number of years .  Bureau of the  

ge t  B u l l e t i n  58-3, dated November 13, 1957, d i r e c t e d  a l l  execu- 

e agencies  t o  a c t  on applying u s e r  charges t o  recover the f u l l  

t of rendering s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  u n l e s s  t h e r e  were r e s t r i c t i o n s  

h e i r  a u t h o r i t y  t o  charge.  Bureau of the  Budget C i rcu la r  A-25, 

ed September 23, 1959, r e i t e r a t e d  the  provis ion  of B u l l e t i n  58-3 

a charge should be made t o  recover the  c o s t  t o  the  Federal  

rnment of rendering s p e c i a l  se rv ices .  

Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  informed u s  t h a t  they bel ieve a Tea- 

ble  f e e  should be charged f o r  the  use  of Federa l  a reas  where 

United S t a t e s  has  developed s p e c i a l  r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  but 
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the  Fores t  Service should not  i n i t i a t e  such a c t i o n  u n i l a t e r -  

, I t  i s  t h e i r  view t h a t  the  Federa l  agencies  managing lands  

r e c r e a t i o n  use should adopt a  uniform r e c r e a t i o n  f e e  system. 

ng the  r e c e i p t  of a d d i t i o n a l  i n s t r u c t i o n s  from the  Bureau of 

udget ,  the Fores t  Service p lans  t o  charge u s e r  f e e s  only i n  

a r e a s  where f e e s  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  s u b s t a n t i a l  revenues i n  ex- 

of the  c o s t  of f e e  c o l l e c t i o n s .  

That progress  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  r e c r e a t i o n  f e e s  has  been slow i s  

a t e d  by the  f a c t  t h a t ,  a l though t h e  Fores t  Service opera tes  

nds of campsites,  p i cn ic  grounds, and o the r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a -  

e s  i n  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t s  loca ted  i n  41, S t a t e s ,  f e e s  were being 

d i n  only 23 a r e a s  i n  2 S t a t e s  i n  1962. While the re  may be 

i n  the  Fores t  Service view t h a t  Federal  agencies  managing 

f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  use should adopt uniform f e e  p o l i c i e s ,  the  

t l ack  of uniform p o l i c i e s  should not  d e t e r  the  Forest  Serv- 

om meeting i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  a s  s e t  f o r t h  by the Bureau 

e  Budget, f o r  recovering the  c o s t s  of rendering spec ia l  serv- 

t o  u s e r s  of n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  l ands ,  

i t h  r e spec t  t o  u s e r  charges,  the  Pres ident  of the  United 

s t a t e d  i n  h i s  budget message t o  the  Congress i n  January 1963 

'Appropriate f e e s  should *** be assessed i n  *** a r e a s  i n  which 

vernment provides s p e c i a l  b e n e f i t s  or  conveys s p e c i a l  p r i v i -  

t o  the  u s e r s  and b e n e f i c i a r i e s . "  This express ion  on the  p a r t  

Pres ident  emphasizes the  need f o r  the  Fores t  Service and 

agencies  t o  formulate and p lace  i n  e f f e c t  d e f i n i t e  p lans  f o r  

ng u s e r s  of Federa l  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s .  
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We a r e  recommending t o  the  Chief, Fores t  Service,  t h a t  def i -  

i t e  p lans  f o r  recovering the  c o s t s  of rendering s p e c i a l  se rv ices  

o  u s e r s  of Federal  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  on n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  

ands be formulated and placed i n  e f f e c t  a s  soon a s  p r a c t i c a b l e  and 

h a t  Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  a c t i v e l y  work wi th  Bureau of the  

dget and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  o f f i c i a l s  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  achieve un i -  

orm r e c r e a t i o n  f e e  p o l i c i e s  f o r  Federa l  land-managing agencies.  

Deta i led  comments on t h i s  sub jec t  a r e  on pages 38 t o  42 of 

Our review of t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of special-use permits  a l s o  

i sc losed  numerous ins tances  of noncompliance with prescr ibed  For- 

s t  Service procedures and wi th  the terms of permits ;  i n  some in -  

tances the  noncompliance r e s u l t e d  or may r e s u l t  i n  l o s s e s  of reve- 

e t o  the Government. Although the  amounts involved i n  the i n d i -  

dual  cases  genera l ly  were not  l a r g e ,  the cumulative e f f e c t  of un- 

a t i s f a c t o r y  adminis t ra t ive  p r a c t i c e s  can be s i g n i f i c a n t .  

For example, we noted ins tances  where the b a s i s  f o r  f e e s  

arged on permi ts  was n o t  a  mat ter  of record;  i n  some cases  f e e s  

r e  not  reviewed a t  t h e  required 5-year i n t e r v a l s  t o  br ing them 

t o  conformity with cu r ren t  values;  and i n  o the r  ins t ances  agency 

s t r u c t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  the order ly  admin i s t r a t ion  of permits  i n  

her  r e s p e c t s  were no t  followed. The Fores t  Service handbook pre-  

r i b e s  minimum f e e s  f o r  permits  f o r  commercial e n t e r p r i s e s  and 

a t e s  t h a t ,  i n  most cases ,  f e e s  charged should be h igher  than 
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prescribed minimums, In the four  regions we v is i ted ,  however, we 

noted tha t  the minimum allowable percentage fees  were charged f o r  

200 of the 303 commercial permits connected with outdoor recreation 

se i n  April 1961 where fees  were based on a  percentage of sales.  

We a re  recommending tha t  the Chief, Forest Service, reempha- 

size t o  regional fo res t e r s  the importance of observing established 

o l i c i e s  and inst ruct ions  i n  order t o  achieve effect ive administra- 

ion of special-use permits, 

Detailed comments on t h i s  subject a re  on pages 43 t o  48 of 



FINDINGS AND RECOWENDATIONS 

Fees charged by the Forest Service for permits for summer- 

ome sites were often less than fees computed, in accordance with 

orest Service instructions, on the basis of the estimated values 

f comparable privately owned lands used for the same purpose in 

he same areas. We found this condition at four of the six na- 

ional forests where we made such comparisons. At two forests, the 

ees charged some permittees were lower than the minimum fees pre- 

cribed by the Forest Service regional office. We estimated that 

ees for summer-home-site permits at the Eldorado National Forest 

California were about $138,000 a year less than fees computed by 

rest Service personnel on the basis of 5 percent of the estimated 

lues of comparable privately owned sites in the same areas, a 

ide set forth in Forest Service instructions for arriving at a 

ir annual rental. Also, we found that the California Region fol- 

wed a policy of not adjusting fees on nonrenewable term permits 

r summer-home sites at 5-year intervals to give effect to in- 

eases or decreases in estimated values, although such adjustments 

e provided for by Forest Service instructions and by the terms 

i 

Special-use permits for summer-home sites are either term per- 

ts--permits for a stated period of time up to but not exceeding 

years--or terminable permits--revocable licenses which may be 

minated at any time at the discretion of the regional forester 
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r the  Chief ,  Forest  Service.  With re spec t  t o  charges f o r  spec ia l -  

s e  permits ,  t h e  pol icy  of t h e  Secre tary  of Agricul ture  i s  t h a t  

Special-use permits *** s h a l l  r equ i re  the  payment of a f e e  or  

harge commensurate with t h e  value of the  use  authorized by the  

r m i t ,  t h e  amount of which s h a l l  be prescr ibed by t h e  Chief of the  

o r e s t  Se rv ice . "  The po l i cy  es t ab l i shed  by the  Chief,  Forest  Serv- 

e ,  i s  t h a t  "An equ i t ab le  f e e  based on the  purposes f o r  which t h e  

d i s  t o  be used and comparable t o  r e n t a l s  paid f o r  l i k e  use of 

milar  p r i v a t e  lands w i l l  be charged." Fores t  Service handbook 

n s t r u c t i o n s  implementing these  p o l i c i e s  s t a t e  t h a t ,  i n  determining 

e s  f o r  summer-home-site u s e ,  the  r e n t a l  and s a l e  value of compa- 

b l e  p r i v a t e  lands  s h a l l  be considered and t h a t  an annual f e e  of 

percent  of the  value of comparable p r i v a t e  lands  used f o r  s i m i l a r  

rposes may be considered t o  be a f a i r  annual r e n t a l ,  sub jec t  t o  a 

nimum of $25 a year. 

