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James Zehringer, Director

Ohio Department of Natural Resources
2045 Morse Road

Columbus, Ohio 43229

Dear Director Zehringer:

It is my pleasure to present to you this interim report of operations at the Ohio Department of
Natural Resources. This service to ODNR and to the taxpayers of the state of Ohio is being
provided pursuant to Ohio Revised Code § 117.46 and is outlined in the letters of engagement
signed September 4, 2013 and April 2, 2014.

The Ohio Performance Team (OPT) of the Auditor of State's office is managing the project and
is conducting their work in accordance with Government Auditing Standards. This interim report
is issued pursuant to the engagement agreement, which provides that the Auditor of State's office
may issue reports from time to time during the course of the engagement.

The objective of this engagement is to review and analyze selected areas of ODNR operations in
relation to surrounding states, industry standards, and recommended or leading practices. Where
supported, the performance audit will identify recommendations for improvement.

The enclosed interim report is limited to Capital Investment & Capital Planning and Budgeting
with an eye to maximizing efficiency, cost effectiveness, and customer responsiveness. This
report is subject to modification as appropriate upon issuance of the final report. This report
reviews preliminary findings as of January 27, 2015.

\Sincerely, /
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Parks and Recreation Operations — Capital Investment

Section Overview

This section focuses on the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR or the Department)
Division of Parks and Recreation’s (Parks or the Division) cabins and campgrounds capital
investment opportunities and is presented as two separate analyses:

e Cabin Investment Assessment: The first analysis focuses on quantifying the current
operating performance of cabins, and uses the results of that analysis to identify cabin
renovation investment opportunities with positive return on investment (ROI).

e Full Hook-Up Investment Assessment: The second analysis focuses on quantifying the
current operating performance of full hook-up campsites, and uses the results of that
analysis to identify new construction investment opportunities with positive ROI.

Recommendations

Recommendation 5.1: Parks should develop an ongoing framework for evaluating cabin
operating performance as well as for evaluating cabin investment opportunities. Doing so
will require the Division to routinely monitor, measure, and evaluate incremental
profitability at both the park location and cabin level. Profitability analysis should be used
to not only guide day-to-day operating decisions, but should also be used to maximize the
returns of investment decisions and the cost avoidance associated with divestment
decisions.

Financial Implication 5.1: As shown in Table 5-11, targeting investment dollars toward
positive net present value (NPV) cabins could result in an immediate value gain of $41,244,069,
or an internal rate of return (IRR) of 9.2 percent, realized over 45 years, the expected useful life
of this type of asset. In simplified terms, the targeted initial investment of $24,966,900 would
result in annual operating profits ranging from $1,912,084 to $4,320,603 with an average annual
net impact of $2,403,367. Further, as shown in Table 5-12, disposing of the 29 cabins
experiencing an operating loss rather than investing in renovations results in a one-time cost
avoidance of $3,830,900 and also avoids operating losses of $2,001,099 over 45 years, or an
average annual cost avoidance of $44,4609.

Recommendation 5.2: Parks should develop an ongoing framework for evaluating campsite
operating performance as well as for evaluating campsite investment opportunities. Doing
so will require the Division to routinely monitor, measure, and evaluate incremental
profitability at both the park location and campsite level. Profitability analysis should be
used not only to guide day-to-day operating decisions, but also to maximize the returns of
investment decisions pertaining to the addition of new full hook-up campsites.

Financial Implication 5.2: As shown in Table 5-25, targeting investment dollars toward

positive NPV campsites could result in a value gain of $16,483,396, or an IRR of 78.3 percent,
realized over 30 years, the expected useful life of this type of asset. In simplified terms, the
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targeted initial investment of $912,920 would result in annual operating profits ranging from
$697,692 to $1,194,006 with an average annual net impact of $894,065.

Section Background

Parks has four categories of overnight accommodations: campgrounds, cabins, “getaways”, and
lodges. Campgrounds provide paved slabs for recreational vehicles (RVs); picnic areas; options
for electric, water, and sewer hookups; and a variety of shared site amenities such as restrooms,
shower houses, and retail convenience stores.' Most cabins are approximately 900 square feet
with two bedrooms, a living room, and kitchen area. Cabins are generally heated and air
conditioned and are equipped with furniture, linens, and cookware. Getaways encompass a
variety of structures from teepees to primitive cabins, and their inventory comprises a small
percentage of the overall accommodation inventory at any given park. The analysis within this
section of the performance audit focuses on cabins and excludes getaways. Lodges are hotel
operations which are managed by third-party operators (see Parks and Recreation Operations
— Lodge Properties section).”

Table 5-1 shows the distribution of overnight accommodation types by category as well as the
total revenue associated with each type and category for calendar year (CY) 2013, the most
recent year for which complete data was available.

' The Recreational Vehicle Industry Association, an industry trade group, defines an RV as “a vehicle designed as
temporary living quarters for recreational, camping, travel or season use. RVs may be motorized (motorhomes) or
towable (travel trailers, folding camping trailers and truck campers).”

2 At certain lodge properties a portion of the cabins are also operator-managed; however, this section of the report
only focuses on Parks’ self-managed cabins and all operator-managed cabins are excluded from the analysis.
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Table 5-1:

Self-Managed Overni

Performance Audit

ht Accommodations CY 2013

Type Accommodation Inventory Count Total Revenue
Electric Sites 6,625 $11,096,465
Campgrounds Full Hook-Up Sites ! 207 $1,004,045
Non-Electric Sites 2,281 $1,021,416
Total Campsites 9,113 $13,121,926
Basic Cabins 43 $224,615
Preferred Cabins 183 $2,309,139
Cabins Premium Cabins 27 $380,423
Woodburner Cabins 41 $537,114
Total Cabins 294 $3,451,291
Cabents 4 $28,857
Camper Cabins 42 $162,510
Cedar Cabins 27 $240,902
Getaways Conestoga Cabins 22 $116,034
RVs 2 $14,250
Teepees 4 $5,477
Yurts 14 $81,844
Total Getaways 115 $649,874
Totals for Self-Managed Overnight Accommodations | 9,522 | $17,223,001

Source: Parks

! Subsequent to CY 2013, 15 full hook-up sites were added at Grand Lake St. Marys. This inventory is not reflected
in the table totals or elsewhere in this report as the analysis focuses on CY 2013.

? There are 24 preferred cabins at Pymatuning for CY 2014. However, this analysis focuses on CY 2013, as it was
the last available full year of reservation and revenue data. For CY 2013 Pymatuning had only 22 cabins available.

As shown in Table 5-1, campgrounds and cabins make up the majority of Parks’ self-managed
inventory as well as the self-generated revenue; 98.6 percent and 96.2 percent, respectively.
However, within these two categories, ODNR and Parks leadership have expressed concerns that
current shortcomings are affecting the ability to meet customer needs in a competitive manner.
Specific concerns have been raised regarding an insufficient number of full hook-up campsites’
and an aged cabin inventory that is no longer sufficiently able to attract customers and meet their
needs in an efficient and effective manner.

Campground Operations

Chart 5-1 shows the national ownership trends in the four main types of RV from CY 1993 to
CY 2011. This analysis is informative to the appropriateness of Parks campground
accommodation offerings in that as customer trends change the Division must ensure that its
offerings cater to these trends.

3 Full hook-up campsites are specifically targeted toward accommodating motor home and travel trailer RVs (though
they can accommodate fold down campers and truck campers) and provide a concrete pad, and water, sewer, and
electric service connections at each campsite.
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Chart 5-1: RV Household Ownership Rates Trend CY 1993 to CY 2011
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Source: Thomson Reuters / University of Michigan Surveys of Customers
Note: Data points represent ownership as a percent of all United States households.

As shown in Chart 5-1, motor homes and travel trailers are the fastest growing segment within
RV camping nationally. The high-end vehicles within these RV segments are also Parks’ largest
users of full hook-up campsites. To put these ownership trends into context for Ohio, the CY
2011 ownership rates for motor homes and travel trailers would equate to 314,344 Ohio
households. Parks supplies 207 full hook-up campsites specifically targeted toward high-end
RVs in this segment, a relatively small number in comparison to ownership levels.

Table 5-2 shows campground key operating statistics by accommodation type for CY 2013.*
These key operating statistics are important measures of performance and include:

e Occupancy — This is a measure of utilization and is calculated by dividing the number of
nights sold by the number of nights available.

e Average Daily Rate (ADR) — This is the average price paid by the customer for each
campsite.

e Revenue per Available Room (RevPAR) — This is a measure that incorporates both
utilization and price paid, and is calculated by dividing total revenue by total room nights
available. In short, RevPAR measures the amount of revenue generated by a campsite
every day it is available for sale.

* These operating statistics focus on median values rather than averages due to the wide range of high to low
performance experienced in electric and non-electric sites statewide. Conversely, the performance of full hook-up
sites is relatively uniform across parks. For example, the statewide average full hook-up occupancy was 39.1
percent, only 1.1 percentage points lower than median occupancy. The close proximity of the average to the median
indicates a lack of outliers in full hook-up performance.
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Table 5-2: Campground Key Operating Statistics CY 2013

Parks Median Median Median

Accommaodation Locations Inventory Occupancy Median ADR RevPAR
Full Hook-Up Sites 12 12 40.3% $33.30 $14.02
Electric Sites 48 98 17.6% $24.49 $4.25
Non-Electric Sites 44 26 5.5% $19.64 $1.03

Source: Parks
Note: Subsequent to CY 2013, Grand Lake St. Marys has added 15 full hook-up campsites bringing the statewide
total of campgrounds offering full hook-up options to 13.

As shown in Table 5-2, full hook-up sites achieved a higher occupancy, received a higher ADR,
and, most critically, achieved a higher RevPAR than other campground accommodations; $9.77
and $12.99 per day more than the median electric and non-electric sites, respectively. Additional
analysis on full hook-up site sell-out nights further demonstrated customer demand for these
accommodations in excess of what is currently being supplied (see Parks and Recreation
Operations — Overnight Accommodations). Parks operating data for full hook-up sites
corroborates the customer trends reflected in the RV ownership rates shown in Chart 5-1.

Despite strong demand and relatively high operating performance, Table 5-2 also shows that
only 12 park locations offered full hook-up sites in CY 2013. Further, the median inventory of
full hook-up sites was 12 at those select campgrounds. By comparison electric sites are much
more widespread, with 48 park locations offering a median inventory of 98 sites. As such, Parks
may have an opportunity to meet customer demand for full hook-up sites by increasing not only
the total number of full hook-up sites, but also the park locations offering them.
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Cabin Operations

Table 5-3 shows cabin key operating statistics by accommodation type for CY 2013. Consistent
with those presented for campground, these key operating statistics are important measures of
performance.

Table 5-3: Cabin Key Operating Statistics CY 2013

Parks Median Median Median

Accommodation Locations Inventory Occupancy Median ADR RevPAR
Basic Cabins 2 21.5 20.7% $64.11 $13.34
Preferred Cabins 8 25.0 38.7% $90.76 $34.73
Premium Cabins 3 8.0 45.7% $120.65 $55.12
Woodburner Cabins 1 41.0 46.7% $76.79 $35.89

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-3, median occupancy rates, even for basic cabins, are generally higher than
campsite occupancies (as shown in Table 5-2). This is due to the fact that cabins sustain more
demand during the colder periods of the year as they are generally heated. Stronger occupancies
combined with higher prices (reflected in ADR) result in cabin RevPAR contributions more than
double that of full hook-up campsites. On a daily basis, the median preferred cabin, the most
common cabin offering, earns over eight times, or $30.48 more revenue per day than the median
electric campsite, the most common campsite offering.

Despite strong demand and relatively high operating performance, all cabin types are advanced
in age. Cabin age is a factor which could affect their collective ability to attract customers and
meet their needs in an efficient and effective manner.

Table 5-4 shows the distribution of cabins by park location as well as the average age and
calculated remaining useful life for CY 2014. State of Ohio accounting policies establish useful
life estimates for various classifications of assets.” These useful life estimates take into account
asset type, use, and/or construction (e.g., steel, concrete, masonry, wood, etc.). Cabin useful life
estimates of 45 years are based on the structure construction type (e.g., primarily wood).°

> State accounting policies regarding capital asset useful life estimates are developed and published by the Ohio
Department of Administrative Services (DAS) and the Ohio Office of Budget and Management (OBM).

® In accordance with State of Ohio Asset Management Policies and Procedures (DAS, 2013) and Financial
Reporting and Accounting Policies for Capital Assets (OBM, 2012), building assets acquired after July 1, 2001 are
required to be accounted for using a mix of general construction, other construction, and land improvements (if
applicable). General construction estimated useful life for steel, concrete, masonry, wood, and metal are all 45 years
while other construction for these same asset types are all 20 years. The result is a building with an estimated useful
life of 45 years, but components of the building with an estimated useful life of only 20 years.
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Table 5-4: Cabin Age and Useful Life Remaining CY 2014

Avg. Remaining Useful
Park Location Inventory Count Average Age Life
Lake Hope State Park 66 64.5 (19.5)
Pike Lake State Park 24 54.8 (9.8)
Pymatuning State Park 56 534 (8.4
Cowan Lake State Park 27 46.0 (1.0)
Dillon State Park 29 46.0 (1.0)
Mohican State Park 25 46.0 (1.0)
Hocking Hills State Park 40 42.0 3.0
Buck Creek State Park 27 32.2 12.8

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-4, Buck Creek has the newest stock of cabins, built an average 32.2 years
ago, while Lake Hope has the oldest stock of cabins, built on average 64.5 years ago.” The
majority of cabins have already technically exceeded their original useful life estimates and are
represented as negative values. Further, a large number of additional cabins at Hocking Hills will
cross the end of useful life threshold within the next three years. Though most cabins have
exceeded their expected useful life, all are still in service. Over the last 30 to 60 years, Parks has
replaced soft goods®, likely several times, and completed capital renovation activities as needed
or when funds were available.” However, there have been no statewide efforts to systematically
renovate Parks cabin inventory. Cabin age presents several challenges to Parks going forward.

Though cabins have demonstrated a practical ability to outlast the original estimated useful life
there are cost and usability tradeoffs that the Division likely has incurred. For example, a
building inventory that exceeds its planned useful life is associated with increasing, and
sometimes prohibitive, maintenance costs. Parks management identified that age-related cabin
maintenance has become an increasing strain on the Division’s budget in recent years, resulting
in the diversion of operating budget funds to address items that should technically be classified
as capital repairs. However, due to limitations in capital asset management systems and
performance measurement and management practices, this analysis is unable to verify or
quantify the historical level of maintenance costs associated specifically with cabin inventory
(see Capital Planning and Budgeting section). Commensurately, aging inventory also affects
the competitive position of the cabins. As aging inevitably degrades Parks customers’ perception
of cabin quality relative to private sector offerings, Parks’ cabins can expect to experience
negative pressure on pricing and occupancies.

” For the purposes of this section of the report, parks locations will be referred to by their shorthand names rather
than their full, formal names. For example, Buck Creek State Park will be referred to as Buck Creek.

8 Soft goods refer to items such as linens, window treatments, artwork, light fixtures, and paint.

? Targeted capital renovation activities have included upgrading a portion of the existing cabins in accordance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
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Capital Appropriations

The State of Ohio capital budget for the FY 2014-16 biennium includes appropriations of $42.0
million for Parks lodges, campgrounds, and cabins. During the course of the performance audit
the Division began working with architectural and consulting firms to develop a master capital
plan with the goal of executing a multi-phase capital program. A portion of the capital allocation
will flow to cabin and campground renovations and upgrades. Parks’ most recent estimates are
that this will involve $15 million for cabins and $10 million for campgrounds. A portion of these
funds will be used for the addition of full hook-up sites and the renovation of cabins at several
locations.

Evaluating ROI

From a purely financial perspective, evaluating the potential ROI associated with investment in
revenue-producing assets involves comparing the up-front capital costs to the ongoing operating
returns that will be generated over time. A valid comparison of cash flows arising at different
points in time requires accounting for the time value of money. The concepts of present value
and net present value are used to incorporate time value of money into financial analyses. In the
context of investments in Parks cabins and campsites, the two terms are defined as:

e Present Value (PV) — This is the current value of all future operating profits (revenues
minus expenses) after accounting for the time value of money. PV is presented as a lump-
sum in today’s dollars, and calculated by discounting the stream of future operating
profits by an appropriate discount rate.

e Net Present Value (NPV) — This is the PV of future operating profits minus the initial
cost of investment. NPV specifically calculates the total value of an investment project,
represented in today’s dollars.

Positive NPV investments represent positive financial ROI over time while negative NPV
investments represent negative financial ROI over time. In the case of a project calculated as
having a negative NPV, Parks would be financially better off not making an investment because
operating profits over time will not be sufficient to recoup the original investment.

Prior to calculating PV and NPV, the cash flow position of each asset must be determined.
Specifically, assessments are needed to estimate the cost of the initial investment as well as the
level of revenue and expenses that comprise operating profit. For overnight accommodations,
such as cabins, there are several categories of operating expense that must be evaluated
including: furniture, fixtures, and equipment (FF&E); turn expense; and utilities expense.'
Though other expenses, such as preventive maintenance and repair cost can impact the overall
cost effectiveness of an overnight accommodation operation, these represent the specific
categories of expense that can be accounted for in an up-front cash flow position evaluation.

' Turn expenses are the preparation costs incurred between guest stays, such as cleaning and laundering.
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Cabin Investment Assessment

Background

As previously noted, Parks’ capital budget allocation for the FY 2014-16 biennium includes
significant appropriations for cabin renovations. The most recent estimates are that this will
involve $15 million for cabins, but the exact investment allocations are still being evaluated.
ODNR and Division leadership are seeking to determine which of the 294 self-managed cabins
will provide the best value internally (e.g., improved revenue and operating efficiencies) and
externally (e.g., meeting customer expectations).

Methodology

This sub-section, Cabin Investment Assessment, seeks to identify cabins with the ability to
generate positive ROI from capital investment and conversely seeks to identify low performing
cabins for divestment. Renovation cost estimate information was obtained from Parks while
cabin occupancy, revenue, and dates and length of stay information were obtained from Parks’
reservation system. Cost estimates for utilities and turn expense was obtained from US Hotel, a
concessionaire partner that operates similar cabins, owned by Parks, at lodge properties.
Profitability analysis focuses primarily on CY 2013, the last full year of operational data
available.

The analysis first focuses on the current-state profitability of cabin properties by group (e.g.,
park location and cabin type) and then by average unit by group. The analysis then focuses on
the individual profitability contribution of each cabin, using Buck Creek preferred cabins as an
example. Introducing the concept of the incremental cabin (e.g., demand is concentrated in the
most efficient manner by always selling the first cabin first, and so forth) the analysis then
evaluates a financially optimized cabin operation that reduces operating cost and maximizes
investment ROI, measured in terms of NPV, across a more efficient cabin portfolio. Conversely,
the analysis also identifies cabins which not only would result in a negative investment NPV, but
also currently result in operating losses. The analysis quantifies the impact of investing in cabins
with positive ROIs as well as divestment from cabins that are operating at a loss.

Analysis
Cabin Renovation Cost

At this time, Parks is not considering adding new cabin inventory, but rather is focused on
renovation of a portion of the existing inventory. As of the completion of this analysis, Parks,
with input from the Division of Engineering (Engineering) is still in the process of refining the
scope of renovation activities and has engaged a criteria architecture firm to do so. The final
scope of the cabin renovation will impact cost and expected useful life; both are integral to ROI
and NPV calculations. However, during the course of the performance audit, Engineering, with
input from Parks, developed an itemized renovation estimate that totaled $132,100 per cabin. As
noted, this preliminary estimate will be further refined once a final project scope is agreed upon.
Finally, the scope and cost will be evaluated, informed, and refined as Engineering and Parks
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work with architecture and design firms and ultimately engage in the request for proposal (RFP)
and bidding process. This analysis uses $132,100 as an example project cost as the sole estimate
available. However, as noted, this estimate is subject to change and any change would also
impact the investment assessment associated with individual cabins.

Cabin Operating Expense

Operating expenses, including: FF&E, turn, and utilities expense, are partly driven by cabin
utilization and partly driven by a fixed schedule over time.

FF&E Expense — These expenses are defined as movable furniture, fixtures, and
equipment that have no permanent connection to the structure of a building. Similar to
limitations in easily accessing historical capital costs and project details, historical FF&E
spending has also not been tracked and aggregated in a way that Division management
could leverage to inform historical cost or frequency of FF&E refreshment. In addition to
limitations in historical experience, the FF&E quality specifications being considered for
the current investment opportunities are higher (e.g., “commercial grade”) than that
which has been used in the past and is observable in the current cabins. The use of
commercial grade FF&E is likely to incur a higher up-front cost, but result in an extended
useful life relative to non-commercial grade components. A report by HVS Design, a
hospitality industry consulting firm, estimates per unit FF&E cost at $21,546, on a 10-
year replacement cycle. FF&E cost is represented as an annual expense of $2,155, or one
tenth of the initial estimate, to account for the fact spending on FF&E refreshment will
occur over different years within the 10-year replacement cycle.

