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10 the President of the Senate and tho 
Speaker of the House sf Weprcsentatives 

flerclrprth i s  our report on a foUow-up review of adjustments made 
in fees charged for  summer-home si tes an natmnal forest  lands by the 
Forest Service. Oe 

In o2r  report of March 28, 1963, ta the Congress on a review of rac- 
rcation and other selected l a d  use actiwtiss of the Forest  Service 
(8-1250!53), we painted out that the Forest  Service fcc fo r  permits for 
summer-borne si tes r c r e  in some cases  l e n s  than the c e s  would hare 
been if  cromputtd. in accordance with Fores t  Service instructions, on the 
hastrr of the eatimat values of comparable pr~vatc ly  owned lands used 
for  the same purpose in the same areas, W e  recommended in the report 
that t h e  Chief of the Forest  Service r t c m p h r t t e  to  reeionai forestern 
the need to detcr rminc the reasonableness s f  summt  r-home-site permit 
fees  cha tged in the%? re m a  and, whore warrantad, t o  ad- 
gust t h e  fees as s- as possible under the proviaisns of the permits. 

Smce the issuance al our report in Ma reh 1963, several marnbarm 
af the Ccwrlres. have expressed their  interest rosrcemrng Forest  Sawice  
adjurtnrents of rpcccial-use permit fees. W e  a r c  advising the Congrtms 
af the astiem t s w  by fhc Fsraot Service with respect to  thase matters 
and of the nubstmttal financral benefits which a r e  ace nrhg to  the Govern- 
ment a s  a te*ult of such action, 

Our follow-up review of the action Mtsa by the Forest  Service 
through Hay 1965 dfsclased that the agency had reviewed most of tho 
8 p l ~ l l f - u S s  permit fees for summer-home nit- m d  recalculated tho 
perinit fr?e@, as a rcasdt i t  iai axpet that rerenuts will jnc r e r se  
to the (;sremmsnt by approximately Sf -9 million for the 5-year p e r i d s  
1 rom the effective dates of the  Ice iacrerser  to the next applicable fee 

cnt dates. On the basis of our exuninirtionr of fee ;~djustment 
a at certain Forest  Sorrlce field 1or;rtrans. we believe, that the 

tade*srmincd spccrai-use permit fees were gene rally established in 
with Forest S e r r t c t  tnstructims, altbough certain minor 

iet were noted. 



The Chief of the Forest Srsutcc, by I r t t c t  dated November 19, I%#, 
informed us of his arrarrnese that certain deflcrcncies still existed in the 
r e v t ~ w  and the .a trntnt c d  sutn~racr-home permit fete .  Ile 
the deficiencies brought to the attention ai the  respective regions 
for ~ o r r ~ c t i v e  act ion. 

On the b a ~ a m  oi mar review, we believe that the Fareat Service has 
made substantial progress in adjusting, in accordance with t ts prescribed 
procedures, thc fetr charged far special-use pttmits which authorize the 
use af  national forest mites far summer homes. Accordtnply, we have no 
further recomnundations at this time. 

Copies of thia report a re  baing sent to the President of the 
United State* m d  to the 

Acting Comptroller Cknetai 
s f  the Unttcd Stater 
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The General Account i r~g de a follow-up review of 

the action taken by the Forest Service through May 1965 to adjust 

special-use perni t fees far r- sites. In our report of 

Xareh 28, 1963, to the Carlgress on a review of recreation and 

athcr selected land use activities of the Forest Service 

(8-125053), wc pointed out that, in solre instances, the fees 

(1) usre not with Forest Serviec fnsrruc- 

tdons, on the basis o values of c arable pxt- 

vately owned lands us purpose in the stme areas or 

nts  lower t h m  the mini fees prescribed by 

the respanaible Forest Service regional office. 