Term permits provide t h a t  f e e s  may be ad jus ted  a t  5-year in -  

a l s  t o  place t h e  charges on a bas i s  commensurate wi th  the  value 

the  use authorized by t h e  permit. Terninable  permits provide 

t f e e s  may be adjus ted  whenever necessary t o  bring them i n t o  

formity with cu r ren t  va lues .  

Spec i f i c  comments on mat ters  r e l a t i n g  t o  low summer-home-site 

s a t  f o r e s t s  i n  each of the  four Forest  Se rv ice . r eg ions  we v i s -  

Fees placed i n  e f f e c t  i n  February 1959 f o r  permits on Federal 

mer-home s i t e s  i n  t h e  Eldorado National Fores t  f o r  5-year periods 
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est Service instructions on the basis of 5 percent of the estimated 

ale value of comparable private lands in the same area. Also, the 

alifornia regional office followed a policy of not adjusting fees 

n nonrenewable term permits at !?-year intervals, although govern- 

ng instructions provided that adjustment of fees at such intervals 

ay be made to give effect to changes in estimated values of home 

Eldorado National Forest 

Annual permit fees for 1,764 summer-home sites in the 66 home- 

ite areas of the Eldorado National Forest were about $138,000 less 

han annual fees computed by forest office personnel on the basis 

f 5 percent of the estimated values of comparable privately owned 

tes in the same areas. The annual permit fees made effective for 

he 5-year period ending in 1964 for summer-home sites in the Eldo- 

ado National Forest were established by the Eldorado Forest Super- 

isor under guidelines establishedbythe California regional office 
i 

ich did not provide for full comparability with privately owned 

tes in the area. 

We noted that in 1958 forest office personnel made a study to 

scertain the market values of comparable privately owned lots in 

he area. The study showed that the estimated values of the summer- 

ome sites in the Eldorado National Forest ranged from $1,500 to 

5,000 a lot and averaged $2,925 a lot for the 1,764 summer-home 

ites. On the basis of these estimated values, the Eldorado Na- 

ional Forest Supervisor computed fees for summer-home-site permits 
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a year for the remaining 44 lots. 

The maximum fee that could be computed under the guidelines 

established by the California regional office was $95 a year, re- 

gardless of comparable land values. Annual fees computed on the 

basis of the regional office guidelines ranged from $71 to $95 for 

the same summer-home sites for which annual fees of $115 to $250 

were computed by the Eldorado National Forest Supervisor on the ba- 

sis of the comparability study made by forest office personnel. 

According to the record of a meeting of Eldorado National For- 

est personnel and California regional office officials held in De- 

cember 1958, a regional official stated that the fees computed on 

the basis of comparable land values by Eldorado Forest personnel 

were well documented and probably were proper, considering the then 

current land values. However, regional office officials decided 

that the lower fees computed on the basis of the regional office 

guidelines would be used for the summer-home sites in 5 of the 

66 home-site areas in the Eldorado 13ational Forest. Fees for the 

summer-home sites in the other 61 home-site areas were computed on 

the basis of the regional office guidelines and were then reduced 

by 20 percent. Fees were established for the 66 home-site areas in 

amounts ranging from $47 to $95 a year and were made effective in 

February 1959 for the 5-year period ending in 1964. 

The California Regional Forester stated that fees in this area 

were below what they should be if the summer-home tracts were being 

established in 1960. He informed us that there had been a rapid 
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ncrease in Land values in the area and that adoption of the fees 

roposed by the forest office ($75 a year to $250 a year) would 

ave resulted in increases of several hundred percent. The region 

hose, instead, to establish fees ranging from $47 a year to $95 a 

ar which, while they represented increases of up to 100 percent 

er the fees previously charged on many permits, were considerably 

wer than fees based on estimated values of comparable privately 

ned sites in the same areas. Washington Forest Service officials 

ated that the Regional Forester had the administrative authority 

effect, on an installment basis, the fee increases necessitated 

increased land values. Forest Service officials advised us that 

rther fee adjustments will be made in the next adjustment period 

horized in the permits, which will be in 1964. 

About 80 percent of the summer-home sites in the Eldorado Na- 

nal Forest are in the Lake Valley and Placerville Ranger Dis- 

cts. Our review indicated that lot values in these ranger dis- 

cts in 1960 were significantly higher than the values arrived at 

the 1958 forest office study. On the basis of independent ap- 

isals furnished us by local real estate appraisers during our 

iew, it appealed that summer-home-site values in 1960 for the 

e Valley Ranger District ranged from $3,200 to $8,000 a lot, and 

se in the Placerville Ranger District ranged from $2,500 to 

000 a lot as compared with the overall range from $1,500 to 

00 a lot determined by forest office personnel in their 1958 

dy of market values of privately owned lots comparable to those 

r Federal permit. 



Regional office policy with respect 
to nonrenewable term permits 
results in losses of revenue 

The California Region has followed a policy of not adjusting 

ees on nonrenewable term permits to give effect to increases or 

ecreases in estimated values of home sites. Under Forest Service 

structions and the terms of the permits, the fees may be adjusted 

t 5-year intervals. At two of the forests we visited--the San 

rnardino and the Stanislaus--we estimated that, as a result of 

e regional office policy, ti total of about $15,000 in summer- 

me-site permit fees will be lost to the Government over the 

year period ending in 1964 because of failure to increase fees 
* 

cause of increases in site values. Since this policy was appli- 

ble to the entire region, additional losses in annual revenue may 

occurring at the other I5 national forests in the California Re- 

n. Additional amounts may be lost in ensuing periods because of 

evised policy which is not to be applied to permits expiring in 

period from 1964 to 1969. 

Special-use permits are designated as either term (for a 

ted period of time) or terminable (revocable licenses). In the 

forrlia Region, nonrenewable term permits, also called permits 

tflots on tenure," were issued on lots for use as summer-home 

s, but which the region expected to need for other purposes at 

future date. For most of the nonrenewable term permits that 

xamined, the tenures of use as summer-home sites were from 12 

0 years from the dates the permits were issued. Clause No. 1 

he standard term permit provides that fees may be adjusted at 
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?-year intervals. The regional policy on nonrenewable term permits, 

as stated in a letter dated November 19, 1958, addressed to the 

forest supervisors, is quoted, in pertinent part, as follows: 

"Any lot now on tenure or one which will definitely be 
put on a tenure (up to 20 years) within the next twelve 
months will retain the present fee." 