Turn and Utilities Expense — Turn expense represents the labor expense of cleaning and
laundering linens between guest stays while utilities expense represents the electricity
expense incurred for each guest stay. These expenses are variable, based on the actual
customer utilization of each cabin. For example, little to no utilities or turn expense is
incurred if a cabin goes unused over a time-period. Parks accounting and timekeeping
systems are not designed to capture a per cabin level of detail to easily and directly assess
the actual cost incurred for these activities. However, US Hotel, one of the Division’s
partner operators at lodge properties with cabins, benchmarks utilities expense at $10 per
night sold, and turnover costs at $30 per turn.
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Cabin Operating Revenue

Operating revenue is the amount of gross receipts Parks receives from overnight customers, and
is a function of the number of nights sold and prices paid. Nights sold, date and length of
reservation, and revenue are tracked by individual cabin within the reservation system. The
availability of these data points at the cabin-level allows for a detailed calculation of occupancy,
ADR, RevPAR and total revenue. In addition, by aggregating individual cabin performance the
number of sell-out nights can also be calculated as a measure of peak demand for each park
location.

Table 5-5 shows cabin key operating statistics by park location and cabin type for CY 2013.
Including the park location data allows for a comparative evaluation of the relative popularity of
not only each cabin type, but also each cabin location.

Table 5-5: Cabin Property Key Operating Statistics CY 2013
Park Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total

Location Cabin Type Count Rate ADR RevPAR Nights Revenue
Buck Creek Preferred 27 28% $83.74 $23.37 2 $230,295
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 27% $93.18 $25.44 0 $232,112
Cowan Lake Premium 2 29% $113.71 $32.55 74 $23,765
Dillon Preferred 14 38% $92.07 $35.15 31 $179,620
Dillon Premium 15 28% $109.75 $30.83 37 $168,794
Hocking Hills Preferred 31 39% $105.61 $41.34 2 $467,769
Hocking Hills Premium 9 46% $120.65 $55.12 73 $160,949
Lake Hope Preferred 25 43% $80.18 $34.30 14 $313,028
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 47% $76.79 $35.89 5 $537.114
Mohican Preferred 25 46% $109.99 $50.05 54 $456,678
Pike Lake Basic 12 18% $61.40 $11.14 15 $48.815
Pike Lake Preferred 12 38% $77.85 $29.67 34 $129,933
Pymatuning Basic 31 23% $66.82 $15.54 0 $175,800
Pymatuning Preferred 22 40% $89.46 $35.70 43 $299,704
Pymatuning Premium 1 56% $131.29 $73.74 205 $26,915

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-5, location is an important driver of cabin performance. For example,
Cowan Lake and Mohican have the same inventory of preferred cabins, yet Mohican charges an
ADR of $16.81 more than Cowan Lake and still achieves almost double the occupancy rate.

Cabin Operating Profit

Though the preceding analysis can be used to draw conclusions about the relative popularity and
earning performance of cabins, focusing on cabin profitability is the next level of analysis
required to build toward an identification of high potential ROI opportunities.
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Table 5-6 shows total revenue, expenses, and operating profit by park location and cabin type
for CY 2013.

Table 5-6: Cabin Property Operating Profit CY 2013

Inventory Total Utilities Turn FF&E Operating

Park Location | Cabin Type Count Revenue Expense Expense Expense Profit
Mohican Preferred 25 $456,678 $41,520 $42,118 $53,865 $319,175
Hocking Hills Preferred 31 $467,769 $44.290 $44,928 $66,793 $311,758
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 $537,114 $69,950 $83,940 $88,339 $294,885
Pymatuning Preferred 22 $299.704 $33,500 $33,983 $47.,401 $184,820
Lake Hope Preferred 25 $313,028 $39,040 $39,602 $53,865 $180,520
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 $232.112 $24.910 $25,269 $53,865 $128,068
Buck Creek Preferred 27 $230,295 $27,500 $27,896 $58,174 $116,725
Hocking Hills Premium 9 $160,949 $13,340 $14,051 $19,391 $114,167
Dillon Preferred 14 $179,620 $19,510 $19,791 $30,165 $110,154
Dillon Premium 15 $168,794 $15,380 $16,200 $32,319 $104,894
Pike Lake Preferred 12 $129,933 $16,690 $16,930 $25,855 $70,458
Pymatuning Basic 31 $175,800 $26,310 $29,280 $66,793 $53,418
Pymatuning Premium 1 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $2,155 $20,551
Cowan Lake Premium 2 $23,765 $2,090 $2,201 $4,309 $15,164
Pike Lake Basic 12 $48,815 $7,950 $8,847 $25,855 $6,162

Source: Parks
Note: Turn expense represents the labor expense of cleaning and laundering linens between guest stays.

As shown in Table 5-6, at the park level, all cabins are currently profitable. Mohican preferred
cabins generate the largest amount of total profit, at $319,175. However, without assessing per
unit profitability, it is difficult to conclude whether a park group’s ranking in total operating
profit is due to performance or simply due to a higher inventory count.

Table 5-7 shows average operating profit per unit by park location and cabin type for CY 2013.

Table 5-7: Average Operating Profit per Cabin CY 2013

Avg. Avg. Avg.
Inventory Avg. Utilities | Avg. Turn FF&E Operating

Park Location | Cabin Type Count Revenue Expense Expense Expense Profit
Pymatuning Premium 1 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $2,155 $20,551
Mohican Preferred 25 $18,267 $1,661 $1,685 $2,155 $12,767
Hocking Hills Premium 9 $17,883 $1,482 $1,561 $2,155 $12,685
Hocking Hills Preferred 31 $15,089 $1,429 $1,449 $2,155 $10,057
Pymatuning Preferred 22 $13,623 $1,523 $1,545 $2,155 $8,401
Dillon Preferred 14 $12,830 $1,394 $1,414 $2,155 $7,868
Cowan Lake Premium 2 $11,883 $1,045 $1,101 $2,155 $7,582
Lake Hope Preferred 25 $12,521 $1,562 $1,584 $2,155 $7,221
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 $13,100 $1,706 $2,047 $2,155 $7,192
Dillon Premium 15 $11,253 $1,025 $1,080 $2,155 $6,993
Pike Lake Preferred 12 $10,828 $1,391 $1,411 $2,155 $5,871
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 $9,284 $996 $1,011 $2,155 $5,123
Buck Creek Preferred 27 $8,529 $1,019 $1,033 $2,155 $4,323
Pymatuning Basic 31 $5,671 $849 $945 $2,155 $1,723
Pike Lake Basic 12 $4,068 $663 $737 $2,155 $514

Source: Parks
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As shown in Table 5-7, when park location and cabin type groups are ranked by average
operating profit per unit, the Pymatuning premium cabin is the most profitable. Focusing on
preferred cabins, the most common type of cabin, the average Mohican cabin is nearly three
times as profitable as the average Buck Creek cabin. Though analyzing operating profit in terms
of park location and cabin type is informative to overall performance and profitability it remains
a step removed from an actual evaluation of ROI by unit. This is due to the fact that not all units
are equally profitable nor do all units require renovation to achieve an optimal return.

Buck Creek Cabin Profitability Example ™

Performing a detailed evaluation of a single site demonstrates not only that performance is
naturally uneven across each cabin, but also that a location that otherwise appears profitable
consists of cabins of varying profitability.

Chart 5-2 shows the distribution of nights sold for Buck Creek’s 27 preferred cabins, ranked
from highest to lowest for CY 2013. A cabin’s number of nights sold is the fundamental driver of
operating profit via the impact of nights sold on both revenue and expense.'?

Chart 5-2: Buck Creek Nights Sold by Cabin CY 2013
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Source: Parks
Note: Cabin naming conventions are from Parks’ reservation system.

As shown in Chart 5-2, Buck Creek’s most popular cabin (COT A) was rented 154 nights of the
year while the least popular (COT 17) was rented 48 nights of the year for CY 2013. The
distribution of nights sold across Buck Creek’s cabins is a product of sales spreading out over
available inventory. A large portion of cabins within a given park’s inventory can be considered

""Buck Creek was selected as an example property given its low average operating profit performance.
12 Operating Profit = [Nights Sold X ADR] — [Nights Sold X Variable Expense] — FF&E Expense
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substitutable for one another.”® These substitutes show up in Chart 5-2 as the clusters of cabins
with a similar number of nights sold (e.g. Buck Creek’s top 6 selling cabins, as well as the large
flat band in the middle of the chart with between 80 and 100 nights sold). Because many cabins
within these clusters are essentially interchangeable commodities, actual nights sold data for any
one cabin cannot be used to make inferences on its contribution to overall park performance. For
example, data organized in the manner of Chart 5-2 cannot be used to assess the impact on
overall park nights sold of removing any particular cabin from Buck Creek’s inventory. If COT
17 had not been available to rent in CY 2013, it is possible that customers would have simply
selected a different cabin in the same area of the park, provided the park was not already sold
out. In contrast, the question of whether or not investment will generate a positive ROI
inherently takes into account that inventory is flexible. Assessing ROI in light of the optimized,
flexible inventory requires an evaluation at the level of the incremental cabin.

To demonstrate the incremental unit concept, consider the impact on nights sold if one additional
preferred cabin (i.e., an incremental unit) had been added to Buck Creek’s existing inventory at
the beginning of CY 2013. This additional unit, assuming a similar condition and thus the same
customer demand as the other 27 units, would only be contributing revenue on the nights where
all other 27 cabins had already been sold.'* On nights when half of the cabins sit empty, the new
unit is not actually generating a revenue increase, even if it is technically occupied. This is due to
the fact that existing stock could have met the customer demand for that night without the
addition of a 28" cabin. As such an individual cabin can only be said to produce incremental
revenue when every other cabin is sold out.

If cabins were filled incrementally (e.g., if Cabin #1 were always assigned to the first customer
to reserve an accommodation for the night, and Cabin #2 were assigned to the second customer,
and so forth) the distribution of nights sold would look very different.

> The user interface in Parks’ reservation system allows customers to select an individual cabin by its inventory
number. Faced with a group of cabins in a similar park location, and with undifferentiated descriptions, customers
consider a portion of a park’s cabins to be interchangeable substitutes.

' While it is true that certain cabins within a park may have more desirable features than others, such as views or
proximity to park amenities, this analysis makes the simplifying assumption that cabins of the same type and in the
same park are interchangeable goods. This assumption is justified on the basis that cabins within a single park are
similar enough that a customer’s decision to reserve or not reserve a cabin stay on a particular date would rarely
hinge on the availability of one particular cabin.
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Chart 5-3 shows incremental nights sold for Buck Creek’s 27 preferred cabins for CY 2013.
Again, incremental nights sold treat all cabins as interchangeable and Cabin #1 is always the first

cabin filled while Cabin #27 is always the last cabin filled. For example, on a date when Buck
Creek sold 12 cabin nights, Cabins #1 through #12 have been filled.

Chart 5-3: Buck Creek Incremental Nights Sold by Cabin CY 2013
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Source: Parks
Note: Cabin numbers, shown on the 5-axis, are a generic numbering system corresponding to the incremental nights
sold methodology rather than the cabin naming scheme shown in Parks’ reservation system.

As shown in Chart 5-3, Cabin #1 sold on 314 on nights of the year while Cabin #27 sold on only
2 nights of the year. This is reflective of the fact that for CY 2013, Buck Creek only experienced
two sell-out nights for cabins (see Table 5-5) and was relatively low performing compared to
other preferred cabin properties. Given the relatively low preferred cabin performance at Buck
Creek, the distribution of nights sold is more extreme than it would be for a property such as
Mohican where preferred cabins experienced 54 sell-out nights in CY 2013.
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Table 5-8 shows the impact of the incremental nights sold methodology on the incremental net
profit by cabin for CY 2013. Ranking cabins within a property by incremental nights sold and
incremental operating profits allows for analyzing individual cabin performance in a way that
leads to identification of high-potential investments. (See Appendix 5-1 for an incremental net
profit analysis for all other self-managed cabin properties.)

Table: 5-8: Buck Creek Incremental Net Profit by Cabin CY 2013

Total Utilities Turn FF&E
Cabin Number | Nights Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Net Profit
1 314 $26,296 $3,140 $3,185 $2,155 $17,816
2 266 $22,276 $2,660 $2,698 $2,155 $14,763
3 244 $20,433 $2,440 $2,475 $2,155 $13,364
4 209 $17,502 $2,090 $2,120 $2,155 $11,138
5 182 $15,241 $1,820 $1,846 $2,155 $9,421
6 159 $13,315 $1,590 $1,613 $2,155 $7,958
7 139 $11,640 $1,390 $1,410 $2,155 $6,686
8 129 $10,803 $1,290 $1,309 $2,155 $6,050
9 120 $10,049 $1,200 $1,217 $2,155 $5,477
10 111 $9,296 $1,110 $1,126 $2,155 $4,905
11 106 $8,877 $1,060 $1,075 $2,155 $4,587
12 97 $8,123 $970 $984 $2,155 $4,015
13 86 $7,202 $860 $872 $2,155 $3,315
14 78 $6,532 $780 $791 $2,155 $2,806
15 74 $6,197 $740 $751 $2,155 $2,552
16 71 $5,946 $710 $720 $2,155 $2,361
17 65 $5,443 $650 $659 $2,155 $1,979
18 57 $4,773 $570 $578 $2,155 $1,471
19 54 $4,522 $540 $548 $2,155 $1,280
20 43 $3,601 $430 $436 $2,155 $580
21 37 $3,099 $370 $375 $2,155 $199
22 35 $2,931 $350 $355 $2,155 $71
23 29 $2,429 $290 $294 $2,155 ($310)
24 24 $2,010 $240 $243 $2,155 ($628)
25 12 $1,005 $120 $122 $2,155 ($1,391)
26 7 $586 $70 $71 $2,155 ($1,709)
27 2 $167 $20 $20 $2,155 ($2,027)
Property Total 2,750 $230,295 $27,500 $27,896 $58,174 $116,725

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-8, property total performance is the same as previously shown (e.g., total
revenue, expenses, and net profit shown in Table 5-6), but focusing on incremental net profit
highlights significant differences in cabin-level profitability. For example, more than half of
Buck Creek’s cabins are producing less than the park average profit per cabin (see Table 5-7),
and five cabins actually experienced a net operating loss for CY 2013. Applying the concept of
adding an incremental unit (i.e., adding one more cabin) Buck Creek would be expected to
further lose operating profit given that Cabin #27 already incurs a net operating loss. Within a
park, the least utilized and least profitable incremental cabin is defined as the marginal unit. In
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the case of Buck Creek, the marginal unit is Cabin #27. Negative operating profit at the marginal
unit is an indicator of cabin oversupply relative to consumer demand.

Table 5-9 shows net profit per marginal unit by park location and cabin type for CY 2013.

Table 5-9: Cabin Properties Net Profit per Marginal Unit CY 2013

Park Marginal Nights Total Utility Turn FF&E
Location Cabin Type Unit Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Net Profit

Pymatuning Premium 1 205 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $2,155 $20,551
Hocking Hills Premium 9 73 $8,808 $730 $769 $2,155 $5,154
Cowan Lake Premium 2 74 $8,414 $740 $779 $2,155 $4,740
Mohican Preferred 25 54 $5,939 $540 $548 $2,155 $2,697
Dillon Premium 15 37 $4,061 $370 $390 $2,155 $1,146
Pymatuning Preferred 22 43 $3,847 $430 $436 $2,155 $826
Dillon Preferred 14 31 $2,854 $310 $314 $2,155 $75
Pike Lake Preferred 12 34 $2,647 $340 $345 $2,155 ($193)
Lake Hope Preferred 25 14 $1,123 $140 $142 $2,155 ($1,314)
Pike Lake Basic 12 15 $921 $150 $167 $2,155 ($1,551)
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 5 $384 $50 $60 $2,155 (%$1,881)
Hocking Hills | Preferred 31 2 $211 $20 $20 $2,155 ($1,984)
Buck Creek Preferred 27 2 $167 $20 $20 $2,155 (%$2,027)
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 (%$2,155)
Pymatuning Basic 31 0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 ($2,155)

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-9, there are eight cabin groups with at least one unprofitable cabin. In each
case, Parks could have increased profitability by decommissioning at least one cabin. However,
it is premature to conclude that investment, in even the profitable marginal units, would result in
a positive ROI. Identification of positive ROI investments requires calculating the NPV of the
construction costs and the net operating profits over the useful life of each incremental unit.

Cabin Investment NPV Results

As previously noted, to adequately inform investment decisions, the NPV calculations in the
analysis must be run at the level of individual cabins. The operational inputs that underlie the
NPV calculations, such as incremental net profits and construction costs, have been developed
through analyses presented in the preceding tables. However, several financial modeling
assumptions still require attention to ensure the NPV analysis is realistically describing Parks’
investment opportunity in cabins. These assumptions include:

e Discount Rate — This is the opportunity cost of the State of Ohio investing capital funds
in Parks cabins rather than buying down State-issued debt. This analysis uses a discount
rate of 3.00 percent, which is equal to the average of the high and low prevailing yields
on AAA-rated 30-year municipal bonds during October 2014."

e Useful Life — Renovations to cabins at the costs modeled in this analysis (i.e., $132,100
per cabin) are assumed to be extensive enough that they will reset the fundamental useful

' Bloomberg Valuation Services series BVMB30Y:IND
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life expectation for each cabin. Therefore, cash flows are also projected over 45 years.
Finally, cabins are assumed to have no residual value after 45 years. The assumption of a
45 year useful life and no residual value thereafter should be considered conservative
given that the cabins are currently operated beyond their 45-year useful life (i.e., the
current portfolio of cabins is, on average, 50.5 years old).

e Cash Flow Growth Rate — This is the rate at which cash flow is expected to increase
each year due to price increases over time. CY 2015 prices are projected to remain flat;
commensurate with prices charged for CY 2013 and CY 2014." This analysis assumes
that starting in CY 2016 cabin prices will increase at least at a level commensurate with
inflation. Therefore, a 1.87 percent annual growth rate, based on the Federal Reserve
Bank of Cleveland’s 10-year inflation expectations from October 2014, has been applied.
It should be noted that this projected growth rate is conservative in that it does not take
into account the reality that newly-renovated cabins could likely command rental price
increases.

' During the course of the audit administrative rules governing overnight accommodation prices were reviewed and
re-submitted in accordance with the regular five-year review. Parks did not propose any price increases for the vast
majority of accommodations.
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Table 5-10 shows the investment NPV generated by each of Buck Creek’s 27 preferred cabins.
Cabins that return a positive NPV represent positive investment (i.e., economic gains over time)

while those that do not represent negative investments (i.e., economic losses over time).

Table 5-10: Buck Creek Cabin NPV Investment Analysis

Cabin Number CY 2013 Net Profit Investment Costs PV Net Profits Investment NPV
1 $17,816 $132,100 $616,916 $484,816
2 $14,763 $132,100 $511,205 $379,105
3 $13,364 $132,100 $462,754 $330,654
4 $11,138 $132,100 $385,673 $253,573
5 $9,421 $132,100 $326,211 $194,111
6 $7,958 $132,100 $275,558 $143,458
7 $6,686 $132,100 $231,512 $99,412
8 $6,050 $132,100 $209,489 $77,389
9 $5,477 $132,100 $189,668 $57,568
10 $4,905 $132,100 $169,847 $37,747
11 $4,587 $132,100 $158,836 $26,736
12 $4,015 $132,100 $139,015 $6,915
13 $3,315 $132,100 $114,789 ($17,311)
14 $2,806 $132,100 $97,171 ($34,929)
15 $2,552 $132,100 $88,362 ($43,738)
16 $2,361 $132,100 $81,755 ($50,345)
17 $1,979 $132,100 $68,541 ($63,559)
18 $1,471 $132,100 $50,923 ($81,177)
19 $1,280 $132,100 $44,316 ($87,784)
20 $580 $132,100 $20,090 ($112,010)
21 $199 $132,100 $6,876 ($125,224)
22 $71 $132,100 $2,472 ($129,628)
23 ($310) $132,100 ($10,742) ($142,842)
24 ($628) $132,100 ($21,754) ($153,854)
25 ($1,391) $132,100 ($48,181) ($180,281)
26 ($1,709) $132,100 ($59,193) ($191,293)
27 ($2,027) $132,100 ($70,204) ($202,304)

Source: Parks

t
Note: PV of Net Profits are calculated over a unit’s useful life as = (ﬁ) * {1 — [((i:f)) } where 1 = CY 2013 net

profit (cabin specific); r = discount rate, at 3.00 percent; g = growth rate, at 1.87 percent; t = useful life, at 45 years.
This equation is commonly used in finance to value a “growing annuity”.