Oru rtview was de pursuant to the Budget and Account tng 

k t ,  1921 (31 U.S.C. 5 3 ) ,  and the Actourttfrl~ and Auditing Act of 

19% (31 U.S,C, 67). We reviewed Forest Service records and fee 

adjustment activities in the I 

California R rthwest Region (Re- 

gion 6 ) .  and them Region (Region 8). We itltcrviewed 

varjous Forest Service officials, private realtors, and permittees 

concerning the use of c arable land vaIue~ In estshlfshfrg 

adjusted permit 

provided at 

fall of 1964 of 

fees, Also, we de an analysts of information 

the Forest Service on the status in the 

site  permfts, 



The Act of March 4, 1915, as ame~ded (16 U.S.C. 497), au- 

t h o r i z e s  t h e  Secretary of fculture ts issue permits (leases) 

covering use s d  aecupaucy of rmtiotml forest land f o r  the purpose 

of c o w  t ruc t in s and other structures. 

1t is the poll sf the Secretary sf Agti;cuituretbt such special- 

use pena ir s  s h a l l  require the pay n t  of B fee or charge comaren- 

s w a t e  with the valu of the use authorized by the permit, the 

unt o f  which sh 11 be prescribed by the Chiel of  the Forest  

Service. This po l  icy is 111 accord vi  th the Govertment-wide policy 

the Bureau at the et i n  Circular 8-25 tb* , 
resowees or propcrrtes are leased or s c l d ,  

lue should be obtatr~ed.  Uder t h i s  p o l i c y ,  charges 

spplicariort of sound business 

e m  prlnclples aarnf, so tar as practicable atd feasible, in  accor- 

dance v i t h 

the Forest  Service 

e fee will be 

$25 a year, Irti recognition af certain restrictions imposed by its 



special-use permits, the Forest Service uses 5 percent of appraised 

ercerlt leasehold rates 

n It;st itute sf Real Estate Appraisers, 

Forest Service instructions qttrte that fee revisions should ordi- 

narily be gtsde at %year intervals a t d  should take effect as of the 

beginning of the pa 

In , 1963, we poirtted out that Forest 

SS.t'v$ce fees 0 sites were in some eases 

less than the fees would b v e  k e n  if computed in accordance with 

Forest Service Snlttruct ions, on the hsis  of  the estimated value? 

of arable privately ovrsed lands used for the same purpose i  n 

the same areas. We found this condition at four of the s i x  ~ m -  

tional forests &re we isons. Although we did  

t find this c 1 forests, we 

did find instances in both forests where soate permit fees were 

lower than the mini- fees prescribed by the Forest Service re- 

gional of f ice imtclved. 
The Chief of the Forest Service had issued instructions in 

Janucnry 1959, to all regional foresters to ke a review of 

special--e permits and to adjust the permit fees as necessary, 

We pointed mt in our report, however, that, on the basis of out 

revievs made more rmn a year after ia.wsnce of the Chief" in- 

structions, there ware indications that the Government was losing 

significant n t s  of revenue each year on permi ts for summer- 

hore sites. Accordingly, w e  recamended t t the Chief of the 

Forest Scnrice re hasize to regional foresters the need to deter- 

rim the reasonableness of r- -site permit fees charged In 

their respective regions a d ,  &re warranted, to adjust the fees 

as soon as possible under the provisions of the permits. 



INCHEASED REYPIUES REALIZED FRW FEE ARJUSrPIENTS 

Our review of t h e  ac t i on  taker1 by t h e  Forest Service t o  a d j u s t  

spec i a l -u se  pe i t  fees for Y r-how) sites disclosed t h a t  t h e  

Forest Service had reviewed -st of these Cees and had made adjus t -  

n t s  expected t o  r e s u l t  i n  a revenue increase  to t h e  Government of 

about $1.5 mi l l i on  f o r  t h e  )-year periods from t h e  effz=i.ivc da t e s  

of t h e  f e e  increases to t e next appl icable  f e e  adjustment dates .  