As of September 1960, 153 summer-home sites in the San Bernar- 

dino and the Stanislaus National Forests were on tenure or were to 

be placed on tenure. Fees established in 1953 and 1954 for the 

153 permits were still in effect at the time of our review. The 

annual permit fees for these home sites were not increased in Feb- 

ruary and March 1959, when revised fees 

in these forests were placed in effect. 

For 91 of the 153 summer-home site 

for other summer-home sites 

s for which the annual fees 

remained at the 1953 rates, the Forest Service had not determined 

the future dates at which the sites would be needed for a different 

use. The tenure periods for the 91 permittees could conceivably 

extend up to 20 years and, under the regional policy, the fees 

would remain at the 1953 rates. As a result of not having in- 

creased the fees of the 153 permittees in line with the 1959 in- 

creases on similar home sites in these forests, we estimated that 

about $15,000 in fees will be lost to the Government over the 

?-year period ending in 1964. 

- - - -  
In a letter to us dated January 10, 1961, the Regional For- 

ter, California Region, 

lifornia as follows: 

commented on summer-home-site fees in 
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"This is a follow-up on the discussion had with you and 
your representatives ***. 
"As a result of these discussions and the current review 
of our recreation and other land use activities made by 
your office, we plan to make further adjustments of sum- 
mer home fees at 5-year intervals. As we visualize it 
this will consist of the following during the next period: 

1. Fees for lots on tenures due to expire during that 
5-year period [1964-19691 will be left at their pres- 
ent rates. 

2. All other lots (tenure as well as non-tenure) will be 
appraised according to the guidelines of FSH 2713 (501, 
pages 75 and 76, and fees adjusted as provided by these 
instructions, by clause No. 1 of the permits concerned, 
and by the dictates of common sense." 

Washington officials of the Forest Service stated that fees for 

nonrenewable term permits (permits for lots on tenure) due to ex- 

ire during the 5-year period from 1964 to 1969 are not to be ad- 

usted because the value of lots to be withdrawn from residential 

e diminishes as termination grows nearer, especially when there 

s little, if any, salvage to be expected from improvements. 

The Forest Service plans as outlined above do not provide for 

mely adjustment of fees where such action is permissible and wax-- 

nted. With respect to fees for nonrenewable term permits that 

re due to expire during the next 5-year period (1964 to 19691, no 

tion is planned although fees on some of these permits were es-  

ablished in 1953 or 1954; the fees were not adjusted in 1959 as 

lowed by the permits; and the Forest Service may, in accordance 

ith the terms of the permits, make adjustments in 1964. 

With respect to terminable permits, the Forest Service hand- 

00k states that legally these permits are revocable licenses and 
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y be amended at 

ate fees noted 

erminable permit 

usted to provide 

t any time. In view of the indications of inade- 

in our reviews, we believe that the fees on all 

s should be evaluated and, where warranted, ad- 

for a fair return to the Government. As of 

June 30, 1961, about 20 percent of the 8,700 authorized summer-home 

ites in the California Region were in the Eldorado National For- 

st. About 4,800 of the 8,700 summer-home-site permits in the re- 

gion were terminable permits. The remaining 3,900 were term per- 

mits on which rates can be adjusted only at 5-year intervals. 

Intermountain Region (Region 4) 

We compared the annual summer-home-site fee of $35 established 

for the Wasatch National Forest with 5 percent of the average sell- 

ing price of 18 summer-home sites in a nearby private summer-home 

development. The size, topography, and ground cover of the private 

sites were comparable to those in the national forest. Also, the 

restrictions on building construction, removal or destruction of 

trees and shrubbery, and other matters applicable to the private 

sites were comparable to the permit requirenients for r,atior,al fo r -  

selling price of the private lots would amount to about $60 a year 

as compared with the $35-a-~ear fee established for the Wasatch Ha- 

tional Forest. At the time of our review, fees on.some permits had 

not yet been raised to the minimum of $35. 

Intermountain Region officials acknowledged that summer-home- 

site fees at the forest appeared to be too low on the basis of in- 

formation available to the Forest Service. In December 1962, 



orest Service officials informed us that an adjustment in fees, in 

process at the time of our examination, had resulted in increasing 

all summer-home-site fees to a minimum of $35 a year. These off'i- 

cials stated that it was considered administratively undesirable to 

raise the fees for the permits, which were $35, until all were 

raised to this rate. They advised us that further adjustments of 

fees on a collective basis are to be made effective in calendar 

year 1963, 

Pacific Northwest Region (Region 6) 

In the Pacific Northwest Region, the minimum fee of $30 a 

year charged in 1960 for summer-home sites in the Mt. Hood and Des- 

chutes National Forests had been in effect since January 1, 1956. 

The fee was based on the results of studies made in 1955. Infor- 

mation on property values, which we obtained from county tax rec- 

ords, recorded .sales transactions, and real estate brokers, indi- 

cated that fees based on 5 percent of the sales values of compa- 

rable private home sites would be higher than the $30 minimum an- 

nual permit feefor average summer-home lots in both forests. Also,  

because the $30 minimum fee was used as a base to establish fees 

for better-than-average lots, the annual fees for better-than- 

average lots may be too low. 

Region 6 officials stated that fees might be too low and that 

they had scheduled a review to determine their adequacy. In Decem- 

ber 1962, Forest Service officials advised us that the review had 

been completed and that new fees computed on the basis of 5 per- 

cent of lot values were made effective January 1, 1962. 
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In the Southern Region, the sales value and other information 

that we obtained on privately owned sites that were comparable to 

ummer-home sites in the Pisgah National Forest, North Carolina, 

indicated that minimum fees established by the regional office for 

national forest summer-home sites were reasonable. 

However, we noted that,of 9 permits for summer-home sites 
that we examined in the Cherokee and Pisgah National Forests, 12 of 

the permits (6 in each of the two forests) for lots of approxi- 

mately one half acre were issued for fees less than the minimum of 

25  a year prescribed by the regional office in 1949. We noted, 

for example, that the fee for one &-acre summer-home site at the 

isgah National Forest had not been revised in 42 years. The fee 

f $30 a year for four acres established in 1918 was still in ef- 

fect on September 1, 1960, even though it was much lower than the 

prescribed minimum fee. 

Region 8 officials informed us that special-use permits should 

not have been issued zt fees lower than the minimum established by 

the regional office, and they stated that a complete review of 

special-use permit fees was being made which should result in cor- 

recting deficiencies of this nature. In December 1962, Forest 

Service officials informed us that this review had been completed 

and that the fees for all 12 permits conformed to minimum fee re- 

quirements. 

- - - -  
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By letter dated December 27, 1962, from the Acting Chief, For- 

st Service, we were informed that: 

"In January, 1959, the Chief directed all Regional 
Foresters to have a review made of all special use per- 
mits, making adjustments as necessary and as provided for 
by the terms of each permit, and generally to conform to 
existing instructions. There has been increased emphasis 
given to the program for reviewing fees for homesites 
since 1959. The value of the uses was determined on the 
basis of the instructions in the Forest Service Manual 
and Handbook (FSH 2713, pages 75-76), which provides bases 
for establishing a rate and reasonability of 5% of valua- 
tion. Other conditions may be recognized in the fee 
structure so that the permittees and the United States 
are treated fairly. This is the objective of the instruc- 
tions, ' I  

According to Forest Service records as of June 30, 1961, there 

were about 19,500 annual fee permits in effect which authorized the 

use of national forest sites for residential purposes. Our reviews 

of fees charged for these permits were made mainly in eight na- 

a1 forests located in four regions. We believe that the extent 

to which inadequate fees were noted in our reviews, which were made 

about 18 months to 2 years after issuance of the instructions re- 

ferred to in the Forest Service letter, indicated that the Govern- 

ment was losing significant amounts of revenue each year on permits 

for summer-home sites. We believe that summer-home-site fees equi- 

table to both permittees and the Government will result if fees are 

computed in accordance with the Forest Service manual and handbook 

instructions implementing the policies of the Secretary of Agricul- 

ture and the Chief, Forest Service. 