As shown in Table 5-10, Buck Creek has 12 preferred cabins that would generate positive NPV,
or economic returns, from a renovation investment. By investing in these 12 cabins, Parks could
generate a total NPV of $2,091,484 over the life of these assets. Conversely, there are 5 cabins at
Buck Creek that produce a negative operating profit, let alone a negative investment NPV. If
Parks were to divest from these 5 cabins rather than renovate them, the Division would achieve
savings from avoiding operating losses over their useful life as well as from avoiding the up-
front renovation investment cost. The remaining 10 cabins, falling in the middle of the
distribution, are projected to result in a net operating profit, but would not garner returns
sufficient to achieve a positive NPV (i.e., operating profits would not be sufficient to pay back
the initial investment). Parks should carefully consider the operating position of this middle tier
of cabins given that profits are not high enough to justify renovation, from a purely financial
perspective, but they do earn a profit, and should be kept in operation if possible.
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Chart 5-4 shows a graphical display of the investment and disposition thresholds for Buck Creek
preferred cabins.

Chart 5-4: Buck Creek Cabin Investment Thresholds
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Chart 5-4 presents the same ranking of Buck Creek cabins by incremental nights sold, but now
overlays two thresholds. First, break-even net profit, as represented by the solid horizontal line,
is the minimum number of nights sold that a Buck Creek preferred cabin would need to produce
an operating profit. Every cabin with a count of nights sold above this line is profitable in the
current state. Second, break-even NPV, as represented by the dashed horizontal line, is the
minimum number of nights sold that a Buck Creek preferred cabin would need in order to realize
a positive economic return on renovation investment cost. Every cabin with a number of nights
sold above the second (dashed) line represents a positive NPV investment opportunity. Cabins
with a number of nights sold falling between the two thresholds do not have a recommendation
associated with them. Because of differences in cabin prices among the various parks, each park
and cabin type has its own specific breakeven thresholds.'”

"7 Break even equations solve for the number of nights sold that produce zero-values for the operating profit and
NPV equations, specific to a particular cabin type within an individual park:

Nights Sold for Break-Even Profit = (FP&E)
(ADR—UtL'lity Cost per Night Sold— {

Turn Cost per Stay })
Average Length of Stay.

Renovation Construction Costs
t
1+
(G5 o

{[ADR]—[Utility Cost per Night SOZd]_[(Ave

+FF&E

Nights Sold for Break-Even NPV = where r = discount rate; g

(Cost per Turn) }
rage Length of Stay)

= profit growth rate; t = useful life.
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Table 5-11 shows the summarized financial impact of pursuing positive NPV investment
opportunities across Parks’ portfolio of self-managed cabins. (See Appendix 5-1 for full detailed
operating profiles for each cabin property).

Table 5-11: Financial Impact of Cabin Renovation Investments

Park Inventory | Positive NPV | Total Investment PV Net Investment
Location Cabin Type Count Cabins Costs Profit NPV
Mohican Preferred 25 24 $3,170,400 $10,958,880 $7,788,480
Hocking Hills Preferred 31 25 $3,302,500 $10,458,786 $7,156,286
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 28 $3,698,800 $9,394,022 $5,695,222
Pymatuning Preferred 22 19 $2,509,900 $6,186,848 $3,676,948
Lake Hope Preferred 25 20 $2,642,000 $5,965,013 $3,323,013
Hocking Hills Premium 9 9 $1,188,900 $3,953,320 $2,764,420
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 14 $1,849.400 $4,124,899 $2,275,499
Dillon Preferred 14 10 $1,321,000 $3,567,398 $2,246,398
Buck Creek Preferred 27 12 $1,585,200 $3,676,684 $2,091,484
Dillon Premium 15 10 $1,321,000 $3,171,175 $1,850,175
Pike Lake Preferred 12 7 $924,700 $2,161,394 $1,236,694

Pymatuning Premium 1 1 $132,100 $711,636 $579,536
Pymatuning Basic 31 7 $924,700 $1,197,522 $272,822
Cowan Lake Premium 2 2 $264,200 $525,106 $260,906
Pike Lake Basic 12 1 $132,100 $158,287 $26,187
Total N/A 292 189 $24,966,900 $66,210,969 | $41,244,069

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-11, Parks has the opportunity to immediately improve the economic
position of the majority of its cabins through renovations that extend useful life. Further, 189 of
292 cabins have the opportunity to generate positive investment NPV; an immediate value gain
of $41,244,069, realized over 45 years, the expected useful life of this type of asset.
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In addition to identifying positive NPV projects, the analysis also identified cabins producing
negative operating profits. These are cabins whose removal and disposition could improve Parks’
total operating profit. Full cabin-level detail of the analysis can be found in Appendix 5-1. A
park-level summary of cabins identified as having negative operating profit is found in Table 5-

12.
Table 5-12: Financial Impact of Cabin Divestment
Negative NPV of
Park Current | Operating Renovation PV of Avoided Avoided Cost
Location Cabin Type | Inventory Cabins Cost Avoided Loss & Loss

Pymatuning Basic 31 9 $1,188,900 $291,768 $1,480,668
Pike Lake Basic 12 7 $924,700 $158,275 $1,082,975
Buck Creek Preferred 27 5 $660,500 $210,074 $870,574
Cowan Lake Preferred 25 3 $396,300 $135,310 $531,610
Lake Hope Woodburner 41 2 $264,200 $79,026 $343,226
Hocking Hills Preferred 31 1 $132,100 $68,690 $200,790
Lake Hope Preferred 25 1 $132,100 $45,504 $177,604
Pike Lake Preferred 12 1 $132,100 $6,668 $138,768
Total N/A 292 29 $3,830,900 $995,315 $4,826,215

Source: Parks; OPT Analysis

As shown in Table 5-12, 29 of 292 cabins are currently operated at a loss. Disposing of these 29
cabins rather than investing in renovations produces a positive financial impact from two
sources: first, avoiding renovation costs, a one-time total of $3,830,900; and second, avoiding
operating losses over 45 years with a PV of $995,315. The positive NPV from these two factors

is $4,826,215.
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Conclusion:

Parks’ cabins are user-paid amenities that currently provide a substantial source of operating
revenue for the Division. However, through active management and careful financial evaluation,
especially when considering investment opportunities, Parks can further improve the profitability
of its cabin operation. Investment in positive NPV cabin renovations coupled with divestment
from cabins that operate at a loss will not only provide significant ROI, but will also allow Parks
to free up resources that otherwise would have been allocated to poor financial investments.

Recommendation 5.1: Parks should develop an ongoing framework for evaluating cabin
operating performance as well as for evaluating cabin investment opportunities. Doing so
will require the Division to routinely monitor, measure, and evaluate incremental
profitability at both the park location and cabin level. Profitability analysis should be used
to not only guide day-to-day operating decisions, but should also be used to maximize the
profitability of investment returns and the cost avoidance associated with divestment
decisions.

Financial Implication 5.1: As shown in Table 5-11, targeting investment dollars toward
positive NPV cabins could result in an immediate value gain of $41,244,069, or an IRR of 9.2
percent, realized over 45 years, the expected useful life of this type of asset. In simplified terms,
the targeted initial investment of $24,966,900 would result in annual operating profits ranging
from $1,912,084 to $4,320,603 with an average annual net impact of $2,403,367. Further, as
shown in Table 5-12, disposing of the 29 cabins experiencing an operating loss rather than
investing in renovations results in a one-time cost avoidance of $3,830,900 and also avoids
operating losses of $2,001,099 over 45 years, or an average annual cost avoidance of $44,469.
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Full Hook-Up Investment Assessment

Background

As previously noted, Parks’ capital budget allocation for the FY 2014-16 biennium includes
significant appropriations for campground upgrades and renovations. The most recent estimates
are that this will involve $10 million for campgrounds, but the exact investment allocations are
still being evaluated. ODNR and Division leadership are determining which of the 9,113
campsites will provide the best value internally (e.g., improved revenue operating efficiencies)
and externally (e.g., meeting customer demand for full hook-up campsites where that demand
occurs).

Methodology

This sub-section, Full Hook-Up Investment Assessment, seeks to identify positive ROI
opportunities for upgrading existing electric campsites to full hook-up campsites in “tier 1”
parks.'”® Construction cost estimate information was obtained from Parks while campsite
occupancy, revenue, and dates and length of stay information was obtained from Parks’
reservation system. Cost estimates for utilities expenses were based on data from the U.S.
Energy Information Administration (EIA). Profitability analysis focuses primarily on CY 2013,
the last full year of operational data available.

The analysis first focuses on the current-state profitability of full hook-up campsites by location
and then by average unit by location. The analysis then focuses on the incremental profitability
contribution of each campsite using East Harbor full hook-up campsites as an example. Depth of
demand for new full hook-up campsites is estimated by extrapolating from sales trends observed
in CY 2013. As new full hook-up sites are assumed to be created by upgrading existing electric
campsites, the analysis quantifies and incorporates the opportunity costs of taking the electric
campsites offline. Using the incremental profitability framework, the analysis then evaluates a
financially optimized full hook-up campsite operation that maximizes investment ROI, measured
in terms of NPV. The analysis quantifies the impact of investing in full hook-up campsites with
positive ROIs.

Analysis

Campsite Upgrade Cost

Parks plans to install new full hook-up campsites as upgrades to its existing stock of electric
campsites. By using existing electrical service and concrete pads wherever possible, costs and

construction complexity can be reduced. For example, in CY 2014 Grand Lake St. Marys
upgraded existing electric campsites to full hook-up sites in this manner. The cost of extending

'8 The Division informally categorizes all parks into 1 of 3 tiers. Tier 1 parks are defined as having a national
interest and a broad statewide group of users. There are currently 24 parks categorized as tier 1, and they are
generally the most popular parks, with the highest visitation and considerable development in terms of lodges,
cabins, and large campgrounds.
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lines and adding water and sewer to 13 electric campsites for this project was $55,199.83 or an
average of $4,246.14 per unit. Given that this is the most recent available actual cost, and
proposed upgrades will be based on a similar condition, an upgrade cost of $4,246.14 per unit is
used in this analysis.

It is expected that there will be more variance across the state in the final construction costs
Parks incurs to install full hook-up sites than in the final costs of cabin renovations, due mainly
to differences in existing utilities infrastructure. As no detailed estimating or formal construction
bidding was completed at the time of the performance audit, the actual experience of Grand Lake
St. Marys represents the most definitive cost estimate available at the time of the completion of
this analysis.

Campsite Operating Expense

As was the case with cabins, historical data on full hook-up operating expenses was not readily
available. Operating expenses, including FF&E, turn, and utilities expense, are partly driven by
campsite utilization and partly driven by a fixed schedule over time.

e FF&E Expense — The Cabin Investment Analysis sub-section defined these expenses
as movable furniture, fixtures, and equipment that have no permanent connection to the
structure of a building. Items relevant to full hook-up campsites that fit the spirit of this
definition are fire pits, picnic tables, and paving on the parking pad. Grand Lake St.
Marys furnished a work order for 14 concrete pads totaling $2,356.09, or a cost of $157
per unit. Assuming the additional cost of a picnic table and fire pit is $600, for a total of
$757 in FF&E costs, and further assuming that these outdoor items are replaced on a 10
year schedule, the analysis will utilize a rough estimate of $75.70 per year for full hook-
up FF&E.

e Turn and Utilities Expense — Turn expense in the context of campsites represents the
labor expense of cleaning and landscaping sites between guest stays. Utilities expense
represents the electricity, water, and sewer expense incurred during each guest stay.
These expenses are variable, based on the actual customer utilization of each campsite.
For example, little to no utilities or turn expense is incurred if a campsite goes unused
over a time-period. Parks accounting and timekeeping systems are not designed to
capture a per campsite level of detail to easily and directly assess the actual cost incurred
for these activities. The turn expenses are assumed to be incurred by Natural Resource
Specialist employees who earned an average of $9.44 per hour, including benefits and
unemployment costs, in FY 2012-13. Assuming 30 minutes of their labor to turn a site,
the analysis assumes turn costs of $4.72 per stay at all campsites. The U.S. Energy
Information Administration (EIA) captures several statistics useful for estimating
campsite utilities expense. Per the EIA, the average price commercial customers in Ohio
paid in August 2014 was $.0986 per kilowatt hour (kWh). EIA also collects data on
average household consumption of electricity, which was 29.8 kWh per day in Ohio.
Daily utility costs of regular electrified campsites are estimated by multiplying the
average consumption by the average price to arrive at $3.94 per night sold. Full hook-up
campers are assumed to draw approximately 50 percent more power than electric
campers, due to higher energy consumption associated with larger RVs; estimated at
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$4.41 per night sold. Further, Parks leadership estimated water and sewer expense to be
an additional $1.00 per night sold. The net result is a total full hook-up utility expense of
$5.41 per night sold.

Campsite Operating Revenue

Operating revenue is the gross receipts Parks receives from overnight customers, and is a
function of the number of nights sold and prices paid. Nights sold, date and length of reservation,
and revenue are tracked by individual campsite within the reservation system. The availability of
these data points at the campsite-level allows for a detailed calculation of occupancy, ADR,
RevPAR and total revenue. In addition, by aggregating individual campsite performance, the
number of sell-out nights can also be calculated as a measure of peak demand for each park
location.

Table 5-13 shows full hook-up campsite key operating statistics by park location for CY 2013.

Including the park location data allows for a comparative evaluation of the relative popularity of
full hook-up campsites across parks.

Table 5-13: Full Hook-Up Key Operating Statistics CY 2013

Inventory Occupancy Sell-Out Total

Park Location Count Rate ADR RevPAR Nights Revenue
Alum Creek 3 46% $35.93 $16.38 122 $17,931
East Fork 7 33% $33.10 $10.87 46 $27,770
East Harbor 23 41% $33.14 $13.65 76 $114,560
Geneva 3 44% $33.29 $14.53 140 $15,911
Indian Lake 13 45% $35.13 $15.66 68 $74,293
Mohican 32 40% $38.19 $15.37 10 $179,579
Punderson 5 34% $34.19 $11.65 54 $21,269
Pymatuning 18 29% $32.27 $9.36 10 $61,465
Rocky Fork 44 36% $33.30 $11.87 2 $190,622
Salt Fork 20 48% $34.91 $16.67 38 $115,585
South Bass Island 10 31% $32.35 $10.04 38 $36,656
West Branch 29 44% $32.16 $14.02 56 $148,404

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-13, location is an important driver of campsite performance. For example,
Pymatuning has less than half the inventory count of Rocky Fork, yet Rocky Fork is able to
charge an ADR of $1.03 more per night and still achieve higher occupancy and RevPAR.

Campsite Operating Profit
Though the preceding analysis can be used to draw conclusions about the relative popularity and
earning performance of parks with full hook-up units, focusing on campground profitability is

the next level of analysis required to build toward an identification of high potential ROI
opportunities.
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Table 5-14 shows total revenue, expenses, and operating profit by park location for full hook-up
campsites in CY 2013.

Table 5-14: Full Hook-Up Property Operating Profit CY 2013

Inventory Total Utilities Turn FF&E Operating
Park Location Count Revenue Expense Expense Expense Profit

Rocky Fork 44 $190,622 $30,972 $6,950 $3,331 $149,368
Mohican 32 $179,579 $25,438 $5,708 $2,422 $146,010
West Branch 29 $148,404 $24,962 $5,602 $2,195 $115,645
Salt Fork 20 $115,585 $17,913 $4,020 $1,514 $92,139
East Harbor 23 $114,560 $18,702 $4,197 $1,741 $89,920
Indian Lake 13 $74,293 $11,442 $2,568 $984 $59,299
Pymatuning 18 $61,465 $10,306 $2,313 $1,363 $47,484
South Bass Island 10 $36,656 $6,130 $1,376 $757 $28,394
East Fork 7 $27,770 $4,539 $1,019 $530 $21,683
Punderson 5 $21,269 $3,365 $755 $379 $16,770
Alum Creek 3 $17,931 $2,700 $606 $227 $14,398
Geneva 3 $15,911 $2,586 $580 $227 $12,518

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-14, at the park level, all full hook-up campsites are currently profitable.
Full hook-up sites at Rocky Fork generate the largest total profit, at $149,368. However, without
assessing per-unit profitability, it is difficult to conclude whether a park’s ranking in total
operating profit is due to performance or simply due to a higher inventory count.

Table 5-15 shows average operating profit per unit by park location for CY 2013.

Table 5-15: Average Operating Profit per Full Hook-Up CY 2013

Avg. Avg.
Inventory Avg. Utilities Avg. Turn Avg. FF&E Operating

Park Location Count Revenue Expense Expense Expense Profit
Alum Creek 3 $5,977 $900 $202 $76 $4,799
Salt Fork 20 $5,779 $896 $201 $76 $4,607
Mohican 32 $5,612 $795 $178 $76 $4,563
Indian Lake 13 $5,715 $880 $198 $76 $4,561
Geneva 3 $5,304 $862 $193 $76 $4,173
West Branch 29 $5,117 $861 $193 $76 $3,988
East Harbor 23 $4,981 $813 $182 $76 $3,910
Rocky Fork 44 $4,332 $704 $158 $76 $3,395
Punderson 5 $4,254 $673 $151 $76 $3,354
East Fork 7 $3,967 $648 $146 $76 $3,098
South Bass Island 10 $3,666 $613 $138 $76 $2,839
Pymatuning 18 $3,415 $573 $128 $76 $2,638

Source: Parks
As shown in Table 5-15, when park locations are ranked by average operating profit per unit,

Alum Creek’s three units are the most profitable. Though analyzing operating profit in terms of
average units is informative to overall performance and profitability, it remains a step removed
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from an actual evaluation of ROI by unit. This is due to the fact that not all units within a park
are equally profitable. It is therefore necessary to employ the type of incremental profitability
analysis introduced in the Cabin Investment Analysis sub-section.

East Harbor Full Hook-Up Profitability Example *°

Performing a detailed evaluation of a single site demonstrates not only that performance is
naturally uneven across park locations, but also that individual campsites within a location can

deviate from the park average in terms of profitability.

Chart 5-5 shows East Harbor’s incremental nights sold by full hook-up campsite for CY 2013.

Chart 5-5: East Harbor Incremental Nights Sold by Full Hook-Up CY 2013
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Source: Parks
Note: Campsite numbers, shown on the 5-axis, are a generic numbering system corresponding to the incremental
nights sold methodology rather than the campsite naming scheme shown in Parks’ reservation system.

As shown in Chart 5-5, the decline in East Harbor’s incremental nights sold follows a much
flatter trajectory than seen in the similar analysis of Buck Creek cabins (see Table 5-5). However
once the decline in nights sold begins, around Campsite #20, the trend in sales drops off sharply.

' East Harbor was selected on the basis of its full hook-up operating performance falling in the middle of the range
for both average and total operating profit.
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Table 5-16 shows the impact of the incremental nights sold methodology on East Harbor’s
incremental net profit by full hook-up campsite for CY 2013. Ranking campsites within a
property by incremental nights sold and incremental operating profits allows for analyzing
individual campsite performance in a way that leads to identification of high-potential
investments.

Table 5-16: East Harbor Incremental Net Profit by Full Hook-Up CY 2013

Campsite Total Utilities Turn FF&E
Number Nights Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Net Profit
1 176 $5,832 $952 $214 $76 $4,591
2 175 $5,799 $947 $212 $76 $4,564
3 173 $5,733 $936 $210 $76 $4,511
4 172 $5,700 $931 $209 $76 $4,485
5 169 $5,600 $914 $205 $76 $4,405
6 167 $5,534 $903 $203 $76 $4,352
7 166 $5,501 $898 $202 $76 $4,326
8 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $76 $4,273
9 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $76 $4,273
10 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $76 $4,193
11 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $76 $4,193
12 159 $5,269 $860 $193 $76 $4,140
13 157 $5,203 $849 $191 $76 $4,087
14 153 $5,070 $828 $186 $76 $3,981
15 151 $5,004 $817 $183 $76 $3,928
16 147 $4,871 $795 $178 $76 $3,822
17 142 $4,706 $768 $172 $76 $3,689
18 141 $4,673 $763 $171 $76 $3,663
19 138 $4,573 $747 $168 $76 $3,583
20 131 $4,341 $709 $159 $76 $3,398
21 119 $3,943 $644 $144 $76 $3,080
22 95 $3,148 $§514 $115 $76 $2,443
23 76 $2,519 $411 $92 $76 $1,939
Property Total 3,457 $114,560 $18,702 $4,197 $1,741 $89,920

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-16, property total performance is the same as previously shown (e.g., total
revenue, expenses, and net profit shown in Table 5-14), but focusing on incremental net profit
highlights significant differences in campsite-level profitability. For example, East Harbor’s
most profitable full hook-up produces a net profit of $4,591, $2,652 more, or more than twice as
much as the park’s least profitable full hook-up. The least utilized and least profitable campsite
within a park is defined as its marginal unit. The presence of a $1,939 profit in Campsite #23, the
marginal unit, indicates that demand at East Harbor may be strong enough to add additional full
hook-up inventory and still earn a net profit.
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Table 5-17 shows net profit per full hook-up campsite marginal unit by park location and for CY
2013.