In Nov , there were appmxtumtely 18,300 &rest Ser- 

v ice spec ial -w its i n  e f f e c t  which authorized t h e  use of na- 

t ional  f o r e s t  land f o r  summtr-home purposes, From 1960 t h e  time 

our original review w a s  i n i t ba t ed  to y 19a5, t h e  Forest Senrice 

lmad t ~ ~ c r e a s s d  r l w  atmual fees f o r  over 12, sunmner-horn-site 

permits .  For i n ing  6,300 permits,  borest Senrice 

fcr reviews ind ica ted  t h a t  ad3-t n t s  were not warranted or appro- 

rfatr; In other fnst Levs e i t h e r  had not been 

r to the: s t a r t  o f  our rev1 

-fll;r kres t  Service fry ad jus t  ts ranged from $1 to $303 :,n- 

rrual ly, with  an iwercrge fee irtcreillse of &out $25 a year. To mini- 

w!af burdcrr ort holders of s -s! tc pemf t s  Pn 

c e r t a i n  areas where the  re substarit iril arlr~urrl fee adjustments 

were g~eceusary, the Farest Service provided f o r  the fees t o  be 

g radua l ly  increased over a period of  5 years. 

Our review of Forest Service fee ddjuutmerat a c t i v i t i e s  a t  se- 

lected f i e l d  locat  for s and our anal S ~ Y  of infomaation funlished by 

mice indicate t h a t  t he  sedeter ined fees f o r  summer- 

-site permits =ere est.ab!!rheQ fn accordenee with the agency's 

f ~ S ~ N C ~ I O I I S .  



The Forest Service handbook provides that, in determining fees 

for summer-h -site use, the rental and sale value of comparable 

private lands shall be considered and that an annuaP fee of 5 per- 

cent of the sale value of c arable private lands in the same 

areas used for similar purposes may be considered to be a fa ir  an- 

nual rental. The handbook instructions pr~vide that all lots in a 

tract for mmmer- sites should carry the same fee except where 

unusual factors such as lakeshore settings are involved. Although 

the Amrican Institute of Real Estate Appraisers advocates lease- 

hold rates of f m a  7 to 12 percent, the Forest Service applies the 

5-percent rate to give recognition to certain restrictions imposed 

by the special-use permits. 

At one national forest, we examined into the manner in which 

fees were established for five selected summtlr-home-site tracts 

containing a total of 192 sites including some with lakeshore set- 

t ings. We found that the fees established by the 

ction data obtained from the 

sale of privately awned land bordering on the same: Sakes and from 

the valuation of certein other property included i t t  B Forest Ser- 

vice ?and saction data imokufng the Lakefront 

property was used as a basis for adjusting the fees for those 

5, r-home sites which the Forest Sewice classified as lakefront 

lots, while the land exchange property data was used as a basis for 

adjusting fses for sites which the Porest Service did not classify 

as lakefront Lots. 

Inforumtton which we obtained from a realtor on the value of 

property rold by him in the area and estimates by the realtor of 

the v a i w  of the Farest Service swmez-t;;;w--sf.te lo", sir: the area 

indicated chat the adjusted appraised values used by the Forest 

Sctwtce in establishing the fees were reasonable, For all sites in 



the forest as a whole, we found that the adjusted permit fees were 

uted an the bast of 5 percent of the appraised value sf the 

Forest Service home-site lots and that the appraised value of these 

lots was based on land transact ions involving comparab' 3 private 

lots in the v f e f r ~ i t  of the Forest !5ervice lots. 

Our review disclosed that summer-home-site permit fees had 

been increased to a t  least the prescri5ed mini fee in those par- 

ticular areas for ch we had previously reported that fees of 

less than the mini amur3t were being charged. Fbrest Service 

reports show that not every permit fee for summer-home sites in 

each region has been raised to the minimum amount established for 

the respective region, however, the number of permits and amounts 

involved are not significant. 

Our analysis of info tion provided by the Forest Service on 

fee adjustments throughout the country indicated that, generally, 

the rdetenainird rates were based on 5 percent of the value of 

comparable privately owned lands and that regional instruct ions re- 

lating to spect Cied minimusl fees were being observed. 

CONCLUSION M D  AGENCY COWEM'S 

Our review showed that, generally, the Forest Service had cor- 

rected the deficiencies disclosed by our prior review of the ad- 

ministration of permits for the use of national forest lands for 

sites, The Chief of the Forest Service, by letter 

dated November 19, 1964, informed us of his awareness that certain 

s still existed in the review and adjcstment of some 

permit fees. He stated that the deficieqcies would be 

the attention of the respective regions for corrective 

act ion. 
