Recommendation to the Chief, Forest Service 

We recommend that the Chief, Forest Service, reemphasize to 



gions and, where warranted, to adjust existing fees as soon as 

ossible under the provisions of the permits. In making such de- 

erminations, particular attention should be given, where possible, 

to the values of comparable private sites in the area used for sim- 

ar purposes. 

Our reviews of financial records of concessionaires who pay 

rmit fees to the Forest Service on the basis of a percentage of 

ales disclosed instances where the Service had not discharged its 

esponsibility for requiring concessionaires to maintain satisfac- 

ory records. We also noted instances where audits of concession- 

re records by forest office personnel were not made in a timely 

d effective manner. As a result, assurance was lacking that the 

overnment was receiving the full amounts of the fees due it under 

he terms of the governing permits. 

The fees for many of the permits for restaurants, ski lifts, 

railer and cabin rentals, and other concessions are computed by 

pplying the permit rates (percentages) to sales figures reported 

o the Forest Service by the concessionaires. Forest Service in- 

tructions require that the forest office make an audit of a per- 

mittee's accounti~~g records for the first year of operation early 

in the second year. The instructions provide that thereafter an 

audit is required to be made at 3-year intervals, or more fre- 

quently if the circumstances--for example, inadequate internal Con- 

trols or accounting procedures--so warrant, The instructions also 
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require that concessionaire records will be sufficient to satisfy 

the Forest Service auditor that the concessionairels financial 

statements are reasonably accurate and present a true picture of 

the permittee's business. 

We reviewed the accounting records of 21 concessionaires in 

eight national forests. For 10 of the 21 concessionaires, we were 

unable to verify the accuracy of the reported sales because the 

concessionaires did not maintain satisfactory records. We also 

no:ed that, for the periods we reviewed, six of the concessionaires 

did not report all the sales which were required to be included in 

computing the fees due the Government. 

Our review of forest office records relating to the audits of 

concessionaires disclosed a number of instances in which audits had 

not been made at the presdibed intervals. In some cases, although 

forest office audits disclosed unsatisfactory records, the forest 

office did not make follow-up audits or promptly take other follow- 

up measures to determine whether appropriate corrective action had 

been taken. At some forest offices, reports on audits of conces- 

sionaire records were not always prepared and audit working papers 

were sometimes incomplete on such matters as the extent of verifi- 

cation of accounts, the examination of supporting data, the reli- 

ability of internal controls, and the reasonableness of reported 

sales. 

Illustrative of the various weaknesses noted in the adminis- 

tration of concessionaire permits which we brought to the attention 

of regional and forest office officials are the following examples. 

28 



1, At a concession in the Inyo National Forest, California, 

our review disclosed that substantial portions of the reported 

sales of ap roximately $169,500 for 1959 were monthly estimates. 

of the concessionaire's cash registers accumulated totals to a 

only four digits ($99.99). For example, for the month 

f June 1959, sales of sporting goods shown on the cash register 

and the recorded sporting goods sales were 

$1,383.39. The additional $1,300 was estimated by the concession- 

after a scanning of the cash register tape which was approxi- 

mately 90 feet long. In addition, rental income could not be veri- 

fied because registration cards for lodge, cabin, and trailer 

guests were missing; complete records for service station operation 

were not available; and the correctness of a year-end adjustment of 

$8,300 for unrecorded sales could not be ascertained from the rec- 

ords, The concessionaire stated that when, at the end of the year, 

his bank account showed that he had deposited more cash than the 

total amount recorded as sales for the year, the excess was re- 

corded as an adjustment to sales. We could not determine whether 

the adjustment accounted for all unrecorded sales. 

The forest office had not performed an audit of this conces- 

sion for the fiscal years 1957, 1953, or 1959, although the Forest 

Service audLt report for fiscal year 1956 stated that records for 

the service station were inadequate and of little value. In Decem- 

ber 1962, Forest Service officials informed us that records at this 

con@ession had since been audited and that the permittee now has 



bered meal tickets and lodge registration cards and their reconcil- 

iation with register totals. 

2. In February 1960, the Sierra National Forest Office, Cali- 

fornia, received a concessionaire's sales report which showed that 

sales for calendar year 1959 amounted to $103,120. We reviewed the 

concessionaire's financial records and found that the reported 

sales were understated by about $65,000 because (1) sales appli- 

cable to subconcessionaire operations had not been reported, al- 

though such reporting is required by the terms of the permit, and 

(2) the concessionaire had deducted certain costs which, under the 

terms of the permit, were not allowed to be deducted in arriving at 

net sales. 

Subsequent to the completion of our review, we were informed 

that forest office officials had determined that the calendar year 

1959 sales were $169,281 and an additional. fee of $462 was col- 

lected from the concessionaire. 

3. Our review of the records of a concession in the San Ber- 

nardino National Forest, California, disclosed that the sales re- 

ported to the Forest Service by the concessionaire for calendar 

years 1955 and 1959 were about $6,500 less than the recorded sales. 

During the Forest Service review of this concessionaice's 1957 

sales, the auditor found that the concessionaire's records were m- 

satisfactory and could not be audited. However, the forest office 

did not perform follow-up audits in subsequent years to determine 

whether the concessionaire had improved his records. In our review 
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essionairels cash receipts ledger but we were unable to verify the 

ecorded sales because of the lack of supporting documentation, 

uch as cash register tapes and sales slips. 

The forest supervisor stated that, in the future, follow-up 

udits would be made of concessions at which records were found to 

e inadequate. In December 1962, Forest Service officials informed 

s that they had collected fees from the permittee for the unre- 

orted sales for calendar years 1959 and 1959. They also advised 

s that the concession was audited in November 1961 and that a new 

permittee who had taken over the business was furnished written no- 

tice of record requirements. 

4. The net sales of a ski resort in the Deschutes National 

Forest, Oregon, were understated in the concessionairels sales re- 

ports for calendar years 1958 and 1959 in a total amount of about 

$13,000. The special-use permit for this resort was issued in AU- 

gust 1953. At the time of our review about two years later, the 

forest office had not yet audited the zonzessimairels records to 

determine the accuracy of the reported sales. An audit was subse- 

quently made by the Forest Service and the additional fee due the 

Government was collected. 

5. Our review of the records of a resort and restaurant in the 

Wasatch National Forest, Utah, disclosed that the concessionaire 

had omitted vending machine income totaling about $1,360 from his 

calendar year 1959 sales report. An additional $823 which had been 

properly reported by the concessionaire was erroneously excluded 
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from total sales by forest office personnel in computing the fee 

due the Government. 

In December 1962, Forest Service officials advised us that a 

review of this permit had been partially completed and that an ad- 

ditional fee due as a result of the erroneous calculations had been 

collected. 