Table 5-17: Full Hook-up Properties Net Profit per Marginal Unit CY 2013

Marginal Nights Total Utilities Turn FF&E Net
Park Location Unit Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Profit
Geneva 3 140 $4,660 $757 $170 $76 $3,657
Alum Creek 3 122 $4,384 $660 $148 $76 $3,500
East Harbor 23 76 $2,519 $411 $92 $76 $1,939
Indian Lake 13 68 $2,389 $368 $83 $76 $1,862
Punderson 5 54 $1,846 $292 $66 $76 $1,413
West Branch 29 56 $1,801 $303 $68 §76 $1,355
East Fork 7 46 $1,523 $249 $56 §76 $1,142
Salt Fork 20 38 $1,327 $206 $46 $76 $999
South Bass Island 10 38 $1,229 $206 $46 $76 $902
Mohican 32 10 $382 $54 $12 $76 $240
Pymatuning 18 10 $323 $54 $12 $76 $181
Rocky Fork 44 2 $67 $11 $2 $76 ($22)

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-17, only one campground, Rocky Fork, has an unprofitable marginal full
hook-up campsite. This situation is in contrast to cabin marginal units (shown in Table 5-9 of
Cabin Investment Analysis), where there were eight cabin locations with at least one
unprofitable cabin. As such, Table 5-17 only rules out the potential for adding full hook-up
campsites at one of the eleven parks with existing inventory, Rocky Fork. However, it is
premature to conclude that investment in the eleven parks with profitable marginal units would
result in positive ROI without further analysis of both the net profit and the NPV of the
investment for each incremental unit within those parks. Additionally, because the full hook-up
investment analysis is evaluating the addition of full hook-up sites beyond existing inventory via
upgrades to existing electric campsites, two additional factors must inform the ROI calculations:
a projection of sales for the new units and an accounting for the opportunity costs of otherwise
having continued to operate existing electric sites that will now be replaced.
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Campsite Sales Projections

Unlike the Cabin Investment Analysis sub-section, the analysis of full hook-up campsites must
evaluate the addition of sites in excess of current inventory. To estimate revenues for these
additional campsites, sales trends in existing campgrounds are extrapolated based on the
trajectory of the last few incremental campsites. The example of East Harbor demonstrates the
approach of extrapolating sales.

Chart 5-6 shows East Harbor’s incremental nights sold by full hook-up site for CY 2013.

Chart 5-6: East Harbor Incremental Nights Sold by Full Hook-Up CY 2013
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As shown in Chart 5-6, incremental nights sold in East Harbor’s full hook-up sites follow a two-
part trend: a slow decline in nights sold as campsite numbers increase followed by a much
sharper decline starting at the 20™ site. The latter part of the trend can be used to project the
impact on nights sold of adding additional inventory.
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Chart 5-7 shows the same East Harbor incremental nights sold by full hook-up campsite for CY
2013, but isolates the two distinct trends (Phase 1 and Phase 2) in the data by fitting lines using a

least-squares regression calculation.

Chart 5-7: East Harbor Incremental Nights Sold with Fitted Lines CY 2013
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Note: Equation for Phase 2 fitted line is Incremental Nights Sold = 512 — 18.9*Campsite #.

As shown in Chart 5-7, the two fitted lines approximate the underlying nights sold data in a
reasonable manner.”” The slope of the line fitted to Phase 2, (18.9), is used to project sales
beyond East Harbor’s existing units. Interpreting a slope of (18.9) simply means that each
additional full hook-up site added will have approximately 19 fewer incremental nights sold than

the preceding site.

2 The R-squared, a statistical measure of how well a fitted line approximates the real data points, values of Phase 1
and Phase 2 in East Harbor are 96.7 percent and 98.5 percent respectively. The same analysis carried out across

other parks produced no R-squared values less than 93.0 percent.
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Table 5-18 shows both phases as they apply to East Harbor full hook-up campsites as well as the
extrapolation methodology for the addition of new sites (i.e., sales projection).

Table 5-18: East Harbor Full Hook-Up Sales Projection

Campsite Number Nights Sold Trend Description
1 176 Phase 1
2 175 Phase 1
3 173 Phase 1
4 172 Phase 1
5 169 Phase 1
6 167 Phase 1
7 166 Phase 1
8 164 Phase 1
9 164 Phase 1
10 161 Phase 1
11 161 Phase 1
12 159 Phase 1
13 157 Phase 1
14 153 Phase 1
15 151 Phase 1
16 147 Phase 1
17 142 Phase 1
18 141 Phase 1
19 138 Phase 1
20 131 Phase 2
21 119 Phase 2
22 95 Phase 2
23 76 Phase 2
24 57 Sales Projection
25 38 Sales Projection
26 19 Sales Projection
27 0 Sales Projection

Source: Parks
Note: Shaded rows represent sales projections for additional full hook-up campsites where nights sold is
extrapolated at a rate of 19 fewer sales for every additional campsite added.

As shown in Table 5-18, extrapolating from the Phase 2 trend, East Harbor can only add four
additional full hook-up campsites before incremental nights sold reaches zero.

Similar sales projections were run for the remaining 11 full hook-up campgrounds, and the
trends observed were generally very similar to East Harbor. Almost all campgrounds show a
two-part trend: first (i.e., Part 1) a slow and steady decline in incremental nights sold as units are
added, then a sharper sales decline in the last incremental units (i.e., Part 2). The implication of
these calculations is that most parks with existing full hook-up sites have reached a saturation
point, after which they have experienced sharply diminishing returns in nights sold. The only
exceptions to this trend are Alum Creek and Geneva, both of which have only 3 full hook-up
sites in existing inventory, and neither of which is yet showing any sharp decline in nights sold.
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In addition to evaluating the impact of adding additional sites to campgrounds with existing full
hook-up sites, the analysis also evaluates addition of full hook-up sites to campgrounds with no
currently existing inventory. In the latter case, sales cannot be estimated by projecting a current
campground’s trends, since there are no full hook-up sales from which to extrapolate. Instead,
analysis employs a methodology of matching campgrounds with similar characteristics. For
parks with no current inventory of full hook-up campsites, the most reasonable way to predict
demand is to identify another park that is achieving similar performance in its electric
campground, but also has full hook-up sites in its inventory. The performance of full hook-up
campsites in the matching park becomes a proxy to predict full hook-up sales in the first park.
For example, Hocking Hills currently has no full hook-up campsites, but the profile of its electric
campsites closely resembles Mohican’s electric campsites, and Mohican does have an inventory
of full hook-up campsites, which can inform sales projections for Hocking Hills.

Table 5-19 shows Hocking Hills and Mohican electric campground operating statistics for CY
2013.

Table 5-19: Hocking Hills and Mohican Electric Campground CY 2013

Inventory Total
Park Location Count Occupancy ADR RevPAR Total Revenue
Hocking Hills 152 34% $28.16 $9.65 $535,402
Mohican 118 33% $30.29 $9.94 $427,915

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-19, Hocking Hills” and Mohican’s electric campgrounds are similar across
dimensions such as inventory, total occupancy, ADR, and RevPAR. This similarity between
electric campgrounds is a strong indication that Hocking Hills should expect any new full hook-
up campsites to perform on par with Mohican’s existing full hook-up inventory. For the purpose
of the full hook-up analysis, sales of any full hook-ups added at Hocking Hills are modeled
exactly after Mohican’s full hook-up inventory.

This park-matching methodology is carried out for the remaining 23 tier-1 parks that do not
currently have any full hook-up inventory (i.e., 11 locations). Additionally, since Alum Creek
and Geneva have only 3 full hook-up sites each, the sales of those parks are estimated with the
matching methodology rather than attempt to extrapolate trends from 3 units. The full list of best
matches is shown in Table 5-20. The weighting scheme used to produce the most accurate
matches involved first identifying pools of parks with similar RevPAR statistics, then finding the
closest match in terms of inventory count from within that pool. The first park listed in each
pairing is a park with no full hook-up inventory that requires a sales estimate. The second park
listed in each pairing is the closest match to the first park, on the basis of electric campgrounds,
among the pool of parks with existing full hook-up inventory.
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Table 5-20: Electric Campground Pairings

Campsite Inventory Total Total

Park Location Category Count Occupancy ADR RevPAR Revenue
Alum Creek Electric Premium 31 28% $30.29 $8.49 $96,053
Pymatuning Electric Premium 29 29% $26.28 $7.49 $79,314
Burr Oak Electric 18 19% $22.90 $4.28 $26,583
Punderson Electric 176 12% $25.35 $2.99 $192,291
Caesar Creek Electric 279 13% $27.53 $3.58 $364,687
East Fork Electric 372 10% $26.42 $2.76 $374,248
Cowan Lake Electric 233 17% $27.45 $4.55 $387,036
East Fork Electric 372 10% $26.42 $2.76 $374,248
Deer Creek Electric 224 23% $27.31 $6.41 $524,394
Salt Fork Electric 192 23% $26.24 $6.00 $420,356
Dillon Electric 178 18% $24.07 $4.25 $276,301
Rocky Fork Electric 96 17% $24.49 $4.24 $148,695
Geneva Electric 89 25% $28.44 $7.03 $228.262
West Branch Electric 150 27% $26.36 $7.15 $391,500
Hocking Hills Electric 152 34% $28.16 $9.65 $535,402
Mohican Electric 118 33% $30.29 $9.94 $427,915
Hueston Woods Electric 242 17% $24.42 $4.14 $365,691
East Fork Electric 372 10% $26.42 $2.76 $374,248
Lake Hope Electric 44 17% $21.78 $3.80 $61,101
Punderson Electric 176 12% $25.35 $2.99 $192,291
Lake Loramie Electric Premium 44 36% $26.26 $9.33 $146,407
Pymatuning Electric Premium 29 29% $26.28 $7.49 $79,314
Maumee Bay Electric 246 24% $27.31 $6.56 $589,253
Salt Fork Electric 192 23% $26.24 $6.00 $420,356
Shawnee Electric 100 14% $22.79 $3.08 $112,481
South Bass Island Non-Electric 119 14% $27.75 $3.97 $172,511

Source: Parks
Note: Alum Creek and Geneva currently each have 3 full hook-up sites, but that inventory is too small to adequately
project trends forward, and so the matching methodology is used to model their sales.

As shown in Table 5-20, most parks under analysis have a reasonable match from which full
hook-up sales can be confidently modeled. Burr Oak is the one exception of a park without a
satisfactory match, and therefore was paired with the lowest performing full hook-up
campground, Punderson.
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Campsite Opportunity Cost

Another variable that needs to be accounted for in full hook-up campsite additions is the concept
of opportunity costs. Full hook-up campsites evaluated in this analysis are effectively built on
top of (i.e., replacing) existing electric campsites. If the full hook-up nights sold are completely
incremental to electric campsite sales, no adjustment is needed. There are many instances in the
parks, however, of a campgrounds’ entire inventory of electric campsites selling out on a given
night. If the electric campsites are taken offline and replaced with full hook-ups, the profits of the
full hook-ups must be offset by the forgone incremental profit on the electric campsites.

The full hook-up ROI analysis accounts for this factor by calculating the annual incremental
profit of every electrical campsite in the parks where the addition of full hook-up sites are being
evaluated. Electric campsites are replaced by full hook-up sites in order from least profitable
marginal units to more profitable marginal units. As increasing numbers of full hook-up
campsites are added at a particular park, they will cut into the sales of progressively more
profitable electric campsites. Therefore, the effect of opportunity costs is more pronounced in
some locations than others, due to varying demand for electric campsites.

Table 5-21 shows a summary of net operating profits / (losses) for CY 2013 for the marginal

unit at each electric campground where full hook-up additions are being evaluated. This analysis
helps to show where current opportunity costs are generally highest and lowest.

Table 5-21: Electric Campsite Profitability by Marginal Unit CY 2013

Marginal | Nights | Total Utilities Turn FF&E Net
Park Location Campsite Type Unit Sold | Revenue | Expense | Expense | Expense | Profit
East Harbor Electric Premium 120 26 $814 $102 $37 $76 $598
Alum Creek Electric Premium 31 23 $697 $91 $33 $76 $497
Indian Lake Electric Premium 45 21 $575 $83 $30 $76 $387
West Branch Electric 150 17 $448 $67 $28 $76 $278
Geneva Electric 89 13 $370 $51 $21 $76 $222
Lake Loramie Electric Premium 44 14 $368 $55 $20 $76 $217
Deer Creek Electric 224 7 $191 $28 $11 $76 $76
South Bass Island Non-Electric 119 5 $139 $0 $12 $76 $51
Hocking Hills Electric 152 4 $113 $16 $7 $76 $15
Maumee Bay Electric 246 4 $109 $16 $7 $76 $11
Caesar Creek Electric 279 3 $83 $12 $5 $76 ($10)
Rocky Fork Electric 96 3 $73 $12 $5 $76 (%$19)
Burr Oak Electric 18 1 $23 $4 $2 $76 ($58)
Cowan Lake Electric 233 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (3$76)
Dillon Electric 178 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
East Fork Electric 372 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Hueston Woods Electric 242 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (3$76)
Lake Hope Electric 44 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Mohican Electric 118 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Punderson Electric 176 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Pymatuning Electric Premium 29 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Salt Fork Electric 192 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (%76)
Shawnee Electric 100 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($76)

Source: Parks

Page | 36




Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

As shown in Table 5-21, there is wide variation in the profitability of marginal electric campsites
across the parks in the analysis. In over half the parks, the marginal electric campsite is not
profitable. This means that constructing a full hook-up campsite on top of the marginal electric
site would not entail any opportunity costs. East Harbor, conversely, has a very profitable
marginal unit that produced 26 incremental nights sold in CY 2013. The first additional full
hook-up campsite built at East Harbor would be subject to $598 in opportunity cost, and
additional units built would be progressively more expensive in terms of opportunity cost.

Campsite Profitability Projections
With projections of sales established and opportunity costs estimated, the components are
available to calculate the profitability of new full hook-up campsites in the same manner that was

previously done for existing inventory (as seen in the East Harbor example in Table 5-16).

Table 5-22, returning to the East Harbor example, shows projected net profits by incremental
full hook-up campsites if inventory were added beyond the current inventory of 23 units.

Table 5-22: East Harbor Incremental Net Profit Projection by Full Hook-Up

Campsite Nights Total Utilities Turn FF&E Opportunity
Number Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Cost Net Profit
1 176 $5,832 $952 $214 $76 $0 $4,591
2 175 $5,799 $947 $212 $76 $0 $4,564
3 173 $5,733 $936 $210 $76 $0 $4,511
4 172 $5,700 $931 $209 $76 $0 $4,485
5 169 $5,600 $914 $205 $76 $0 $4,405
6 167 $5,534 $903 $203 $76 $0 $4,352
7 166 $5,501 $898 $202 $76 $0 $4,326
8 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $76 $0 $4,273
9 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $76 $0 $4,273
10 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $76 $0 $4,193
11 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $76 $0 $4,193
12 159 $5,269 $860 $193 $76 $0 $4,140
13 157 $5,203 $849 $191 $76 $0 $4,087
14 153 $5,070 $828 $186 $76 $0 $3,981
15 151 $5,004 $817 $183 $76 $0 $3,928
16 147 $4,871 $795 $178 $76 $0 $3,822
17 142 $4,706 $768 $172 $76 $0 $3,689
18 141 $4,673 $763 $171 $76 $0 $3,663
19 138 $4,573 $747 $168 $76 $0 $3,583
20 131 $4,341 $709 $159 $76 $0 $3,398
21 119 $3,943 $644 $144 $76 $0 $3,080
22 95 $3,148 $514 $115 $76 $0 $2,443
23 76 $2,519 $411 $92 $76 $0 $1,939
24 57 $1,889 $308 $69 $76 $598 $837
25 38 $1,259 $206 $46 $76 $650 $282
26 19 $630 $103 $23 $76 $702 ($274)
27 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $702 ($778)

Source: Parks
Note: Shaded rows represent projected net profit of additional full hook-up campsites.
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As shown in the last four rows of Table 5-22, East Harbor can sustain the addition of only two
full hook-up campsites before the next incremental unit (Campsite #26) produces a negative net
profit. The presence of opportunity costs hurt the new campsites’ net profit to a degree, but the
real driver of declining profitability in the new units is the sales trend. The negative trend in
incremental nights sold that begins with Campsite #20 quickly propels revenue toward
unprofitable levels. Note that even if opportunity costs were to disappear, Cabin #27 would still
produce a negative net profit of ($76) due to lack of sales.

Other parks with existing inventories of full hook-up sites also display a pattern of net profit
quickly declining to negative levels as additional sites are considered, resulting from sharp
downward trends in nights sold. Parks with low or non-existent inventories of full hook-up sites,
conversely, generally show a large potential for profit arising from the addition of new sites.
Maumee Bay is one such example.

Table 5-23 shows Maumee Bay’s projected incremental operating profits by full hook-up site.

Because there was no established full hook-up sales trend in the park, Maumee Bay’s
incremental nights sold by campsite is modeled after Salt Fork.

Table 5-23: Maumee Bay Incremental Net Profit Projection by Full Hook-Up

Campsite Nights Total Utilities Turn FF&E Opportunity
Number Sold Revenue Expense Expense Expense Cost Net Profit
1 215 $7,342 $1,163 $261 $76 $11 $5,831
2 213 $7,274 $1,152 $259 $76 $120 $5,667
3 210 $7,172 $1,136 $255 $76 $142 $5,563
4 208 $7,103 $1,125 $253 $76 $185 $5,464
5 203 $6,932 $1,098 $246 $76 $229 $5,283
6 199 $6,796 $1,077 $242 $76 $272 $5,130
7 195 $6,659 $1,055 $237 $76 $316 $4,976
8 193 $6,591 $1,044 $234 $76 $359 $4,878
9 189 $6,454 $1,022 $229 $76 $359 $4,768
10 186 $6,352 $1,006 $226 $76 $381 $4,663
11 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $76 $424 $4,400
12 173 $5,908 $936 $210 $76 $468 $4,218
13 165 $5,635 $893 $200 $76 $468 $3,998
14 156 $5,327 $844 $189 $76 $490 $3,729
15 146 $4,986 $790 $177 $76 $490 $3,453
16 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $76 $490 $3,151
17 121 $4,132 $655 $147 $76 $490 $2,765
18 106 $3,620 $573 $129 $76 $490 $2,352
19 82 $2,800 $444 $100 $76 $490 $1,692
20 38 $1,298 $206 $46 $76 $490 $481
21 24 $820 $130 $29 $76 $533 $52
22 10 $342 $54 $12 $76 $533 ($334)
23 0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $555 ($631)

Source: Parks
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As shown in Table 5-23, the depth of demand at Maumee Bay can sustain 21 full hook-up
campsites at profitable levels. Starting at $11.00 and quickly ramping up, opportunity costs are
present and hamper profitability across all campsites, but not to the degree seen in East Harbor.
The projected incremental profits shown across Maumee Bay’s campsites indicate potential for
positive ROI, but a final determination requires calculating the NPV of construction costs and
net profits over the useful lives of each unit.

Campsite Investment NPV Results

As previously noted, to adequately inform investment decisions, the NPV calculations in the
analysis must be run at the level of individual campsites. The operational inputs that underlie the
NPV calculations, such as sales projections, incremental net profits and construction costs, have
been developed in the prior analysis tables. However, several financial modeling assumptions
still require attention to assure the NPV analysis is realistically describing Parks’ investment
opportunity in full hook-up campsites. With the exception of the useful life estimate, the
financing assumptions used in analyzing full hook-up campsites are the same as those used in the
Cabin Investment Analysis, and include:

e Discount Rate — This is the opportunity cost of the State of Ohio investing capital funds
in Parks cabins rather than buying down State-issued debt. This analysis uses a discount
rate of 3.00 percent, which is equal to the average of the high and low prevailing yields
on AAA-rated 30-year municipal bonds during October 2014.*'

e Useful Life — Using the DAS estimate of 30 years, new full hook-up campsites are
assumed to last for 30 years, after which they are assumed to have no residual value.

e Cash Flow Growth Rate — This is the rate at which cash flow is expected to increase
each year due to price increases over time. CY 2015 prices are projected to remain flat;
commensurate with prices charged for CY 2013 and CY 2014.” This analysis assumes
that starting in CY 2016 cabin prices will increase at least at a level commensurate with
inflation. Therefore, a 1.87 percent annual growth rate, based on the Federal Reserve
Bank of Cleveland’s 10-year inflation expectations from October 2014, has been applied.

Table 5-24 shows the investment NPV generated by each full hook-up campsite at Maumee Bay.
Campsites that return a positive NPV represent positive investment (i.e., economic gains over
time) while those that do not represent negative investments (i.e., economic losses over time).