By letter dated December 27, 1962, we were informed that dur- 

ing the past 3 years, Forest Service officials have put additional 

emphasis on audit requirements and guidelines for auditing conces- 

sionaire records and that the Forest Service has been actively in- 

proving the administration of special-use permits. The letter 

stated, in part, as follows: 

"*** A review of the adequacy of the audits made in Fis- 
cal Years 1961 and 1962 identified areas where better 
trained auditors were needed. Professional accounting 
assistance has been recruited and furnished to field of- 
fices by each Region when the local Forest staff was not 
considered fully qualified to perform audits of compl-ex 
cases. Training has been provided to qualify the local 
staffs for audit of the less complex cases. Advice from 
L L  - 
LIE Regional Fiscal Offices has been provide6 Forest Su- 
pervisors as to the qualifications of their local staffs 
for such work. Where a heavy load of this work has been 
found in one area, additional qualified help has been 
provided from the Regional Offices or from other offices. 

"The Chief, Forest Service, has underway the preparation 
of instructions for minimum internal controls and account- 
ing records to be followed by each permittee on a percent- 
age fee basis. It was not originally considered desirable 
to prescribe a standard accounting system for all percent- 
age fee permittees, but experience showed that some na- 
tional standards were needed for internal control and for 
the development of data needed in calculating the fee. 
Many conces sions are small family operat ions without aual- 
ified accounting assistance and with an income that does 
riot warrant hiring such help. The Forest Service i s  



working with these permittees to provide satisfactory rec- 
ords for fee purposes." 

Most of the actions referred to in the Forest Service letter 

were taken subsequent to the completion of our field reviews. The 

actions stated to have been taken or to be taken, if properly im- 

plemented, should result in improved administration of concession- 

aire permits. 



INADEQUATE FEE FOR COMMERCIAL USE 
OF N A T I O N f i  FOREST LANDS AND FACILITIES 
AT SQUAW VALLEX, CALIFORNIA 

The annual fee  f o r  a  30-year term special-use permit issued 

i n  May 1958 t o  the Sta te  of Cal i fornia  does not appear t o  provide 

a  f a i r  and appropriate r e n t a l  t o  the Federal Government f o r  the 

commercial use of na t iona l  f o r e s t  lands and f a c i l i t i e s  i n  the Squaw 

Valley sect ion of the Tahoe National Forest ,  California.  Also, an 

income-sharing provision i n  the permit had not provided any addi- 

t i o n a l  income t o  the Federal Government as  of May 1962. 

A spor t s  arena, s k i  l i f t s ,  and other  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the 1960 

Winter Olympic Games were constructed on the nat ional  f o r e s t  lands 

with Federal and S ta te  of California funds a t  a  cos t  i n  excess of' 

$9 mil l ion.  The Federal share, $3,500,000, was f o r  construct ion of 

the  spor t s  arena. The permit dated May 22, 1958, was issued under 

Public Law 85-365 ( 7 2  Sta t .  78) dated April 3, 1958, and Public Law 

8.5-400 (72  Sta t .  109 and 110) dated May 14, 1958. Public Law 8 5- 

365 authorized the appropriation of $3,500,000 f o r  construct ion of 

the spor ts  arena on the nat ional  f o r e s t  lands and s ta ted  t h a t  on or 

before April  1, 1960, any lease  of the property on which the arena 

i s  located s h a l l  include a  f a i r  and appropriate r e n t a l  r e f l ec t ing  

the added value and u t i l i t y  represented by the arena. In t h i s  way, 

i t  was believed tha t  the Federal Government would re,capture a  l a r  

port ion of i t s  investment. Public Law 85-400, which appropriated 

the $3,500,000, s ta ted  tha t  no pa r t  of the amount could be ex- 

pended u n t i l  an agreement "*** has been entered i n t o  by the United 

States and the State of California,  or i t s  duly const i tu ted  agent,  
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providing f o r  the  maintenance by the  S t a t e  of Ca l i fo rn ia  of the  

United S t a t e s  lands under l e a s e  t o  the  S t a t e  of Ca l i fo rn ia  i n  t h i s  

a r e a ,  the  arena,  and o ther  f a c i l i t i e s  constructed thereon and 2ay- 

ment t o  the  United S t a t e s  of a reasonable share of the  income de- 

r ived  from the  use of these  lands ,  arena,  and f a c i l i t i e s  a f t e r  the  

completion of the  V I I I  Olympic Games o r  Apri l  1, 1960, whichever Is 

e a r l i e r .  " 

The permit issued i n  May 1958 superseded an e a r l i e r  permit i s -  

sued i n  February 1957 and, a s  d id  t h e  e a r l i e r  permit, provided f a r  

a minimum annual f e e  which was based on a r a t e  of $1 an acre  f o r  

each of the  ac res  covered by the  permit ,  The permit issued i 

1958 provided a l s o  f o r  a bas ic  minimum annual f e e  of 

ac re  f o r  each of the  1,000 ac res  of n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands ( " p e r -  

mi t ted  l a n d s n )  covered by the  permit.  The r a t e  of $1 an acre  was 

determined by the  Fores t  Service on t h e  bas i s  t h a t  the  land ha5 a 

value of $10 an ac re  f o r  grazing purposes and t h a t  the  usual  srmual 

cash r e n t a l  f o r  bare,  nonfarm land i n  p r i v a t e  indus t ry  was 10 per- 

cen t  of i t s  value.  However, t h e  land and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  used by 

sublessees  of t h e  S t a t e  of C a l i f o r n i a  f o r  commercial r ~ c r e a t i o n a l  

purposes. The average appraised value of about 20 ac res  of con- 

t iguous p r i v a t e l y  owned lands,  which were appraised f o r  a c q u i s i t i o a  

by the  S t a t e  of Ca l i fo rn ia  i n  1958, was $4,700 an ac re ,  a s  compared 

with the  $10 an acre  value placed on the  Government lands by the 

Fores t  Service.  I n  May 1958 the S t a t e  of Ca l i fo rn ia  entered i n t o  

an agreement t o  buy about 16 ac res  of contiguous p r fva te  lands a t  

a p r i ce  t h a t  averaged.about $3,350 an acre .  
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The income-sharing provis ion i n  the permit provides,  i n  es- 

ence, t h a t  the  pe rmi t t ee ' s  n e t  p r o f i t  i s  t o  be shared with the 

o r e s t  Service i n  the  r a t i o  of the  amounts invested by the  United 

t a t e s  and t h e  permit tee,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  f o r  the  cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  

rena and o the r  f a c i l i t i e s  on the  lands  covered by the permit ,  Net 

r o f i t  a s  def ined i n  the  permit means a l l  revenues derived by the  

errnit tee from opera t ion  of the  permit ted lands and a l l  f a c i l i t i e s  

nd improvements constructed thereon,  l e s s  a l l  expenses incurred i n  

he maintenance, opera t ion ,  and r e p a i r  of the f a c i l i t i e s  and i m -  

rovements, but  not  including deprec ia t ion ,  amort izat ion,  o r  capi-  

t a l  replacement c o s t s ,  Our review of the  Federal-State  investments 

i n  f a c i l i t i e s  on the  permitted lands  indica ted  t h a t  the Fores t  

Service would be e n t i t l e d  t o  about 37.5 percent of the pe rmi t t ee ' s  

n e t  p r o f i t ,  However, Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  informed us t h a t , a s  

of May 1962, no income had been r e a l i z e d  by the Fores t  Service from 

the  income-sharing provis ion because the  permit tee had not  r e a l i z e d  

a  n e t  p r o f i t  a s  def ined i n  the permit.  

In  a  l e t t e r  t o  us  dated November 3, 1960, the  Regional For- 

e s t e r  s t a t e d :  

"'The S t a t e  Divis ion of Beaches and Parks has ,  with our 
approval,  subleased the Olympic f a c i l i t i e s  i n  what we 
consider  a  worthwhile con t rac t .  The S ta te  w i l l  continue 
t o  be respons ib le  f o r  e x t e r i o r  maintenance and the opera- 
t i o n  of u t i l i t i e s ,  but i t  i s  our b e l i e f  t h a t .  a f t e r  three  
years  of opera t ion ,  i t s  income w i l l  exceed i t s  operat ing 
and maintenance expenses. We should then consider  whether 
the Federal  Government s  share ,  p lus  the $1,000 minimum 
f e e  r e f l e c t s  a  f a i r  r e n t a l  f o r  the  use of the land.  We 
share your convict ion t h a t  the  value of the f e d e r a l  lands 
i n  Squaw Valley has,  by reason of the  Olympic development, 
increased considerably over the  $10 per acre  grazing value 
with which we o r i g i n a l l y  s t a r t e d .  



" I f ,  a t  the end of three years we f ind tha t  the t o t a l  
amount of r en ta l  collected by the Forest Service i s  not 
a f a i r  return f o r  the use of the land, then we should 
consider invoking Clause 13 of the term permit, which 
provides f o r  5-year readjustments of the fee,  i n  order 
to  place the charges on a basis tha t  i s  equitable to  both 
pa r t i e s ,  Inasmuch as the permit uses the wording i n  the 
previous sentence, you can appreciate the d i f f i c u l t i e s  we 
w i l l  be up against i n  making subs tan t ia l  increases i f  the 
State then continues to  operate a t  a considerable loss .  
It would probably not be considered mutually equitable to  
r a i se  the permit f ee  i f  t h i s  would only mean making the 
State s loss  greater  ." 
In February 1963, Forest Service o f f i c i a l s  informed us tha t  

the fee  f o r  t h i s  permit i s  to  be adjusted i n  May 1963 to  base i t  on 

a percentage of net  sa les  i n  the area, We were fur ther  informed, 

however, t h a t  the State Attorney General has objected to the change 

as being unauthorized without the consent of the State but tha t ,  

on the basis of an opinion received from the lega l  s t a f f  of the D e -  

partment of Agriculture, the Forest Service s t i l l  plans to  obtain 

the fee  adjustment. 



CHARGES NOT MADE FOR THE USE OF 
RECmTION FACILITIES OPERATED BY THE AGENCY 

The Forest Service does not, except in certain areas of Cali- 

fornia and Oregon, charge forest visitors for the use of campsites, 

picnic grounds, and similar recreational facilities developed, 

maintained, and operated by the agency. Forest visitors in all re- 

gions are charged for the use of special facilities operated by 

concessionaires. 

According to Forest Service records, there were about 102 mil- 

lion visits to the national forests for recreation in 1961. In ad- 

dition to the thousands of miles of fishing streams and trails and 

millions of acres of fishing lakes and wilderness areas, numerous 

improved areas and special facilities developed and operated by the 

Forest Service are included in the recreation resources in the na- 

tional forests. Data furnished us by agency officials indicated 

that, as of June 30, 1962, such areas and facilities included about 

4,200 campsites, 1,250 picnicking areas, and a number of swimming 

and boating sites. In fiscal year 1962, obligations of about 

$21,180,000 were incurred by the Forest Service for all recreation 

uses. The income to the Forest Service from recreation activities, 

principally from fees charged on permits issued for summer-home 

sites and for the operation of commercial enterprises, amounted to 

about $1,338,000. 

The matter of charging fees for public recreation use in na- 

tional forests has been considered for a number of years. Bureau 

of the Budget Bulletin 58-3, dated November 13, 1957, directed all 



executive agencies to act on applying user charges to recover the 

full cost of rendering special services unless there were restric- 

tions on their authority to charge. We were informed by a Forest 

Service official that there are no legal restrictions on the 

agency's authority to charge for public recreation use in national 

forests. Bureau of the Budget Circular A-25, dated September 23, 

1959, reiterated the provision of Bulletin 58-3 that a charge 

should be made to recover the cost to the Federal Government of 

rendering special services and gave further information with re- 

spect to scope of user charge activities, guidelines for carrying 

out approved policies, and agency submissions of periodic status 

reports. In December 1959, several plans for charging for public 

recreation use in national forests were discussed at a meeting of 

Forest Service Washington and regional office officials. None of 

the plans discussed were adopted. 

In April 1961, the Bureau of the Budget requested comments by 

affected Federal agencies on a draft bulletin that included the 

following principle: 

"A seasonable fee shall be charged for the privilege 
of using Federal areas for recreational use purposes. 
Fees charged should be similar to fees on comparable 
public (State and local) and private recreational fa- 
cilities. '' 

The Forest Service reply included suggested revisions in the prin- 

ciple to state more specifically the basis for computation of the 

proposed fees' and contained comments on the advantages and disad- 

vantages of various methods of charging. The reply also stated 

that agency officials felt strongly that the several Federal 
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land-managing agencies should follow the same principles in estab- 

lishing recreation charges. 

Forest Service officials with whom we discussed the matter 

stated that they believe that a reasonable fee should be charged 

for the privilege of using Federal areas for recreation purposes 

where the United States has developed special recreation facilities 

but that the Forest Service should not initiate such action unilat- 

erally. It is their view that the Federal agencies managing lands 

for recreation use should adopt a uniform approach as to the amount 

of the fee, the manner of collecting the fee, and what facilities 

should require a user charge. They stated also that where fees are 

to be charged there must be some expectation that amounts col- 

lected will be appreciably larger than the cost of collection. 

They further stated that: 

"Charges for use of facilities operated by the Forest 
Service have been made in the past at various times and 
places. The money returns at many smaller sites have not 
been large enough to warrant the cost of collection. Ex- 
periments with collections through use of unmanned vend- 
ing machines during the last few years, coupled with in- 
creased demand and increased willingness on the part of 
the public to pay for use of such facilities, has re- 
sulted in the institution of charges in several areas in 
California in 1961 and the expansion of this procedure to 
21 areas there and two areas in Oregon in 1962. Plans 
for 1963 are for expansion of the number of areas at 
which charges will be made." 

These officials pointed out that the President af the United 

States proposed in his March 1, 1962, conservation message to the 

Congress that a land conservation fund be established and financed, 

in part, by proceeds from entrance, admission, or user fees and 

charges at Federal recreation areas and that bills have been 



users of national forest lands. 

introduced in both houses which would authorize the President to 

establish entrance, admission, and other recreation user fees at 

any land or water area administered by or under the authority of 

various Federal agencies including the Forest Service. They stated 

that these proposals may eventually lead to a uniform fee system 

for Federal agencies. 

As of December 1962, the Forest Service had not received any 

additional instructions from the Bureau of the Budget. By letter 

dated December 27, 1962, we were informed that, pending the receipt 

of additional instructions, the Forest Service plans to charge user 

fees only in those areas where fees will result in substantial net 

revenues for the United States. 