2! Bloomberg Valuation Services series BVMB30Y:IND

22 During the course of the audit administrative rules governing overnight accommodation prices were reviewed and
re-submitted in accordance with the regular five-year review. Parks did not propose any price increases for the vast
majority of accommodations.
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Table 5-24: Maumee Bay Full Hook-Up NPV Investment Analysis

Campsite Number | CY 2013 Net Profit | Construction Costs PV Net Profits Investment NPV
1 $5,831 ($4,246) $145,393 $141,147
2 $5,667 ($4,246) $141,310 $137,064
3 $5,563 ($4,246) $138,709 $134,463
4 $5,464 ($4,246) $136,252 $132,006
5 $5,283 ($4,246) $131,736 $127,490
6 $5,130 ($4,246) $127,906 $123,660
7 $4,976 ($4,246) $124,077 $119,831
8 $4.,878 ($4,246) $121,620 $117,374
9 $4,768 ($4,246) $118,875 $114,628
10 $4,663 ($4,246) $116,273 $112,027
11 $4,400 ($4,246) $109,699 $105,452
12 $4,218 ($4,246) $105,183 $100,936
13 $3,998 ($4,246) $99,692 $95,446
14 $3,729 ($4,246) $92,973 $88,727
15 $3,453 ($4,246) $86,109 $81,863
16 $3,151 ($4,246) $78,560 $74,314
17 $2,765 ($4,246) $68,951 $64,705
18 $2,352 ($4,246) $58,656 $54,410
19 $1,692 ($4,246) $42,184 $37,938
20 $481 ($4,246) $11,985 $7,739
21 $52 ($4,246) $1,292 ($2,954)
22 ($334) ($4,246) ($8,316) ($12,562)
23 ($631) ($4,246) ($15,722) ($19,968)

Source: Parks

t
Note: PV of Net Profits are calculated over a unit’s useful life as = (ﬁ) * {1 - [((i:f)) } where © = CY 2013 net

profit (campsite specific); r = discount rate, at 3.00 percent; g = growth rate, at 1.87 percent; t = useful life, at 30
years. This equation is commonly used in finance to value a “growing annuity”.

As shown in Table 5-24, up to 20 new full hook-up campsites could be constructed at Maumee
Bay and generate positive NPV, or economic returns. By investing in construction of these 20
campsites, Parks could generate a total NPV of $1,971,221 over the life of these assets. Any
campsites built in excess of unit #20, conversely, would produce a negative return on investment,
evidenced by negative NPV of Campsite #21. Campsite #21 does produce a positive net profit,
and if this campsite were already constructed it would be prudent to leave it in service. However,
unlike the renovations under consideration in the Cabin Investment Analysis, the analysis of
full hook-up campsites only evaluates the construction of additional units. As such, positive NPV
is the only criteria necessary to evaluate the investment potential of full hook-up campsites.

Further distinguishing the full hook-up analysis from the Cabin Investment Analysis, the
presence of opportunity costs as an input preclude the type of break-even threshold analysis
shown previously for cabins in Chart 5-4. Because the net profit of each full hook-up campsite
is tied directly to a particular electric campsite, the approach used to calculate break-even nights
sold cannot be carried over.
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Table 5-25 shows the summarized financial impact of pursuing positive NPV investment
opportunities for building full hook-up campsites in tier-1 parks. (See Appendix 5-2 for full
detailed operating profiles for each campground property).

Table 5-25: Financial Impact of Full Hook-Up Sites with Positive NPV
Investment Opportunities

Positive NPV PV Net
Current Campsites Cost of Operating

Park Inventory Added Investment Profit NPV
Dillon 0 39 $165,599 $3,862,468 $3,696,869
Hocking Hills 0 29 $123,138 $2,406,286 $2,283,148
Geneva 3 26 $110,400 $2,134,265 $2,023,866
Maumee Bay 0 20 $84,923 $2,056,144 $1,971,221
Deer Creek 0 20 $84,923 $2,028,557 $1,943,634
Lake Loramie 0 12 $50,954 $810,810 $759,856
Shawnee 0 12 $50,954 $786,354 $735,400
Hueston Woods 0 8 $33,969 $586,816 $552,847
Cowan Lake 0 8 $33,969 $580,268 $546,299
Alum Creek 3 11 $46,708 $592,683 $545,976
Caesar Creek 0 8 $33,969 $573,675 $539,706
Lake Hope 0 6 $25,477 $429,748 $404,271
Burr Oak 0 6 $25,477 $406,392 $380,915
West Branch 29 2 $8,492 $34,263 $25,771
East Harbor 23 2 $8,492 $27,899 $19,407
Salt Fork 20 2 $8,492 $23,464 $14,972
Indian Lake 13 1 $4,246 $17,608 $13,362
Punderson 5 1 $4.246 $15,811 $11,565
South Bass Island 10 1 $4.246 $12,241 $7,995
East Fork 7 1 $4,246 $10,562 $6,316
Total 207 215 $912,920 $17,396,316 $16,483,396

Source: Parks

As shown in Table 5-25, Parks has the opportunity to earn a positive ROI by roughly doubling
its current inventory of full hook-up campsites. By adding the 215 positive NPV full hook-up
campsites identified in the analysis, Parks has the opportunity to generate positive investment
NPV; a value gain of $16,483,396, which will be realized over 30 years, the expected useful life
of this type of asset.
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Conclusion

Parks campgrounds are user-paid amenities that currently provide a substantial source of
operating revenue for the Division. However, through active management and careful financial
evaluation, especially when considering investment opportunities, Parks can further improve the
financial position of its campgrounds. Investment in positive NPV full hook-up campsite
additions will provide significant ROI for Parks.

Recommendation 5.2: Parks should develop an ongoing framework for evaluating campsite
operating performance as well as for evaluating campsite investment opportunities. Doing
so will require the Division to routinely monitor, measure, and evaluate incremental
profitability at both the park location and campsite level. Profitability analysis should be
used not only to guide day-to-day operating decisions, but also to maximize the returns of
investment decisions pertaining to the addition of new full hook-up campsites.

Financial Implication 5.2: As shown in Table 5-25, targeting investment dollars toward
positive NPV campsites could result in a value gain of $16,483,396, or an IRR of 78.3 percent,
realized over 30 years, the expected useful life of this type of asset. In simplified terms, the
targeted initial investment of $912,920 would result in annual operating profits ranging from
$697,692 to $1,194,006 with an average annual net impact of $894,065.
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Appendix 5-1: Cabin Operating and Investment Profiles

The following pages present operating and investment profiles for each park-specific, cabin
operation for calendar year (CY) 2013.

For additional detail or technical definitions of data points shown in the profiles see Appendix 5-
3: Operating and Investment Profiles Description.
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Buck Creek

Performance Audit

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory [ Occupancy Nights Sell-Out
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR Sold Nights | Total Revenue
Buck Creek Cabin Preferred 27 27.9% $83.74 $23.37 2,750 2 $230,295
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 2,750 $230,295 $27,500 $27,806 | $174,899 $58,174 $116,725
Operating Profit per Average Unit 102 $8,529 $1,019 $1,033 $6,478 $2,155 $4,323
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 2 $167 $20 $20 $127 $2,155 ($2,027)
Break Even Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | 12r9etNet Break Even| Break Even M_et_hod #2: Targeting Target |Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit  |Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NP\_/ over Useful NPV |Nights Sold|  Cabin #
$0.00 33.88 22 Life $0.00 93.86 12
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment| PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 314 $26,296 $3,140 $3,185 $19,970 $2,155 $17,816 | $132,100 $616,916 $484,816
2 266 $22,276 $2,660 $2,698 $16,918 $2,155 $14,763 | $132,100 $511,205 $379,105
3 244 $20,433 $2,440 $2,475 $15,518 $2,155 $13,364 | $132,100 $462,754 $330,654
4 209 $17,502 $2,090 $2,120 $13,292 $2,155 $11,138 | $132,100 $385,673 $253,573
5 182 $15,241 $1,820 $1,846 $11,575 $2,155 $9,421 | $132,100 $326,211 $194,111
6 159 $13,315 $1,590 $1,613 $10,112 $2,155 $7,958 | $132,100 $275,558 $143,458
7 139 $11,640 $1,390 $1,410 $8,840 $2,155 $6,686 | $132,100 $231,512 $99,412
8 129 $10,803 $1,290 $1,309 $8,204 $2,155 $6,050 | $132,100 $209,489 $77,389
9 120 $10,049 $1,200 $1,217 $7,632 $2,155 $5,477 | $132,100 $189,668 $57,568
10 111 $9,296 $1,110 $1,126 $7,060 $2,155 $4,905 | $132,100 $169,847 $37,747
11 106 $8,877 $1,060 $1,075 $6,742 $2,155 $4,587 | $132,100 $158,836 $26,736
12 97 $8,123 $970 $984 $6,169 $2,155 $4,015 [ $132,100 $139,015 $6,915
13 86 $7,202 $860 $872 $5,470 $2,155 $3,315 [ $132,100 $114,789 ($17,311)
14 78 $6,532 $780 $791 $4,961 $2,155 $2,806 | $132,100 $97,171 ($34,929)
15 74 $6,197 $740 $751 $4,706 $2,155 $2,552 | $132,100 $88,362 ($43,738)
16 71 $5,946 $710 $720 $4,516 $2,155 $2,361 | $132,100 $81,755 ($50,345)
17 65 $5,443 $650 $659 $4,134 $2,155 $1,979 | $132,100 $68,541 ($63,559)
18 57 $4,773 $570 $578 $3,625 $2,155 $1,471 | $132,100 $50,923 ($81,177)
19 54 $4,522 $540 $548 $3,434 $2,155 $1,280 | $132,100 $44,316 ($87,784)
20 43 $3,601 $430 $436 $2,735 $2,155 $580 | $132,100 $20,090 ($112,010)
21 37 $3,099 $370 $375 $2,353 $2,155 $199 | $132,100 $6,876 ($125,224)
22 35 $2,931 $350 $355 $2,226 $2,155 $71 ] $132,100 $2,472 ($129,628)
23 29 $2,429 $290 $294 $1,844 $2,155 ($310)] $132,100 ($10,742) ($142,842)
24 24 $2,010 $240 $243 $1,526 $2,155 ($628)] $132,100 ($21,754) ($153,854)
25 12 $1,005 $120 $122 $763 $2,155 ($1,391)] $132,100 ($48,181) ($180,281)
26 7 $586 $70 $71 $445 $2,155 ($1,709)] $132,100 (859,193) ($191,293)
27 2 $167 $20 $20 $127 $2,155 ($2,027)] $132,100 ($70,204) ($202,304)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 12| $1,585,200 $3,676,684 $2,091,484 ... Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 5 N/A $210,074 $870,574 ..o Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 17($1,585,200 | $3,886,758 | $2,962,058
Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
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Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
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CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR |Nights Sold] Nights Rewvenue
Cowan Lake Cabin Preferred 25 27.3% $93.18 $25.44 2,491 0 $232,112
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 2,491 $232,112 $24,910 $25,269 $181,933 $53,865 $128,068
Operating Profit per Average Unit 100 $9,284 $996 $1,011 $7,277 $2,155 $5,123
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit - $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 ($2,155)
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting Target Net | Break Een| Break Ewen M_Et_hOd #2: Targeting Target |Break Ewen| Break Ewen
Positive Net Profit Profit  [Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NP\_/ over Useful NPV |Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 29.50 22 Life $0.00 81.73 14
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment| PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 293 $27,302 $2,930 $2,972 $21,400 $2,155 $19,245 $132,100 $666,409 $534,309
2 240 $22,363 $2,400 $2,435 $17,529 $2,155 $15,374 $132,100 $532,368 $400,268
3 198 $18,450 $1,980 $2,009 $14,461 $2,155 $12,307 $132,100 $426,147 $294,047
4 169 $15,747 $1,690 $1,714 $12,343 $2,155 $10,189 $132,100 $352,804 $220,704
5 152 $14,163 $1,520 $1,542 $11,102 $2,155 $8,947 $132,100 $309,810 $177,710
6 137 $12,766 $1,370 $1,390 $10,006 $2,155 $7,851 $132,100 $271,874 $139,774
7 127 $11,834 $1,270 $1,288 $9,276 $2,155 $7,121 $132,100 $246,583 $114,483
8 119 $11,088 $1,190 $1,207 $8,691 $2,155 $6,537 $132,100 $226,351 $94,251
9 111 $10,343 $1,110 $1,126 $8,107 $2,155 $5,952 $132,100 $206,118 $74,018
10 107 $9,970 $1,070 $1,085 $7,815 $2,155 $5,660 $132,100 $196,002 $63,902
11 104 $9,691 $1,040 $1,055 $7,596 $2,155 $5,441 $132,100 $188,415 $56,315
12 102 $9,504 $1,020 $1,035 $7,450 $2,155 $5,295 $132,100 $183,356 $51,256
13 96 $8,945 $960 $974 $7,011 $2,155 $4,857 $132,100 $168,182 $36,082
14 89 $8,293 $890 $903 $6,500 $2,155 $4,346 $132,100 $150,478 $18,378
15 78 $7,268 $780 $791 $5,697 $2,155 $3,542 $132,100 $122,659 ($9,441)
16 67 $6,243 $670 $680 $4,893 $2,155 $2,739 $132,100 $94,839 ($37,261)
17 60) $5,591 $600 $609 $4,382 $2,155 $2,228 $132,100 $77,135 ($54,965)
18 52 $4,845 $520 $527 $3,798 $2,155 $1,643 $132,100 $56,903 ($75,197)
19 45 $4,193 $450 $456 $3,287 $2,155 $1,132 $132,100 $39,199 ($92,901)
20 41 $3,820 $410 $416 $2,994 $2,155 $840 $132,100 $29,083 | ($103,017)
21 38 $3,541 $380 $385 $2,775 $2,155 $621 $132,100 $21,496 | ($110,604)
22 31 $2,889 $310 $314 $2,264 $2,155 $110 $132,100 $3,792 | ($128,308)
23 24 $2,236 $240 $243 $1,753 $2,155 ($402)]  $132,100 (813,911)] ($146,011)
24 11 $1,025 $110 $112 $803 $2,155 ($1,351)] $132,100 (846,789)| ($178,889)
25 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 ($2,155)]  $132,100 | ($74,609)| ($206,709)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 14| $1,849,400 $4,124,899 $2,275499 |... Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 3 N/A $135,310 $531,610 Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 17]$1,849,400 | $4,260,208 | $2,807,108

Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
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Page | 45



Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Premium Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR RevWPAR |Nights Sold[ Nights Rewvenue
Cowan Lake Cabin Premium 2 28.6% $113.71 $32.55 209 74 $23,765
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 209 $23,765 $2,090 $2,201 $19,474 $4,309 $15,164
Operating Profit per Average Unit 105 $11,883 $1,045 $1,101 $9,737 $2,155 $7,582
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 74 $8,414 $740 $779 $6,895 $2,155 $4,740
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting Target Net | Break Bven| Break Even M_Et_hOd #2: Targeting Target |Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit  [Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NPV over Useful NPV  [Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 23.12 2 Life $0.00 64.07 2
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Inestment| PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 135 $15,351 $1,350 $1,422 $12,579 $2,155 $10,424 $132,100 $360,959 [  $228,859
2 74 $8,414 $740 $779 $6,895 $2,155 $4,740 $132,100 $164,147 $32,047
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 2 $264,200 $525,106 $260,906 |........c..... Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 SO | e Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 2| $264,200 $525,106 $260,906

Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
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Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Dillon Cabin Preferred 14 382% $92.07 $35.15 1,951 31 $179,620
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,951 $179,620 $19,510 $19,791 $140,319 $30,165 | $110,154
Operating Profit per Average Unit 139 $12,830 $1,394 $1,414 $10,023 $2,155 $7,868
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 31 $2,854 $310 $314 $2,230 $2,155 $75
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Ewen| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit |Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NP\_/ over Useful | Target NPV/|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 29.96 14 Life $0.00 83.00 10
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 307 $28,264 $3,070 $3,114 $22,080 $2,155 $19,925 $132,100 $689,964 | $557,864
263 $24,213 $2,630 $2,608 $18,915 $2,155 $16,761 $132,100 $580,384 | $448,284
3 220 $20,254 $2,200 $2,232 $15,823 $2,155 $13,668 $132,100 $473,294 | $341,194
4 189 $17,400 $1,890 $1,917 $13,593 $2,155 $11,439 $132,100 $396,089 |  $263,989
5 167 $15,375 $1,670 $1,694 $12,011 $2,155 $9,856 $132,100 $341,299 $209,199
6 150 $13,810 $1,500 $1,522 $10,788 $2,155 $8,634 $132,100 $298,961 $166,861
7 131 $12,061 $1,310 $1,329 $9,422 $2,155 $7,267 $132,100 $251,642 $119,542
8 113 $10,403 $1,130 $1,146 $8,127 $2,155 $5,973 $132,100 $206,814 $74,714
9 104 $9,575 $1,040 $1,055 $7,480 $2,155 $5,325 $132,100 |  $184,400 $52,300
10 88 $8,102 $880 $893 $6,329 $2,155 $4,174 $132,100 $144,552 $12,452
11 74 $6,813 $740 $751 $5,322 $2,155 $3,168 $132,100 $109,686 ($22,414)
12 58 $5,340 $580 $588 $4,171 $2,155 $2,017 $132,100 $69,838 ($62,262)
13 49 $4,511 $490 $497 $3,524 $2,155 $1,370 $132,100 $47,424 ($84,676)
14 31 $2,854 $310 $314 $2,230 $2,155 $75 | $132,100 $2,595 | ($129,505)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 10| $1,321,000 $3,567,398 $2,246398 |.............. Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 LU PR Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 10] $1,321,000 | $3,567,398 | $2,246,398
Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
350
300

250

N
o
o

s Nights Sold

=
wv
o

------ Break Even Net Profit

Nights Sold

=
o
o

Break Even NPV

w
o

o

Cabin Number

Page | 47



Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Premium Cabin Investment Analysis
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CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Dillon Cabin Premium 15 28.1% $109.75 $30.83 1,538 37 $168,794
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,538 $168,794 $15,380 $16,200 $137,214 $32,319 | $104,894
Operating Profit per Average Unit 103 $11,253 $1,025 $1,080 $9,148 $2,155 $6,993
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 37 $4,061 $370 $390 $3,301 $2,155 $1,146
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Ewen| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit |Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NP\_/ over Useful | Target NPV/|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 24.15 15 Life $0.00 66.91 10
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 227 $24,913 $2,270 $2,391 $20,252 $2,155 $18,097 $132,100 $626,668 |  $494,568
2 179 $19,645 $1,790 $1,885 $15,970 $2,155 $13,815 $132,100 $478,380 | $346,280
3 157 $17,231 $1,570 $1,654 $14,007 $2,155 $11,852 $132,100 $410,415 | $278,315
4 138 $15,145 $1,380 $1,454 $12,312 $2,155 $10,157 $132,100 $351,718 | $219,618
5 121 $13,280 $1,210 $1,275 $10,795 $2,155 $8,640 $132,100 $299,199 | $167,099
6 109 $11,963 $1,090 $1,148 $9,724 $2,155 $7,570 $132,100 $262,128 | $130,028
7 98 $10,755 $980 $1,032 $8,743 $2,155 $6,589 $132,100 $228,145 $96,045
8 86 $9,438 $860 $906 $7,673 $2,155 $5,518 $132,100 $191,073 $58,973
9 80 $8,780 $800 $843 $7,137 $2,155 $4,983 $132,100 $172,537 $40,437
10 73 $8,012 $730 $769 $6,513 $2,155 $4,358 $132,100 $150,912 $18,812
11 66 $7,243 $660 $695 $5,888 $2,155 $3,734 $132,100 $129,287 ($2,813)
12 60 $6,585 $600 $632 $5,353 $2,155 $3,198 [ $132,100 [ 8110751 [ ($21,349)
13 56 $6,146 $560 $590 $4,996 $2,155 $2,841 $132,100 $98,393 ($33,707)
14 51 $5,597 $510 $537 $4,550 $2,155 $2,395 [ $132,100 $82,947 | ($49,153)
15 37 $4,061 $370 $390 $3,301 $2,155 $1,146 $132,100 $39,696 ($92,404)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 10{ $1,321,000 $3,171,175 $1,850,175 [...ovvnnnenne Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 SO i Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 10| $1,321,000 | $3,171,175| $1,850,175
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Hocking Hills