That progress in establishing recreation fees has been slow 

is indicated by the fact that, although the Service operates thou- 

sands of campsites, picnic grounds, and other recreational facili- 

ties in national forests located in 41 States, fees were being 

charged in only 23 areas in 2 States in 1962. While there may be 

merit in the Forest Service view that Federal agencies managing 

lands for recreation use should adopt uniform policies, the present 

lack of uniform policies should not deter the Forest Service from 

meeting its responsibilities, as set forth by the Bureau of the 

Budget, for recovering the costs of rendering special services to 

With respect to user charges, the President of the United 

States stated in his budget message to the Congress in January 1963 

that "Appropriate fees should *** be assessed in *** areas in which 
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ileges to the users and beneficiaries." This expression on the 

part of the President emphasizes the need for the Forest Service 

and other agencies to formulate and place in effect definite plans 

for charging users of Federal recreational facilities. 

Recommendation to the Chief, Forest Service 

We recommend to the Chief, Forest Service, that definite plans 

for recovering the costs of rendering special services to users of 

Federal recreational facilities on national forest lands be forrnu- 

lated and placed in effect as soon as practicable and that Forest 

Service officials actively work with officials of the Bureau of the 

Budget and other interested officials in an effort to achieve uni- 

form recreation fee policies for Federal land-managing agencies. 



OF SPEC IAL-USE PERMITS 

Our review of the administration of special-use permits also 

disclosed numerous instances of noncompliance with prescribed For- 

est Service procedures and with the terms of permits, some of which 

resulted or may result In losses of revenue to the Government. Al- 

though the amounts involved in the individual cases generally were 

not large, the cumulative effect of unsatisfactory administrative 

practices can be significant. 

Generally, the charges bade to permittees who operated comer- 

cia1 public-service concessions were the minimum charges set forth 

in the Forest Service handbook. The handbook prescribes that a 

minimum fee equaling one half of 1 percent of sales shall. be 

charged for such commercial enterprises as grocery stores and serv- 

ice stations; a fee equal to at least 1 percent of sales shall be 

charged for such enterprises as resorts, hotels, and cabin camps; 

and a fee of at least 1-1/2 percent of sales shall be charged for 

such enterprises as ski lifts, boat rentals, and restaurants. The 

handbook further states that?in most cases, fees charged should be 

higher than those shown in the minimum fee schedule. General-ly, the 

permits provide for fee redeterminations at 5-year intervals. 

Our review of Forest Service records on the fees charged for 

303 commercial public-service special-use permits connected with 

outdoor recreation use disclosed that the minimum allowable per- 

centage fees were being charged in 200 of the 303 cases. The 303 

permits represented all the commercial public-service permits con- 

nected with outdoor recreation use in April 1961 where fees were 



a l i f o r n i a  Region, the  P a c i f i c  Northwest Region, and the  Southern 

egion. I n  our f i e l d  reviews, we found t h a t  the  bas i s  f o r  t h e  f e e s  

harged was no t  always a  matter  of record and , in  some cases ,  f e e s  

ppeared low on t h e  b a s i s  of a v a i l a b l e  information on land use  v a l -  

e s .  I n  some a r e a s ,  the  f e e s  on commercial and o ther  permits were 

o t  reviewed a t  5-year i n t e r v a l s  t o  c o r r e c t  incons i s t enc ies  and 

r i n g  t h e  f e e s  i n t o  conformity with c u r r e n t  va lues .  

Some examples of weaknesses noted wi th  r e spec t  t o  the  g e n e r a l  

admin i s t r a t ion  of commercial and o the r  types of special-use permits  

follow. 

1. On a spec ia l -use  permit f o r  t h e  opera t ion  of s k i  l i f t s  and 

r e l a t e d  f a c i l i t i e s  loca ted  p a r t l y  on land  i n  the  Sawtooth National  

o r e s t ,  Idaho, the  prescr ibed  minimum f e e  of 1-1/2 percent  of t h e  

evenue a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  lands  was being charged. 

v a i l a b l e  documentation d id  no t  evidence the  p ropr ie ty  of t h e  

-1/2-percent r a t e  o r  t h e  por t ion  of revenue considered t o  be a t -  

r i b u t a b l e  t o  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t  l and  (60 percent  of one ha l f  of n e t  

a l e s  from s k i - l i f t  opera t ions  p lus  c e r t a i n  o the r  income). 

Fores t  Serv ice  o f f i c i a l s  advised u s  t h a t  they planned t o  i s s u e  

revised  permit providing f o r  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of revenue on t h e  ba- 

i s  of a c t u a l  use  of the  va r ious  l i f t s  a s  determined by meter 

u n t e r s .  We were a l s o  advised t h a t  cons ide ra t ion  w i l l  be g iven  t o  

e  adequacy of t h e  percentage r a t e  p r i o r  t o  t h e  next  f e e  a d j u s t -  

ent dkte ,  January 1, 1966. 



mits had not been made at the 5-year intervals specified in the 

permits. 

In December 1962, Forest Service officials informed us that a 

comprehensive review of permit fees in these forests was underway, 

that 15 cases had been reviewed as of that time, and that fee ad- 

justments had been made on five of the permits. 

3 .  The fees charged for 20 permits in the Cache National For- 

est, Utah, were not supported by documents showing the basis used 

by the Service in establishing the fees. Also, the required 

5-year review of fees had not been made at this forest for fiscal 

year 1960 and available records did not indicate that !?-year re- 

views had previously been made. 

In December 1962, Forest Service officials informed us that 

fees on the 20 permits had been revised and that the 5-year review 

of all special-use permits at the Cache National Forest would be 

completed by December 1, 1963. 

4. Three special-use permits that we reviewed at the San Ber- 

nardino National Forest, California, were for pipelines owned by 

commercial enterprises. The permits carried no charge although 

Forest Service instructions require that an appropriate fee be 

charged for such use. Subsequent to our discussions of the matter, 

Forest Service officials advised us that appropriate fees were es- 

tablished for these and similar permits for conduits serving corn- 

mercial establishments. 
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5. A t  the M t .  Hood National  Fores t ,  Oregon, c o s t s  of mainte- 

nance work performed on Government f a c i l i t i e s  by a concessionaire  

were allowed a s  deductions i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  f e e s  i n  f i s c a l  years  

1960, 1959, and 1957, a l though t h e  work had n o t  been approved i n  

advance i n  wr i t ing  by t h e  f o r e s t  supervisor .  Such approval was r e -  

qu i red  by the  terms of the  permit and Fores t  Serv ice  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  

I n  December 1962, Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  informed us t h a t ,  

i n  most cases  involving maintenance c o s t s  allowed a s  deductions i n  

a r r i v i n g  a t  f e e s ,  v e r b a l  approval  was given i n  advance but n o t  doc- 

umented. I n  o the r  cases ,  where advance approval  was no t  obtained,  

they  s t a t e d  t h a t  the  work involved was subsequently approved be- 

cause it was of a type which would have been approved had approval  

been requested i n  advance. We were f u r t h e r  informed t h a t  a l lowable 

maintenance work i s  now being included i n  a plan approved i n  ad- 

vance with accomplishment c o s t s  v e r i f i e d  by work orders ,  invoices ,  

time r e p o r t s ,  and expenditure records.  