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Hocking Hills Cabin Preferred 31 39.1% $105.61 $41.34 4,429 2| $467,769
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue|  Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 4,429 $467,769 $44,290 $44,928 $378,551 $66,793 | $311,758
Operating Profit per Average Unit 143 $15,089 $1,429 $1,449 $12,211 $2,155 $10,057
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 2 $211 $20 $20 $171 $2,155 ($1,984)
Break Ben Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit | Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NPV over Useful |Target NPV|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 2521 30 Life $0.00 69.84 25
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 325 $34,325 $3,250 $3,297 $27,778 $2,155 $25,623 $132,100 | $887,279 | $755,179
2 295 $31,156 $2,950 $2,992 $25,214 $2,155 $23,059 $132,100 | $798490 | $666,390
3 278 $29,361 $2,780 $2,820 $23,761 $2,155 $21,606 $132,100 | $748,176 | $616,076
4 250 $26,404 $2,500 $2,536 $21,368 $2,155 $19,213 $132,100 $665,305 $533,205
5 237 $25,031 $2,370 $2,404 $20,257 $2,155 $18,102 $132,100 | $626,830 | $494,730
6 229) $24,186 $2,290 $2,323 $19,573 $2,155 $17,418 $132,100 | $603,152 | $471,052
7 206) $21,757 $2,060 $2,090 $17,607 $2,155 $15,452 $132,100 |  $535,080 | $402,980
8 199 $21,017 $1,990 $2,019 $17,009 $2,155 $14,854 $132,100 $514,363 $382,263
9 188 $19,856 $1,880 $1,907 $16,069 $2,155 $13,914 $132,100 | $481,806 | $349,706
10 183 $19,328 $1,830 $1,856 $15,641 $2,155 $13,487 $132,100 | $467,008 | $334,908
11 171 $18,060 $1,710 $1,735 $14,616 $2,155 $12,461 $132,100 $431,492 $299,392
12 159 $16,793 $1,590 $1,613 $13,590 $2,155 $11,435 $132,100 $395,976 $263,876
13 152 $16,053 $1,520 $1,542 $12,992 $2,155 $10,837 $132,100 | $375259 | $243,159
14 144 $15,209 $1,440 $1,461 $12,308 $2,155 $10,153 $132,100 | $351,582 | $219,482
15 135 $14,258 $1,350 $1,369 $11,539 $2,155 $9,384 $132,100 | $324,945| $192,845
16 130 $13,730 $1,300 $1,319 $11,111 $2,155 $8,957 $132,100 $310,146 $178,046
17 124 $13,096 $1,240 $1,258 $10,598 $2,155 $8,444 $132,100 | $292,388 | $160,288
18 118 $12,463 $1,180 $1,197 $10,086 $2,155 $7,931 $132,100 | $274,630 | $142,530
19 115 $12,146 $1,150 $1,167 $9,829 $2,155 $7,675 $132,100 $265,752 $133,652
20 106 $11,195 $1,060 $1,075 $9,060 $2,155 $6,905 $132,100 $239,115 $107,015
21 9) $10,456 $990 $1,004 $8,462 $2,155 $6,307 $132,100 |  $218,397 $86,297
22 89 $9,400 $890 $903 $7,607 $2,155 $5,452 $132,100 |  $188,800 $56,700
23 82] $8,660 $820 $832 $7,009 $2,155 $4,854 $132,100 | $168,083 $35,983
24 77 $8,132 $770 $781 $6,581 $2,155 $4,427 $132,100 $153,285 $21,185
25 73 $7,710 $730 $741 $6,239 $2,155 $4,085 $132,100 |  $141,446 $9,346
26 63 $6,654 $630 $639 $5,385 $2,155 $3,230 $132,100 |  $111,849 ($20,251)
27 60) $6,337 $600 $609 $5,128 $2,155 $2,974 $132,100 $102,970 ($29,130)
28 56 $5914 $560 $568 $4,786 $2,155 $2,632 $132,100 $91,132 ($40,968)
29 48 $5,070 $480 $487 $4,103 $2,155 $1,948 $132,100 $67,455 ($64,645)
30 36) $3,802 $360 $365 $3,077 $2,155 $922 $132,100 $31,939 | ($100,161)
31 2 $211 $20 $20 $171 $2,155 ($1,984) $132,100 ($68,690)] ($200,790)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 25 $3,302,500 $10,458,786 $7,156,286 |....coeeenn Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 1 N/A $68,690 $200,790 [......oove Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 26| $3,302,500 | $10,527,475 | $7,357,075
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Hocking Hills

Performance Audit

Premium Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Hocking Hills Cabin Premium 9 45.7% $120.65 $55.12 1,334 73 $160,949
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,334 $160,949 $13,340 $14,051 $133,558 $19,391 $114,167
Operating Profit per Average Unit 148 $17,883 $1,482 $1,561 $14,840 $2,155 $12,685
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 73 $8,308 $730 $769 $7,309 $2,155 $5,154
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Ewen| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit |Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NPV over Useful Target NPV|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 2152 9 Life $0.00 59.62 9
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 270 $32,576 $2,700 $2,844 $27,032 $2,155 $24,877 $132,100 $861,445 | $729,345
2 200 $24,130 $2,000 $2,107 $20,024 $2,155 $17,869 $132,100 $618,764 | $486,664
3 169 $20,390 $1,690 $1,780 $16,920 $2,155 $14,765 $132,100 $511,292 | $379,192
4 147 $17,736 $1,470 $1,548 $14,717 $2,155 $12,563 $132,100 $435,020 |  $302,920
5 139 $16,771 $1,390 $1,464 $13916 $2,155 $11,762 $132,100 $407,286 $275,186
6 124 $14,961 $1,240 $1,306 $12,415 $2,155 $10,260 $132,100 $355,283 | $223,183
7 115 $13,875 $1,150 $1,211 $11,514 $2,155 $9,359 $132,100 $324,081 $191,981
8 97 $11,703 $970 $1,022 $9,711 $2,155 $7,557 $132,100 $261,677 | $129,577
9 73 $8,808 $730 $769 $7,309 $2,155 $5,154 $132,100 $178,472 $46,372
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 9] $1,188,900 $3,953,320 $2,764,420 |.............. Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 SO [ Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 9] $1,188,900 | $3,953,320 | $2,764,420
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Lake Hope

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR RevPAR  |Nights Sold| Nights Revenue
Lake Hope Cabin Preferred 25 42.8% $80.18 $34.30 3,904 14 $313,028
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue|  Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 3,004 $313,028 $39,040 $39,602 $234,386 $53,865 | $180,520
Operating Profit per Average Unit 156 $12,521 $1,562 $1,584 $9,375 $2,155 $7,221
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 14 $1,123 $140 $142 $841 $2,155 ($1,314)
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting Target Net [ Break Even| Break Even M.et.hod #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit  [Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NPV over Useful | Target NPV|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 35.89 24 Life $0.00 99.43 20
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 328 $26,299 $3,280 $3,327 $19,692 $2,155 $17,538 $132,100 $607,287 | $475,187
2 297 $23,814 $2,970 $3,013 $17,831 $2,155 $15,676 | $132,100 | $542,839 | $410,739
3 286 $22,932 $2,860 $2,901 $17,171 $2,155 $15,016 $132,100 $519.971 | $387,871
4 266 $21,328 $2,660 $2,698 $15,970 $2,155 $13,815 $132,100 $478,392 | $346,292
5 241 $19,324 $2,410 $2,445 $14,469 $2,155 $12,314 $132,100 $426,418 | $294,318
6 221 $17,720 $2,210 $2,242 $13,268 $2,155 $11,114 $132,100 $384,839 | $252,739
7 203 $16,277 $2,030 $2,059 $12,188 $2,155 $10,033 $132,100 $347418 | $215,318
8 183 $14,673 $1,830 $1,856 $10,987 $2,155 $8,832 $132,100 $305,839 | $173,739
9 169 $13,551 $1,690 $1,714 $10,146 $2,155 $7,992 $132,100 $276,734 | $144,634
10 154 $12,348 $1,540 $1,562 $9,246 $2,155 $7,091 $132,100 $245,549 | $113,449
11 145 $11,626 $1,450 $1,471 $8,705 $2,155 $6,551 $132,100 $226,839 $94,739
12 140 $11,225 $1,400 $1,420 $8,405 $2,155 $6,251 $132,100 $216,444 $84,344
13 138 $11,065 $1,380 $1,400 $8,285 $2,155 $6,131 $132,100 $212,286 $80,186
14 132 $10,584 $1,320 $1,339 $7,925 $2,155 $5,770 $132,100 $199,812 $67,712
15 126 $10,103 $1,260 $1,278 $7,565 $2,155 $5,410 $132,100 $187,339 $55,239
16 122 $9,782 $1,220 $1,238 $7,325 $2,155 $5,170 $132,100 $179,023 $46,923
17 114 $9,141 $1,140 $1,156 $6,844 $2,155 $4,690 $132,100 $162,391 $30,291
18 111 $8,900 $1,110 $1,126 $6,664 $2,155 $4,510 $132,100 $156,154 $24,054
19 108 $8,660 $1,080 $1,096 $6,484 $2,155 $4,329 $132,100 $149,918 $17,818
20 103 $8,259 $1,030 $1,045 $6,184 $2,155 $4,029 $132,100 $139,523 $7,423
21 96| $7,697 $960 $974 $5,764 $2,155 $3,609 $132,100 $124,970 ($7,130)
22 34 $6,735 $840 $852 $5,043 $2,155 $2,889 |  $132,100 | $100,023 | ($32,077)
23 71 $5,693 $710 $720 $4,263 $2,155 $2,108 $132,100 $72,996 ($59,104)
24 52 $4,169 $520 $527 $3,122 $2,155 $967 $132,100 $33,496 ($98,604)
25 14] $1,123 $140 $142 $841 $2,155 ($1,314) $132,100 (845,504)| ($177,604)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 20| $2,642,000 $5,965,013 $3,323,013 |..ovvvneenne Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 1 N/A $45,504 $177,604 |............. Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 21] $2,642,000 | $6,010,517 | $3,500,617

Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)

s Nights Sold

Nights Sold

------ Break Even Net Profit

Break Even NPV

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Cabin Number

Page | 51



Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Performance Audit

Lake Hope

Woodburner Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR _[Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Lake Hope Cabin 'Woodburne: 41 46.7% $76.79 $35.89 6,995 5 $537,114
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue|  Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 6,995 $537,114 $69,950 $83,940 $383,224 $88,339 $294,885
Operating Profit per Average Unit 171 $13,100 $1,706 $2,047 $9,347 $2,155 $7,192
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 5 $384 $50 $60 $274 $2,155 ($1,881)
Break Even Analysis
Method #1: Targeting Target Net | Break Even| Break Even M_et_hod #2: Targeting Break Ewen| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit __|Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NPY over Useful |Target NPV|Nights Sold|  Cabin #
$0.00 39.33 39 Life $0.00 108.96 28
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 355 $27,259 $3,550 $4,260 $19,449 $2,155 $17,294 $132,100 $598,857 $466,757
2 346 $26,568 $3,460 $4,152 $18,956 $2,155 $16,801 $132,100 $581,783 $449,683
3 337 $25,877 $3,370 $4,044 $18,463 $2,155 $16,308 $132,100 $564,710 $432,610
4 326 $25,032 $3,260 $3,912 $17,860 $2,155 $15,705 $132,100 $543,842 $411,742
5 315 $24,187 $3,150 $3,780 $17,257 $2,155 $15,103 $132,100 $522,974 $390,874
6 304 $23,343 $3,040 $3,648 $16,655 $2,155 $14,500 $132,100 $502,106 $370,006
7 281 $21,577 $2,810 $3,372 $15,395 $2,155 $13,240 $132,100 $458,473 $326,373
8 264 $20,271 $2,640 $3,168 $14,463 $2,155 $12,309 $132,100 $426,222 $294,122
9 248 $19,043 $2,480 $2,976 $13,587 $2,155 $11,432 $132,100 $395,869 $263,769
10 240 $18,428 $2,400 $2,880 $13,148 $2,155 $10,994 $132,100 $380,692 $248,592
11 229 $17,584 $2,290 $2,748 $12,546 $2,155 $10,391 $132,100 $359,824 $227,724
12 219 $16,816 $2,190 $2,628 $11,998 $2,155 $9,843 $132,100 $340,853 $208,753
13 214 $16,432 $2,140 $2,568 $11,724 $2,155 $9,569 $132,100 $331,368 $199,268
14 210 $16,125 $2,100 $2,520 $11,505 $2,155 $9,350 $132,100 $323,779 $191,679
15 202, $15,511 $2,020 $2.424 $11,067 $2,155 $8,912 $132,100 $308,603 $176,503
16 193 $14,820 $1,930 $2,316 $10,574 $2,155 $8,419 $132,100 $291,529 $159,429
17 185 $14,205 $1,850 $2,220 $10,135 $2,155 $7,981 [ $132,100 [ $276352 |  $144,252
18 176, $13,514 $1,760 $2,112 $9,642 $2,155 $7,488 $132,100 $259,278 $127,178
19 168 $12,900 $1,680 $2,016 $9,204 $2,155 $7,049 $132,100 $244,102 $112,002
20 162 $12,439 $1,620 $1,944 $8,875 $2,155 $6,721 $132,100 $232,719 $100,619
21 157, $12,055 $1,570 $1,884 $8,601 $2,155 $6,447 $132,100 $223,234 $91,134
22 152 $11,671 $1,520 $1,824 $8,327 $2,155 $6,173 $132,100 $213,748 $81,648
23 147, $11,287 $1.470 $1,764 $8,053 $2,155 $5,899 $132,100 $204,263 $72,163
24 138 $10,596 $1,380 $1,656 $7,560 $2,155 $5,406 $132,100 $187,189 $55,089
25 130 $9,982 $1,300 $1,560 $7,122 $2,155 $4,967 $132,100 $172,012 $39,912
26 123 $9,445 $1,230 $1,476 $6,739 $2,155 $4,584 $132,100 $158,733 $26,633
27 118 $9,061 $1,180 $1,416 $6,465 $2,155 $4,310 $132,100 $149,247 $17,147
28 114 $8,754 $1,140 $1,368 $6,246 $2,155 $4,091 $132,100 $141,659 $9,559
29 106, $8,139 $1,060 $1.272 $5,807 $2,155 $3,653 $132,100 $126,482 ($5.618)
30 103 $7,909 $1,030 $1,236 $5,643 $2,155 $3,488 $132,100 $120,791 ($11,309)
31 99 $7.602 $990 $1,188 $5.424 $2,155 $3,269 $132,100 $113,203 ($18,897)
32 94 $7,218 $940 $1,128 $5,150 $2,155 $2,995 $132,100 $103,717 ($28,383)
33 92| $7,064 $920 $1,104 $5,040 $2,155 $2,886 |  $132,100 $99,923 ($32,177)
34 86 $6,604 $860 $1,032 $4,712 $2,155 $2,557 $132,100 $88,541 ($43,559)
35 79 $6,066 $790 $948 $4,328 $2,155 $2,173 $132,100 $75,261 ($56,839)
36 73 $5,605 $730 $876 $3,999 $2,155 $1,845 $132,100 $63,878 ($68,222)
37 66 $5,068 $660 $792 $3,616 $2,155 $1,461 $132,100 $50,599 ($81,501)
38 57| $4,377 $570 $684 $3,123 $2,155 $968 $132,100 $33,525 ($98,575)
39 50 $3,839 $500 $600 $2,739 $2,155 $585 $132,100 $20,245 ($111,855)
40 32 $2,457 $320 $384 $1,753 $2,155 ($401)[  $132,100 ($13,902)] ($146,002)
41 5 $384 $50 $60 $274 $2,155 ($1,881) $132,100 ($65,124)]  (8197,224)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 28|  $3,698,800 $9.394,022 $5,695,222 ..o Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 2 N/A $79,026 $343226 |..eie Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 30| $3,698,800 | $9,473,047 | $6,038,447
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Performance Audit

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR |Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Mohican Cabin Preferred 25 45.5% $109.99 $50.05 4,152 54 $456,678
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 4,152 $456,678 $41,520 $42,118 $373,040 $53,865 $319,175
Operating Profit per Average Unit 166 $18,267 $1,661 $1,685 $14,922 $2,155 $12,767
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 54 $5,939 $540 $548 $4,852 $2,155 $2,697
Break BEven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | TargetNet | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit | Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NPY over Useful |Target NPV|Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 23.98 25 Life $0.00 66.44 24
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment [ PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 333 $36,627 $3,330 $3,378 $29,919 $2,155 $27,764 $132,100 $961,404 $829,304
2 306 $33,657 $3,060 $3,104 $27,493 $2,155 $25,338 $132,100 $877,403 $745,303
3 281 $30,907 $2,810 $2,850 $25,247 $2,155 $23,092 $132,100 $799,624 $667,524
4 255 $28,047 $2,550 $2,587 $22,911 $2,155 $20,756 $132,100 $718,734 $586,634
5 233 $25,628 $2,330 $2,364 $20,934 $2,155 $18,779 $132,100 $650,289 $518,189
6 220 $24,198 $2,200 $2,232 $19,766 $2,155 $17,611 $132,100 $609,844 $477,744
7 204 $22,438 $2,040 $2,069 $18,329 $2,155 $16,174 $132,100 $560,066 $427,966
8 192 $21,118 $1,920 $1,948 $17,250 $2,155 $15,096 $132,100 $522,732 $390,632
9 184 $20,238 $1,840 $1,867 $16,532 $2,155 $14,377 $132,100 $497,843 $365,743
10 172 $18,918 $1,720 $1,745 $15,453 $2,155 $13,299 $132,100 $460,509 $328,409
11 161 $17,708 $1,610 $1,633 $14,465 $2,155 $12,311 $132,100 $426,286 $294,186
12 153 $16,828 $1,530 $1,552 $13,746 $2,155 $11,592 $132,100 $401,397 $269,297
13 148 $16,279 $1,480 $1,501 $13,297 $2,155 $11,143 $132,100 $385,841 $253,741
14 144 $15,839 $1,440 $1,461 $12,938 $2,155 $10,783 | $132,100 [ $373,397 [ $241,297
15 136 $14,959 $1,360 $1,380 $12,219 $2,155 $10,064 $132,100 $348,508 $216,408
16 131 $14,409 $1,310 $1,329 $11,770 $2,155 $9,615 $132,100 $332,952 $200,852
17 131 $14,409 $1,310 $1,329 $11,770 $2,155 $9,615 $132,100 $332,952 $200,852
18 123 $13,529 $1,230 $1,248 $11,051 $2,155 $8,896 $132,100 $308,063 $175,963
19 114 $12,539 $1,140 $1,156 $10,242 $2,155 $8,088 $132,100 $280,062 $147,962
20 111 $12,209 $1,110 $1,126 $9,973 $2,155 $7,818 $132,100 $270,729 $138,629
21 103 $11,329 $1,030 $1,045 $9,254 $2,155 $7,100 $132,100 $245,840 $113,740
22 96 $10,559 $960 $974 $8,625 $2,155 $6,471 $132,100 $224,061 $91,961
23 88 $9,679 $880 $893 $7,906 $2,155 $5,752 $132,100 $199,172 $67,072
24 79 $8,689 $790 $801 $7,098 $2,155 $4,943 $132,100 $171,172 $39,072
25 54 $5,939 $540 $548 $4,852 $2,155 $2,697 | $132,100 $93,393 | ($38,707)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 24| $3,170,400 $10,958,880 $7,788,480 |.......vvne Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 RO [T Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 24($3,170,400 | $10,958,880 | $7,788,480
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Pike Lake

CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR |Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Pike Lake Cabin Basic 12 18.2% $61.40 $11.14 795 15 $48,815
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 795 $48,815 $7,950 $8,847 $32,018 $25,855 $6,162
Operating Profit per Average Unit 66 $4,068 $663 $737 $2,668 $2,155 $514
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 15 $921 $150 $167 $604 $2,155 ($1,551)
Break Ben Analysis
Method #1: Targeting Target Net [ Break Even| Break Even M_et_hod #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit  [Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NPV over Useful | Target NPV[Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 53.50 5 Life $0.00 148.22 1
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 167 $10,254 $1,670 $1,858 $6,726 $2,155 $4,571 $132,100 $158,287 $26,187
2 124 $7,614 $1,240 $1,380 $4,994 $2,155 $2,839 $132,100 $98,320 ($33,780)
3 103 $6,324 $1,030 $1,146 $4,148 $2,155 $1,994 $132,100 $69,034 ($63,066)
4 83 $5,096 $830 $924 $3,343 $2,155 $1,188 $132,100 $41,142 ($90,958)
5 57 $3,500 $570 $634 $2,296 $2,155 $141 $132,100 $4,883 | (8127,217)
6 50) $3,070 $500 $556 $2,014 $2,155 ($141) $132,100 ($4,880)] ($136,980)
7 46 $2,825 $460 $512 $1,853 $2,155 ($302) $132,100 (810,458)] ($142,558)
8 43 $2,640 $430 $479 $1,732 $2,155 ($423) $132,100 ($14,642)] ($146,742)
9 40 $2,456 $400 $445 $1,611 $2,155 ($544) $132,100 (818,825)] ($150,925)
10 36 $2,210 $360 $401 $1,450 $2,155 ($705) $132,100 ($24,404)] ($156,504)
11 31 $1,903 $310 $345 $1,248 $2,155 ($906) $132,100 (831,377)] ($163,477)
12 15 $921 $150 $167 $604 $2,155 ($1,551) $132,100 ($53,690)] ($185,790)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $132,100 $158,287 $26,187 |....oovvvvne Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 7 N/A $158,275 $1,082,975 |..cvvveiiiene Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 8 $132,100 $316,563 | $1,109,163
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Pike Lake

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Pike Lake Cabin Preferred 12 38.1% $77.85 $29.67 1,669 34 $129,933
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Total Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold[ Rewenue Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,669 $129,933 $16,690 $16,930 $96,313 $25,855 $70,458
Operating Profit per Average Unit 139 $10,828 $1,391 $1,411 $8,026 $2,155 $5,871
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 34 $2,647 $340 $345 $1,962 $2,155 ($193)
Break Even Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit |Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NP\_/ over Useful |Target NPV/[Nights Sold| Cabin#
$0.00 37.34 11 Life $0.00 103.44 7
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Inestment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 308 $23,978 $3,080 $3,124 $17,774 $2,155 $15,619 [ $132,100 [ $540,854 | $408,754
2 243 $18,918 $2,430 $2,465 $14,023 $2,155 $11,868 $132,100 $410,967 | $278,867
3 203 $15,804 $2,030 $2,059 $11,715 $2,155 $9,560 |  $132,100 | $331,037 | $198,937
4 177 $13,780 $1,770 $1,795 $10,214 $2,155 $8,060 $132,100 $279,082 | $146,982
5 154 $11,989 $1,540 $1,562 $8,887 $2,155 $6,732 | $132,100 | $233,122| $101,022
6 140 $10,899 $1,400 $1,420 $8,079 $2,155 $5,924 $132,100 $205,147 $73,047
7 118 $9,186 $1,180 $1,197 $6,309 $2,155 $4,655 |  $132,100| $161,185| $29,085
8 92 $7,162 $920 $933 $5,309 $2,155 $3,154 $132,100 $109,230 ($22,870)
9 81 $6,306 $810 $822 $4,674 $2,155 $2,520 $132,100 $87,250 ($44,850)
10 65 $5,060 $650 $659 $3,751 $2,155 $1,596 $132,100 $55,278 ($76,822)
11 54 $4,204 $540 $548 $3,116 $2,155 $962 |  $132,100 $33,297 | ($98,803)
12 34 $2,647 $340 $345 $1,962 $2,155 ($193) $132,100 ($6,668)] ($138,768)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Investment PV Net Investment
Impacted Costs Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 7 $924,700 $2,161,394 $1,236,694 ..o Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 1 N/A $6,668 $138,768 |.oovvvvvennnn Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 8| $924,700 | $2,168,062 | $1,375,462
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Pymatuning

Performance Audit

Basic Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Pymatuning Cabin Basic 31 23.3% $66.82 $15.54 2,631 0 $175,800
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue|  Expense Expense Profit Expense | NetProfit
Total Operating Profit 2,631 $175,800 $26,310 $29,280 $120,210 $66,793 $53,418
Operating Profit per Average Unit 85 $5,671 $849 $945 $3,878 $2,155 $1,723
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit - $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 ($2,155)
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | Target Net | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Bven
Positive Net Profit Profit |Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NPV over Useful | Target NPV|[Nights Sold| Cabin #
$0.00 47.16 22 Life $0.00 130.65 7
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net | Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 180 $12,027 $1,800 $2,003 $8,224 $2,155 $6,070 $132,100 $210,176 $78,076
2 169 $11,292 $1,690 $1,881 $7,722 $2,155 $5,567 $132,100 $192,772 $60,672
3 160 $10,691 $1,600 $1,781 $7,310 $2,155 $5,156 $132,100 $178,533 $46,433
4 157| $10,491 $1,570 $1,747 $7,173 $2,155 $5,019 $132,100 $173,787 $41,687
5 149 $9,956 $1,490 $1,658 $6,808 $2,155 $4,653 $132,100 $161,130 $29,030
6 141 $9,421 $1,410 $1,569 $6,442 $2,155 $4,288 $132,100 $148,473 $16,373
7 131 $8,753 $1,310 $1,458 $5,985 $2,155 $3,831 $132,100 $132,651 $551
8 125 $8,352 $1,250 $1,391 $5,711 $2,155 $3,557 $132,100 $123,158 ($8,942)
9 118 $7,885 $1,180 $1,313 $5,391 $2,155 $3,237 $132,100 $112,083 ($20,017)
10 111 $7.417 $1,110 $1,235 $5,072 $2,155 $2,917 $132,100 $101,008 ($31,092)
11 107 $7,150 $1,070 $1,191 $4,889 $2,155 $2,734 $132,100 $94,680 ($37,420)
12 99| $6,615 $990 $1,102 $4,523 $2,155 $2,369 $132,100 $82,023 ($50,077)
13 94 $6,281 $940 $1,046 $4,295 $2,155 $2,140 $132,100 $74,112 ($57,988)
14 92 $6,147 $920 $1,024 $4,203 $2,155 $2,049 $132,100 $70,948 ($61,152)
15 90| $6,014 $900 $1,002 $4,112 $2,155 $1,957 $132,100 $67,783 ($64,317)
16 87 $5,813 $870 $968 $3,975 $2,155 $1,820 $132,100 $63,037 ($69,063)
17 79 $5,279 $790 $879 $3,610 $2,155 $1,455 $132,100 $50,380 ($81,720)
18 71 $4,744 $710 $790 $3,244 $2,155 $1,089 $132,100 $37,723 ($94,377)
19 65 $4,343 $650 $723 $2,970 $2,155 $815 $132,100 $28,230 | ($103,870)
20 60) $4,009 $600 $668 $2,741 $2,155 $587 $132,100 $20,319 | ($111,781)
21 58 $3,875 $580 $645 $2,650 $2,155 $495 $132,100 $17,155 | ($114,945)
22 48 $3,207 $480 $534 $2,193 $2,155 $39 $132,100 $1,334 | ($130,766)
23 44 $2,940 $440 $490 $2,010 $2,155 ($144) $132,100 ($4,995)| ($137,095)
24 37, $2,472 $370 $412 $1,691 $2,155 ($464) $132,100 (516,070)] ($148,170)
25 35 $2,339 $350 $390 $1,599 $2,155 ($555) $132,100 (819,234)] ($151,334)
26 32 $2,138 $320 $356 $1,462 $2,155 ($693) $132,100 (523,981)] ($156,081)
27 29 $1,938 $290 $323 $1,325 $2,155 ($830) $132,100 ($28,727)| ($160,827)
28 25 $1,670 $250 $278 $1,142 $2,155 ($1,012) $132,100 ($35,056)] ($167,156)
29 22 $1,470 $220 $245 $1,005 $2,155 ($1,149) $132,100 (839,802)| ($171,902)
30 16| $1,069 $160 $178 $731 $2,155 ($1,424) $132,100 (849,295)| ($181,395)
31 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,155 ($2,155) $132,100 (874,609)| ($206,709)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 7 $924,700 $1,197,522 $272,822 [ Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 9 N/A $291,768 $1,480,668 |....ccvvvvenn Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 16| $924,700 [ $1,489,290 | $1,753,490
Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
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Pymatuning

Preferred Cabin Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR RevPAR  |Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Pymatuning Cabin Preferred 22 39.9% $89.46 $35.70 3,350 43 $299,704
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 3,350 $299,704 $33,500 $33,983 | $232,222 $47,401 | $184,820
Operating Profit per Average Unit 152 $13,623 $1,523 $1,545 $10,556 $2,155 $8,401
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 43 $3,847 $430 $436 $2,981 $2,155 $826
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | TargetNet | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Bven
Positive Net Profit Profit  [Nights Sold| Cabin # Positive NP\_/ over Useful | Target NPV|[Nights Sold| Cabin#
$0.00 31.08 22 Life $0.00 86.11 19
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net [ Investment
Cabin # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 310 $27,734 $3,100 $3,145 $21,489 $2,155 $19,335 $132,100 $669,510 | $537,410
2 275 $24,603 $2,750 $2,790 $19,063 $2,155 $16,908 $132,100 $585,497 | $453,397
3 250 $22,366 $2,500 $2,536 $17,330 $2,155 $15,175 $132,100 $525,487 | $393,387
4 226 $20,219 $2,260 $2,293 $15,666 $2,155 $13,512 $132,100 $467,878 | $335,778
5 197 $17,624 $1,970 $1,998 $13,656 $2,155 $11,501 $132,100 $398,267 | $266,167
6 190 $16,998 $1,900 $1,927 $13,171 $2,155 $11,016 $132,100 $381,464 | $249,364
7 182 $16,282 $1,820 $1,846 $12,616 $2,155 $10,462 $132,100 $362,261 | $230,161
8 178 $15,925 $1,780 $1,806 $12,339 $2,155 $10,184 $132,100 $352,659 | $220,559
9 165 $14,762 $1,650 $1,674 $11,438 $2,155 $9,283 $132,100 $321,454 | $189,354
10 150 $13,420 $1,500 $1,522 $10,398 $2,155 $8,243 $132,100 $285,449 | $153,349
11 144/ $12,883 $1,440 $1,461 $9,982 $2,155 $7,827 $132,100 $271,046 | $138,946
12 137 $12,257 $1,370 $1,390 $9,497 $2,155 $7,342 $132,100 $254,244 | $122,144
13 133 $11,899 $1,330 $1,349 $9,220 $2,155 $7,065 $132,100 $244,642 | $112,542
14 127 $11,362 $1,270 $1,288 $8,804 $2,155 $6,649 $132,100 $230,240 $98,140
15 118 $10,557 $1,180 $1,197 $8,180 $2,155 $6,025 $132,100 $208,636 $76,536
16 108 $9,662 $1,080 $1,096 $7,487 $2,155 $5,332 $132,100 $184,633 $52,533
17 97 $8,678 $970 $984 $6,724 $2,155 $4,569 $132,100 $158,228 $26,128
18 94 $8,410 $940 $954 $6,516 $2,155 $4,361 $132,100 $151,027 $18,927
19 87 $7,783 $870 $883 $6,031 $2,155 $3,876 $132,100 $134,224 $2,124
20 78 $6,978 $780 $791 $5,407 $2,155 $3,252 $132,100 $112,621 ($19,479)
21 61 $5,457 $610 $619 $4,229 $2,155 $2,074 $132,100 $71,814 ($60,286)
22 43 $3,847 $430 $436 $2,981 $2,155 $826 $132,100 $28,608 | ($103,492)
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Inwestment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 19]  $2,509,900 $6,186,848 $3,676,948 |......cv Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0 N/A $0 $O . Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 191 $2,509,900 | $6,186,848 | $3,676,948
Incremental Nights Sold (CY 2013)
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CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Cabin Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR |Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Pymatuning Cabin Premium 1 56.2% $131.29 $73.74 205 205 $26,915
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue|  Expense Expense Profit Expense Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 205 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $22,706 $2,155 $20,551
Operating Profit per Average Unit 205 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $22,706 $2,155 $20,551
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 205 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $22,706 $2,155 $20,551
Break Bven Analysis
Method #1: Targeting | TargetNet | Break Even| Break Even Method #2: Targeting Break Even| Break Even
Positive Net Profit Profit | Nights Sold| Cabin# Positive NPV over Useful |Target NPV|Nights Sold|  Cabin #
$0.00 19.45 1 Life $0.00 53.90 1
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Investment | PV Net Investment
Cabin # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Net Profit Costs Profits NPV
1 205 $26,915 $2,050 $2,159 $22,706 $2,155 $20,551 $132,100 $711,636 $579,536
Financial Impacts
Cabins Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $132,100 $711,636 $579,536 |..ooevvennnnne Investment Above Dashed Green Line
Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance 0| N/A $0 $O | Disposal Below Dotted Blue Line
Total Financial Impact 1| $132,100 $711,636 $579,536
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Appendix 5-2: Campground Operating and Investment Profiles

The following pages present operating and investment profiles for each park-specific, full hook-
up campground operation for calendar year (CY) 2013.

For additional detail or technical definitions of data points shown in the profiles see Appendix 5-
3: Operating and Investment Profiles Description.
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Alum Creek

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Alum Creek Campsite Full Hook-Up| 3 45.6% $35.93 $16.38 499 122 $17,931
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue [ Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 499 $17,931 $2,700 $606 $14,626 $227 $14,398
Operating Profit per Average Unit 166 $5,977 $900 $202 $4,875 $76 $4,799
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 122 $4,384 $660 $148 $3,576 $76 $3,500
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 197 $7,079 $1,066 $239 $5,774 $76 $0 $5,698 $4,246 | $137,837
2 188 $6,756 $1,017 $228 $5,510 $76 $0 $5,435 $4,246 | $131,259
3 176 $6,324 $952 $214 $5,159 $76 $0 $5,083 $4,246 | $122,490
4 171 $6,145 $925 $208 $5,012 $76 $497 $4,439 $4,246 | $106,435
5 162 $5,821 $876 $197 $4,748 $76 $771 $3,901 $4,246 | $93,025
6 147 $5,282 $795 $178 $4,309 $76 $896 $3,337 $4,246 $78,956
7 138 $4,959 $747 $168 $4,045 $76 $971 $2,998 $4,246 $70,516
8 126 $4,528 $682 $153 $3,693 $76 $996 $2,622 $4,246 $61,125
9 111 $3,989 $601 $135 $3,253 $76 $1,045 $2,132 $4,246 $48,920
10 91 $3,270 $492 $110 $2,667 $76 $1,070 $1,521 $4,246 $33,682
11 81 $2,911 $438 $98 $2,374 $76 $1,120 $1,178 $4,246 $25,132
12 72 $2,587 $390 $87 $2,110 $76 $1,170 $865 $4,246 $17,312
13 64 $2,300 $346 $78 $1,876 $76 $1,220 $580 $4,246 $10,223
14 56 $2,012 $303 $68 $1,641 $76 $1,369 $196 $4,246 $649
15 51 $1,833 $276 $62 $1,495 $76 $1,668 ($249) $4,246 | ($10,459)
16 40 $1,437 $216 $49 $1,172 $76 $1,868 ($771) $4,246 | ($23,468)
17 24 $862 $130 $29 $703 $76 $1,992 ($1,364) $4,246 | ($38,267)
18 10 $359 $54 $12 $293 $76 $2,241 ($2,024) $4,246 | ($54,710)
19 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $2,366 ($2,442) $4,246 | ($65,124)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 11 $46,708 $592,683 | $545,976
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Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Burr Oak Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Punderson
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 177 $6,045 $958 $215 $4,872 $76 ($58) $4,855 $4,246 [ $116,803
2 160 $5,464 $866 $194 $4,404 $76 (86) $4,335 $4,246 [ $103,839
3 137 $4,679 $741 $166 $3,771 $76 $150 $3,546 $4,246 [ $84,165
4 94 $3,210 $509 $114 $2,587 $76 $219 $2,293 $4,246 [ $52,924
5 54 $1,844 $292 $66 $1,486 $76 $323 $1,088 $4,246 $22,878
6 23 $785 $124 $28 $633 $76 $375 $183 $4,246 $306
7 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $444 ($520) $4,246 | ($17,208)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 6 $25,477 $406,392 | $380,915
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Caesar Creek Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit East Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 162 $5,532 $876 $197 $4,459 $76 ($10) $4,393 $4,246 [ $105,297
2 158 $5,396 $855 $192 $4,349 $76 ($10) $4,283 $4,246 [ $102,552
3 151 $5,157 $817 $183 $4,156 $76 (810) $4,091 $4,246 [ $97,748
4 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 (810) $3,650 $4,246 [  $86,766
5 110 $3,757 $595 $134 $3,028 $76 (810) $2,962 $4,246 [ $69,608
6 77 $2,630 $417 $93 $2,119 $76 ($10) $2,054 $4,246 $46,959
7 46 $1,571 $249 $56 $1,266 $76 ($10) $1,200 $4,246 $25,683
8 16 $546 $87 $19 $440 $76 ($10) $375 $4,246 $5,093
9 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 (810 ($66) $4,246 ($5,889)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 8]  $33,969 $573,675 | $539,706
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Cowan Lake Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit East Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 162 $5,532 $876 $197 $4,459 $76 (876) $4,459 $4,246 [ $106,940
2 158 $5,396 $855 $192 $4,349 $76 ($54) $4,327 $4,246 [ $103,649
3 151 $5,157 $817 $183 $4,156 $76 (854) $4,135 $4,246 [ $98,845
4 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 (854) $3,694 $4,246 [ $87,863
5 110 $3,757 $595 $134 $3,028 $76 (854) $3,006 $4,246 [ $70,705
6 77 $2,630 $417 $93 $2,119 $76 ($32) $2,076 $4,246 $47,510
7 46 $1,571 $249 $56 $1,266 $76 ($32) $1,222 $4,246 $26,234
8 16 $546 $87 $19 $440 $76 $12 $353 $4,246 $4,553
9 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $12 ($88) $4,246 ($6,429)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 8|  $33,969 $580,268 | $546,299
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Deer Creek Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Salt Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 215 $7,342 $1,163 $261 $5,918 $76 $76 $5,766 $4,246 [ $139,522
213 $7,274 $1,152 $259 $5,863 $76 $142 $5,646 $4,246 [ $136,523
3 210 $7,172 $1,136 $255 $5,780 $76 $272 $5,433 $4,246 [ $131,212
4 208 $7,103 $1,125 $253 $5,725 $76 $272 $5,378 $4,246 [ $129,840
5 203 $6,932 $1,098 $246 $5,588 $76 $359 $5,153 $4,246 [ $124,240
6 199 $6,796 $1,077 $242 $5,478 $76 $403 $4,999 $4,246 | $120,411
7 195 $6,659 $1,055 $237 $5,368 $76 $424 $4,868 $4,246 [ $117,123
8 193 $6,591 $1,044 $234 $5,313 $76 $424 $4,813 $4,246 | $115,751
9 189 $6,454 $1,022 $229 $5,202 $76 $424 $4,702 $4,246 | $113,005
10 186 $6,352 $1,006 $226 $5,120 $76 $446 $4,598 $4,246 | $110,404
11 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 $468 $4,356 $4,246 | $104,372
12 173 $5,908 $936 $210 $4,762 $76 $489 $4,197 $4,246 [ $100,398
13 165 $5,635 $893 $200 $4,542 $76 $489 $3,977 $4,246 [ $94,907
14 156 $5,327 $844 $189 $4,294 $76 $489 $3,729 $4,246 [ $88,730
15 146 $4,986 $790 $177 $4,019 $76 $511 $3,432 $4,246 [ $81,325
16 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 $511 $3,129 $4,246 [  $73,775
17 121 $4,132 $655 $147 $3,331 $76 $511 $2,744 $4,246 $64,167
18 106 $3,620 $573 $129 $2,918 $76 $511 $2,331 $4,246 $53,872
19 82 $2,800 $444 $100 $2,257 $76 $511 $1,670 $4,246 $37,399
20 38 $1,298 $206 $46 $1,046 $76 $533 $437 $4,246 $6,659
21 24 $820 $130 $29 $661 $76 $576 $9 $4,246 ($4,034)
22 10 $342 $54 $12 $275 $76 $576 ($377) $4,246 | ($13,643)
23 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $620 ($696) $4,246 [ ($21,590)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 20 $84,923 | $2,028,557 |$1,943,634
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Dillon Camp Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn ‘ FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Rocky Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 205 $7,001 $1,109 $249 $5,643 $76 (876) $5,643 $4,246 | $136,452
199 $6,796 $1,077 $242 $5,478 $76 (876) $5,478 $4,246 | $132,334
3 191 $6,523 $1,033 $232 $5,257 $76 (876) $5,257 $4,246 | $126,844
4 191 $6,523 $1,033 $232 $5,257 $76 (876) $5,257 $4,246 | $126,844
5 187 $6,386 $1,012 $227 $5,147 $76 (876) $5,147 $4,246 | $124,098
6 185 $6,318 $1,001 $225 $5,092 $76 (876) $5,092 $4.246 | $122,726
7 181 $6,181 $979 $220 $4,982 $76 (876) $4,982 $4.246 | $119,980
3 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 ($76) $4,900 $4.246 | $117,921
9 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 ($76) $4,900 $4.246 | $117,921
10 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 (876) $4,900 $4,246 | $117,921
11 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 (876) $4,900 $4,246 | $117,921
12 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 (876) $4,900 $4,246 | $117,921
13 177 $6,045 $958 $215 $4.872 $76 (876) $4,872 $4,246 | $117,235
14 176 $6,010 $952 $214 $4,845 $76 (876) $4,845 $4.246 | $116,549
15 174] $5,942 $941 $211 $4,790 $76 (876) $4,790 $4,246 | $115,176
16 171 $5,840 $925 $208 $4,707 $76 (876) $4,707 $4,246 | $113,117
17 168 $5,737 $909 $204 $4,624 $76 (876) $4,624 $4.246 | $111,058
18 166 $5,669 $898 $202 $4,569 $76 (876) $4,569 $4,246 | $109,685
19 160 $5,464 $866 $194 $4,404 $76 (876) $4,404 $4,246 | $105,567
20 159 $5,430 $860 $193 $4,377 $76 (876) $4,377 $4,246 | $104,881
21 158 $5,396 $855 $192 $4,349 $76 ($76) $4,349 $4,246 | $104,195
22 154 $5,259 $833 $187 $4,239 $76 (876) $4,239 $4,246 | $101,449
23 149] $5,088 $806 $181 $4,101 $76 (876) $4,101 $4,246 $98,018
24 142 $4,849 $768 $172 $3,909 $76 (876) $3,909 $4,246 $93,213
25 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 (876) $3,716 $4,246 $88,409
26 128 $4,371 $692 $155 $3,523 $76 (876) $3,523 $4,246 $83,605
27 125 $4,269 $676 $152 $3,441 $76 (876) $3,441 $4,246 $81,546
28 118 $4,030 $638 $143 $3,248 $76 (876) $3,248 $4,246 $76,741
29 108 $3,688 $584 $131 $2,973 $76 ($39) $2,936 $4,246 $68,955
30 99 $3,381 $536 $120 $2,725 $76 ($2) $2,651 $4,246 $61,856
31 95 $3,244 $514 $115 $2,615 $76 ($2) $2,541 $4.246 $59,110
32 94 $3,210 $509 $114 $2,587 $76 $17 $2,495 $4,246 $57,963
33 89 $3,039 $481 $108 $2,450 $76 $17 $2,357 $4,246 $54,531
34 82 $2,800 $444 $100 $2,257 $76 $35 $2,146 $4,246 $49,265
35 78 $2,664 $422 $95 $2,147 $76 $35 $2,036 $4,246 $46,520
36 74 $2,527 $400 $90 $2,037 $76 $35 $1,926 $4,246 $43,775
37 68 $2,322 $368 $83 $1,872 $76 $54 $1,742 $4,246 $39,195
38 63 $2,151 $341 $76 $1,734 $76 $91 $1,568 $4,246 $34,841
39 52 $1,776 $281 $63 $1,431 $76 $91 $1,265 $4,246 $27,291
40 47 $1,605 $254 $57 $1,294 $76 $91 $1,127 $4,246 $23,860
41 37, $1,264 $200 $45 $1,018 $76 $91 $852 $4,246 $16,996
42 33 $1,127 $179 $40 $908 $76 $146 $686 $4,246 $12,867
43 15 $512 $81 $18 $413 $76 $146 $191 $4,246 $513
44 2 $68 $11 $2 $55 $76 $220 ($241) $4,246 | ($10,255)
45 0| S0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $220 ($296) $4,246 | ($11,627)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 39| $165,599 $3,862,468 | $3,696,869
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