6 .  Fores t  Service i n s t r u c t i o n s  issued i n  f i s c a l  year 1957 r e -  

s t r i c t  the leasing of lands f o r  the production of prize-supported 

crops i n  surp lus  supply t o  permit tees  who a r e  wholly or  almost 

wholly dependent f o r  l ive l ihood on the lands covered by the permit 

and t o  permit tees  having a l i f e t i m e  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  land based on 

an understanding between the  p a r t i e s  a t  the  t ime it  was acquired.  

A t  t he  Croatan National  F o r e s t ,  North Carol ina,  i n  f i s c a l  year  

1961, t h e  records of permits t h a t  allowed the  growing of tobacco-- 

a crop t h a t  i s  price-supported and i n  surp lus  supply--did n o t ,  i n  

many ins tances ,  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  s t a t u s  of the  permit tees  had been 
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evaluated t o  determine whether they qua l i f i ed  under the  ex i s t ing  

in s t ruc t ions .  Our review disclosed t h a t  three  of the s ta ted  per- 

mit tees were persons who had been dead f o r  a number of years and 

the lands were being used by t h e i r  widows without change i n  the  

permits. A four th  permittee had been l i v ing  i n  a d i s t a n t  c i t y  f o r  

many years and h i s  f a t h e r  operated the lands. We brought these 

matters t o  the a t t e n t i o n  of Fores t  Service o f f i c i a l s  who, a f t e r  i n -  

ves t iga t ion ,  informed us  t ha t  the  cases of the surviving widows of 

the  three permittees and the f a t h e r  of the  fou r th  permittee were 

considered t o  be hardship cases and t h a t  new permits were being is- 

sued t o  them. 

Also, we noted tha t  two permittees had placed i n  the  1958 

acreage reserve program of the  s o i l  bank, the  tobacco allotment 

lands covered by t h e i r  permits and tobacco allotment land leased by 

one of them from a t h i rd  permittee. The permittees involved r e -  

ceived a t o t a l  of about $1,280 i n  s o i l  bank payments from the De- 

partment of Agriculture i n  1958 f o r  lands rented from the Forest  

Service f o r  approximately $87 i n  the same year.  The 3.958 c rop  

year was the l a s t  year f o r  which the acreage reserve program was i n  

e f f e c t .  Forest  Service o f f i c i a l s  advised us  t h a t  they would not  

have permitted the na t iona l  f o r e s t  lands t o  be placed i n  the acre-  

age reserve program if they had been aware of i t  a t  the time it 

happened. They informed us t ha t  two of the three  permits were t e r -  

minated a t  the end of 1961 and the t h i rd  was continued f o r  crop 

production purposes because the permittee was considered t o  be a 

hardship case. 
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- - 3 -  

In addition to the above examples, there were other instances 

where fees appeared inadequate, the basis for fee charges was not 

a matter of record, and agency instructions relating to the orderly 

administration of permits were not followed. 

Recommendation to the Chief, Forest Service 

We recommend that the Chief, Forest Service, reemphasize to 

regional foresters the importance of observing established policies 

and instructions in order to achieve effective administration of 

special-use permits. 



SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The review work covered by this report was related to the ad- 

inistration by the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, of 

ecreation and other selected land use activities on national for- 

st lands. Our review was concerned primarily with the administra- 

ion of permits for summer-home sites and for commercial activities 

elated to recreation. 

We reviewed the basic laws, and the regulations, policies, and 

rocedures of the Department of Agriculture and the Forest Service 

relating to recreation and to permits for the use of national for- 

est lands. We interviewed officials and reviewed, on a test basis, 

pertinent records at the Forest Service central office in Washing- 

ton, D.C., and at regional, forest, and district offices in four 

orest Service regions. We reviewed the financial records of 

1 concessionaires whose permit fees were based on percentages of 

sales, and we reviewed county court house records and interviewed 

realtors to obtain estimates of summer-home-site values. 

Our review was performed mainly at the Forest Service loca- 

tions shown below. 

Office 

Central office 

Intermountain Region - Region 4 
Cache National Forest 
Wasatch National Forest 

California Region - Region 5 
Eldorado National Forest 
Inyo National Forest 
San Bernardino National Forest 

Location 

Washington, D.C. 

Ogden, U$ah. 
Logan, Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

San Francisco, California 
Placerville, California 
Bishop, California 
San Bernardino, California 



Pf f ice Location 

~alifornia Region - Region 5 (continued) 
Sierra National'Forest Fresno, California 
Stanislaus National Forest Sonora, California 
Tahoe National Forest Nevada City, California 

Pacific Northwest Region - Region 6 Portland, Oregon 
Deschutes National Forest Bend, Oregon 
Mt. Hood National Forest Portland, Oregon 

Southern Region - Region 8 
Cherokee National Forest 
Pisgah National Forest 

Atlanta, Georgia 
Cleveland, Tennessee 
Asheville, North Carolina 

Our field work was substantially completed in March 1961; 

follow-up work in Washington was completed in May 1962. 





PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 

RECREATION AND OTHER SELECTED LAND USE ACTIVITIES 

AT THE LOCATIONS INVOLVED I N  THIS REPORT 

Tenure of o f f i c e  
To - From - 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: 
Ezra Taf t  Benson 
O r v i l l e  L.  Freeman 

Jan. 1953 
Jan. 1961 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY , FEDERAL-STATES 
RELATIONS : 

Ervin L .  Peterson Dec. 1954 
Clarence M ,  Ferguson Sept ,  1960 
Frank J. Welch Jan.  1961 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
AND CONSERVATION [note  a )  : 

John A. Baker Aug. 1962 

REGIONAL FORFXTER, INTEWOUNTAIN 
REGION, R E G I O N  4: 

Floyd Iverson APT-  1957 

FOREST SERVICE 

CHIEF : 
Richard E. McArdle 
Edward P. C l i f f  

J u l y  1952 
Mar. 1962 

ASSISTANT CHIEF, NATIONAL FOREST RE- 
SOURCE MANAGEMENT : 

Edward P. C l i f f  J u l y  1952 
Vacant Mar. 1962 
Arthur W. Greeley May 1962 

DIRECTOR, RECREATION AND LAND USES 
DIVISION: 

John Sieker  Mar. 1948 

Jan. 1961 
Presen t  

Sept .  1960 
Jan,  1961 
J u l y  1962 

Present  

Mar. 1962 
Present  

Mar, 1962 
May 1962 
Present  

P resen t  

Present  
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APPENDIX 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 

RECREATION AND OTHER SELECTED LAND USE ACTIVITIES 

AT THE LOCATIONS INVOLVED I N  THIS REPORT (continued) 

Tenure of o f f i c e  
From - To - 

FOREST SERVICE (continued) 

REGIONAL FORESTER, CALIFORNIA REGION, 
REGION 5: 

Charles A. Connaughton 

REGIONAL FORESTER, PACIFIC NORTHWEST 

Oct. 1955 Presen t  

REGION, REGION 6: 
J. Herbert  Stone 

REGIONAL FORESTER, SOUTHERN REGION, 

May 1951 Presen t  

R E G I O N  8: 
J. K. Vessey Mar, 1958 Presen t  

a ~ e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  Fores t  Serv ice  a c t i v i t i e s  t r a n s f e r r e d  on 
July 30, 1962, from Ass i s t an t  Sec re ta ry ,  Federa l -Sta tes  Re la t ions ,  
t o  Mr. John A. Baker, D i r e c t o r ,  Rural Development and Conserva- 
t i o n ,  who was designated A s s i s t a n t  Sec re ta ry  on August 6 ,  1962. 