East Fork

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
East Fork Campsite Full Hook-Up 7 32.8% $33.10 $10.87 839 46 $27,770
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 839 $27,770 $4,539 $1,019 $22,213 $530 $21,683
Operating Profit per Average Unit 120 $3,967 $648 $146 $3,173 $76 $3,098
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 46 $1,523 $249 $56 $1,218 $76 $1,142
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 162 $5,362 $876 $197 $4,289 $76 $0 $4,213 $4,246 | $100,808
2 158 $5,230 $855 $192 $4,183 $76 $0 $4,107 $4,246 $98,168
3 151 $4,998 $817 $183 $3,998 $76 $0 $3,922 $4,246 $93,547
4 135 $4,468 $730 $164 $3,574 $76 $0 $3,498 $4,246 $82,984
5 110 $3,641 $595 $134 $2,912 $76 $0 $2,837 $4,246 $66,481
6 77 $2,549 $417 $93 $2,039 $76 $0 $1,963 $4,246 $44,697
7 46 $1,523 $249 $56 $1,218 $76 $0 $1,142 $4,246 $24,233
8 16 $530 $87 $19 $424 $76 ($76) $424 $4,246 $6,316
9 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($76) $0 $4,246 ($4,246)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $4,246 $10,562 $6,316
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

East Harbor

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR RevPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Revenue
East Harbor Campsite Full Hook-Up 23 41.2% $33.14 $13.65 3,457 76|  $114,560
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 3,457 $114,560 $18,702 $4,197 $91,661 $1,741 $89,920
Operating Profit per Average Unit 150 $4,981 $813 $182 $3,985 $76 $3,910
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 76 $2,519 $411 $92 $2,015 $76 $1,939
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite Number| Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 176 $5,832 $952 $214 $4,667 $76 $0 $4,591 $4,246 | $110,223
2 175 $5,799 $947 $212 $4,640 $76 $0 $4,564 $4,246 | $109,562
3 173 $5,733 $936 $210 $4,587 $76 $0 $4,511 $4,246 | $108,239
4 172 $5,700 $931 $209 $4,560 $76 $0 $4,485 $4,246 [ $107,578
5 169 $5,600 $914 $205 $4,481 $76 $0 $4,405 $4,246 | $105,595
6 167 $5,534 $903 $203 $4,428 $76 $0 $4,352 $4,246 | $104,273
7 166 $5,501 $898 $202 $4,401 $76 $0 $4,326 $4,246 | $103,611
8 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $4,348 $76 $0 $4,273 $4,246 [ $102,289
9 164 $5,435 $887 $199 $4,348 $76 $0 $4,273 $4,246 | $102,289
10 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $4,269 $76 $0 $4,193 $4,246 | $100,306
11 161 $5,335 $871 $195 $4,269 $76 $0 $4,193 $4,246 | $100,306
12 159 $5,269 $860 $193 $4,216 $76 $0 $4,140 $4,246 $98,984
13 157 $5,203 $849 $191 $4,163 $76 $0 $4,087 $4246 [ $97,661
14 153 $5,070 $828 $186 $4,057 $76 $0 $3,981 $4,246 $95,017
15 151 $5,004 $817 $183 $4,004 $76 $0 $3,928 $4,246 $93,695
16 147 $4,871 $795 $178 $3,898 $76 $0 $3,822 $4,246 $91,050
17 142 $4,706 $768 $172 $3,765 $76 $0 $3,689 $4,246 $87,745
18 141 $4,673 $763 $171 $3,739 $76 $0 $3,663 $4,246 $87,084
19 138 $4,573 $747 $168 $3,659 $76 $0 $3,583 $4,246 $85,100
20 131 $4,341 $709 $159 $3,473 $76 $0 $3,398 $4,246 $80,472
21 119 $3,943 $644 $144 $3,155 $76 $0 $3,080 $4,246 $72,539
22 95 $3,148 $514 $115 $2,519 $76 $0 $2,443 $4,246 $56,672
23 76 $2,519 $411 $92 $2,015 $76 $0 $1,939 $4,246 $44,111
24 57 $1,889 $308 $69 $1,511 $76 $598 $837 $4,246 $16,630
25 38 $1,259 $206 $46 $1,008 $76 $650 $282 $4,246 $2,776
26 19 $630 $103 $23 $504 $76 $702 ($274) $4246 | ($11,078)
27 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $702 ($778) $4,246 | ($23,639)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 2 $8,492 $27,899 $19,407
Incremental Nights Sold
200

Nights Sold

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

Campsite Number

Page | 67



Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Geneva

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReVWPAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Geneva Campsite Full Hook-Up 3 43.7% $33.29 $14.53 478 140 $15,911
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 478 $15911 $2,586 $580 $12,745 $227 | $12,518
Operating Profit per Average Unit 159 $5,304 $862 $193 $4,248 $76 $4,173
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 140 $4.,660 $757 $170 $3,733 $76 $3,657
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 204 $6,790 $1,104 $248 $5,439 $76 30 $5,363 $4,246 | $129,487
2 204 $6,790 $1,104 $248 $5,439 $76 30 $5,363 $4,246 | $129,487
3 203 $6,757 $1,098 $246 $5,412 $76 30 $5,337 $4,246 | $128,822
4 203 $6,757 $1,098 $246 $5,412 $76 $222 $5,115 $4,246 | $123,296
5 201 $6,691 $1,087 $244 $5,359 $76 $405 $4,879 $4,246 | $117,404
6 199 $6,624 $1,077 $242 $5,306 $76 $473 $4,757 $4,246 | $114,363
7 195 $6,491 $1,055 $237 $5,199 $76 $519 $4,605 $4.246 | $110,563
8 187 $6,225 $1,012 $227 $4,986 $76 $565 $4,345 $4,246 | $104,104
9 187 $6,225 $1,012 $227 $4,986 $76 $656 $4,254 $4,246 | $101,823
10 186 $6,191 $1,006 $226 $4,959 $76 $702 $4,182 $4,246 | $100,018
11 185 $6,158 $1,001 $225 $4,933 $76 $702 $4,155 $4,246 |  $99,353
12 181 $6,025 $979 $220 $4,826 $76 $702 $4,048 $4,246 |  $96,694
13 180 $5,992 $974 $219 $4,799 $76 $702 $4,022 $4,246 |  $96,029
14 178 $5,925 $963 $216 $4,746 $76 $702 $3,968 $4,246 |  $94,699
15 176 $5,858 $952 $214 $4,693 $76 $748 $3,869 $4,246 |  $92,229
16 173 85,759 $936 $210 $4,613 $76 $771 $3,766 $4,246 |  $89,664
17 166 $5,526 $898 $202 $4,426 $76 $816 $3,5634 $4,246 | $83,870
18 159 $5,293 $860 $193 $4,239 $76 $816 $3,347 $4,246 |  $79,216
19 155 $5,159 $839 $188 $4,133 $76 $816 $3,241 $4,246 $76,557
20 147 $4,893 $795 $178 $3,919 $76 $816 $3,027 $4246 | $71,239
21 140 $4,660 $757 $170 $3,733 $76 $816 $2,841 $4,246 |  $66,585
22 130 $4,327 $703 $158 $3,466 $76 $816 $2,574 $4,246 |  $59,937
23 125 $4,161 $676 $152 $3,333 $76 $816 $2,441 $4,246 |  $56,613
24 117 $3,895 $633 $142 $3,120 $76 $839 $2,205 $4,246 | $50,724
25 107 $3,562 $579 $130 $2,853 $76 $862 $1,915 $4,246 $43,506
26 103 $3,429 $557 $125 $2,746 $76 $908 $1,763 $4,246 |  $39,706
27 89 $2,963 $481 $108 $2,373 $76 $954 $1,344 $4,246 |  $29,258
28 78 $2,596 $422 $95 $2,080 $76 $999 $1,005 $4,246 |  $20,805
29 56 $1,864 $303 $68 $1,493 $76 $1,022 $395 $4,246 $5,609
30 48 $1,598 $260 $58 $1,280 $76 $1,045 $159 $4,246 ($280)
31 40 $1,331 $216 $49 $1,067 $76 $1,091 ($100) $4,246 | ($6,739)
32 32 $1,065 $173 $39 $853 $76 $1,159 ($382) $4,246 | ($13,768)
33 24 $799 $130 $29 $640 $76 $1,182 ($618) 84,246 | ($19,657)
34 16 $533 $87 $19 $427 $76 $1,205 ($854) 84,246 | ($25,546)
35 8 $266 $43 $10 $213 $76 $1,297 ($1,159) $4.246 | ($33,146)
36 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $1,297 ($1,372) $4,246 | ($38,464)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 26| $110,400 | $2,134,265 | $2,023,866
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Hueston Woods

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Hueston Woods Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit East Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 162 $5,532 $876 $197 $4,459 $76 (876) $4,459 $4,246 [ $106,940
2 158 $5,396 $855 $192 $4,349 $76 ($76) $4,349 $4,246 [ $104,195
3 151 $5,157 $817 $183 $4,156 $76 ($76) $4,156 $4,246 [ $99,390
4 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 (876) $3,716 $4,246 [ $88,409
5 110 $3,757 $595 $134 $3,028 $76 (876) $3,028 $4,246 [  $71,251
6 77 $2,630 $417 $93 $2,119 $76 (876) $2,119 $4,246 $48,602
7 46 $1,571 $249 $56 $1,266 $76 (876) $1,266 $4,246 $27,325
8 16 $546 $87 $19 $440 $76 (876) $440 $4,246 $6,735
9 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($76) $0 $4,246 | ($4,246)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 8 $33,969 $586,816 | $552,847
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources

Hocking Hills

Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR [ Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Hocking Hills Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Mohican
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 253 $8,640 $1,369 $307 $6,964 $76 $15 $6,874 $4,246 | $167,143
2 219 $7,479 $1,185 $266 $6,028 $76 $241 $5,712 $4,246 | $138,175
3 212 $7,240 $1,147 $257 $5,836 $76 $467 $5,293 $4,246 | $127,737
4 204 $6,967 $1,104 $248 $5,615 $76 $602 $4,938 $4,246 | $118,867
5 196 $6,693 $1,060 $238 $5,395 $76 $692 $4,627 $4,246 | $111,123
6 189 $6,454 $1,022 $229 $5,202 $76 $783 $4,344 $4,246 | $104,066
7 185 $6,318 $1,001 $225 $5,092 $76 $328 $4,189 $4,246 | $100,194
8 180 $6,147 $974 $219 $4,955 $76 $3828 $4,051 $4,246 $96,762
9 176 $6,010 $952 $214 $4,845 $76 $3828 $3,941 $4,246 $94,017
10 175 $5,976 $947 $212 $4,817 $76 $873 $3,868 $4,246 $92,204
11 173 $5,908 $936 $210 $4,762 $76 $896 $3,791 $4,246 $90,268
12 170 $5,806 $920 $206 $4,679 $76 $918 $3,685 $4246 | $87,645
13 168 $5,737 $909 $204 $4,624 $76 $918 $3,630 $4.246 | $86,273
14 162 $5,532 $876 $197 $4,459 $76 $986 $3,397 $4,246 $80,465
15 160 $5,464 $866 $194 $4,404 $76 $1,009 $3,320 $4,246 $78,529
16 159 $5,430 $860 $193 $4,377 $76 $1,031 $3,270 $4,246 $77,279
17 156 $5,327 $844 $189 $4,294 $76 $1,076 $3,142 $4,246 $74,094
18 152 $5,191 $822 $185 $4,184 $76 $1,167 $2,941 $4,246 $69,095
19 147 $5,020 $795 $178 $4,046 $76 $1,167 $2,804 $4,246 $65,663
20 144 $4,918 $779 $175 $3,964 $76 $1,189 $2,699 $4,246 $63,041
21 139 $4,747 $752 $169 $3,826 $76 $1,212 $2,538 $4,246 $59,046
22 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 $1,257 $2,383 $4,246 $55,174
23 133 $4,542 $720 $161 $3,661 $76 $1,257 $2,328 $4,246 $53,801
24 133 $4,542 $720 $161 $3,661 $76 $1,280 $2,305 $4,246 $53,238
25 126 $4,303 $682 $153 $3,468 $76 $1,302 $2,090 $4,246 $47,870
26 117 $3,996 $633 $142 $3,221 $76 $1,302 $1,842 $4,246 $41,693
27 100 $3,415 $541 $121 $2,753 $76 $1,370 $1,307 $4,246 $28,336
28 83 $2,834 $449 $101 $2,285 $76 $1,393 $816 $4,246 $16,105
29 68 $2,322 $368 $83 $1,872 $76 $1,415 $381 $4,246 $5,247
30 49 $1,673 $265 $59 $1,349 $76 $1,438 ($165) $4,246 ($8,357)
31 29 $990 $157 $35 $798 $76 $1,438 ($715) $4,246 | ($22,084)
32 10 $342 $54 $12 $275 $76 $1,483 ($1,284) $4,246 | ($36,251)
33 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $1.483 ($1,559) $4,246 | ($43,114)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 29| $123,138 | $2,406,286 |$2,283,148
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Indian Lake

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Indian Lake Campsite Full Hook-Up 13 44.6% $35.13 $15.66 2,115 68 $74,293
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 2,115 $74,293 $11,442 $2,568 $60,283 $984 $59,299
Operating Profit per Average Unit 163 $5,715 $880 $198 $4,637 $76 $4,561
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 68 $2,389 $368 $83 $1,938 $76 $1,862
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 196 $6,885 $1,060 $238 $5,587 $76 $0 $5,511 $4,246 | $133,161
2 196 $6,885 $1,060 $238 $5,587 $76 $0 $5,511 $4,246 | $133,161
3 194 $6,815 $1,050 $236 $5,530 $76 $0 $5,454 $4,246 | $131,740
4 188 $6,604 $1,017 $228 $5,358 $76 $0 $5,283 $4,246 | $127,476
5 187 $6,569 $1,012 $227 $5,330 $76 $0 $5,254 $4,246 | $126,765
6 183 $6,428 $990 $222 $5,216 $76 $0 $5,140 $4,246 | $123,922
7 178 $6,253 $963 $216 $5,073 $76 $0 $4,998 $4,246 | $120,369
8 172 $6,042 $931 $209 $4,902 $76 $0 $4,827 $4,246 | $116,105
9 163 $5,726 $882 $198 $4,646 $76 $0 $4,570 $4,246 | $109,708
10 149 $5,234 $806 $181 $4,247 $76 $0 $4,171 $4,246 $99,759
11 132 $4,637 $714 $160 $3,762 $76 $0 $3,687 $4,246 $87,677
12 109 $3,829 $590 $132 $3,107 $76 $0 $3,031 $4,246 $71,331
13 68 $2,389 $368 $83 $1,938 $76 $0 $1,862 $4,246 [  $42,193
14 41 $1,440 $222 $50 $1,169 $76 $387 $706 $4,246 [  $13,362
15 14 $492 $76 $17 $399 $76 $585 ($262) $4,246 [ ($10,768)
16 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $629 ($705) $4,246 | ($21,815)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $4,246 $17,608 $13,362
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Lake Hope

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Lake Hope Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Punderson
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 177 $6,045 $958 $215 $4,872 $76 (876) $4,872 $4,246 [ $117,235
2 160 $5,464 $866 $194 $4,404 $76 ($43) $4,372 $4,246 [ $104,759
3 137 $4,679 $741 $166 $3,771 $76 (S11) $3,706 $4,246 [  $88,164
4 94 $3,210 $509 $114 $2,587 $76 $38 $2,474 $4,246 [ $57,439
5 54 $1,844 $292 $66 $1,486 $76 $54 $1,357 $4,246 $29,582
6 23 $785 $124 $28 $633 $76 $103 $455 $4,246 $7,092
7 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $119 ($195) $4,246 | ($9,098)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 6 $25,477 $429,748 | $404,271
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Lake Loramie Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Pymatuning
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 197 $6,728 $1,066 $239 $5,423 $76 $217 $5,130 $4,246 [ $123,673
188 $6,420 $1,017 $228 $5,175 $76 $446 $4,653 $4,246 [ $111,769
3 176 $6,010 $952 $214 $4,845 $76 $697 $4,072 $4,246 [ $97,286
4 171 $5,840 $925 $208 $4,707 $76 $822 $3,809 $4,246 [ $90,731
5 162 $5,532 $876 $197 $4,459 $76 $906 $3,478 $4,246 [ $82,471
6 147 $5,020 $795 $178 $4,046 $76 $1,031 $2,940 $4,246 $69,053
7 138 $4,713 $747 $168 $3,799 $76 $1,177 $2,546 $4,246 $59,231
8 126 $4,303 $682 $153 $3,468 $76 $1,198 $2,195 $4,246 $50,475
9 111 $3,791 $601 $135 $3,055 $76 $1,302 $1,677 $4,246 $37,577
10 91 $3,108 $492 $110 $2,505 $76 $1,386 $1,043 $4,246 $21,768
11 81 $2,766 $438 $98 $2,230 $76 $1,511 $643 $4,246 $11,781
12 72 $2,459 $390 $87 $1,982 $76 $1,574 $332 $4,246 $4,042
13 64 $2,186 $346 $78 $1,762 $76 $1,699 ($13) $4,246 ($4,573)
14 56 $1,912 $303 $68 $1,541 $76 $1,762 ($296) $4,246 [ ($11,625)
15 51 $1,742 $276 $62 $1,404 $76 $1,824 ($496) $4,246 | ($16,619)
16 40 $1,366 $216 $49 $1,101 $76 $2,033 ($1,008) $4,246 [ ($29,374)
17 24 $820 $130 $29 $661 $76 $2,117 ($1,532) $4,246 | ($42,438)
18 10 $342 $54 $12 $275 $76 $2,221 ($2,021) $4,246 | ($54,650)
19 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $2,451 ($2,526) $4,246 | ($67,240)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 12 $50,954 $810,810 | $759,856
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Maumee Bay Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit Salt Fork
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 215 $7,342 $1,163 $261 $5,918 $76 $11 $5,831 $4,246 | $141,147
213 $7,274 $1,152 $259 $5,863 $76 $120 $5,667 $4,246 [ $137,064
3 210 $7,172 $1,136 $255 $5,780 $76 $142 $5,563 $4,246 [ $134,463
4 208 $7,103 $1,125 $253 $5,725 $76 $185 $5,464 $4,246 [ $132,006
5 203 $6,932 $1,098 $246 $5,588 $76 $229 $5,283 $4,246 [ $127,490
6 199 $6,796 $1,077 $242 $5,478 $76 $272 $5,130 $4,246 [ $123,660
7 195 $6,659 $1,055 $237 $5,368 $76 $316 $4,976 $4,246 [ $119,831
8 193 $6,591 $1,044 $234 $5,313 $76 $359 $4,878 $4,246 | $117,374
9 189 $6,454 $1,022 $229 $5,202 $76 $359 $4,768 $4,246 | $114,628
10 186 $6,352 $1,006 $226 $5,120 $76 $381 $4,663 $4,246 | $112,027
11 178 $6,079 $963 $216 $4,900 $76 $424 $4,400 $4,246 | $105,452
12 173 $5,908 $936 $210 $4,762 $76 $468 $4,218 $4,246 [ $100,936
13 165 $5,635 $893 $200 $4,542 $76 $468 $3,998 $4,246 [ $95,446
14 156 $5,327 $844 $189 $4,294 $76 $490 $3,729 $4,246 [ $88,727
15 146 $4,986 $790 $177 $4,019 $76 $490 $3,453 $4,246 [  $81,863
16 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 $490 $3,151 $4,246 [ $74,314
17 121 $4,132 $655 $147 $3,331 $76 $490 $2,765 $4,246 [ $64,705
18 106 $3,620 $573 $129 $2,918 $76 $490 $2,352 $4,246 $54,410
19 82 $2,800 $444 $100 $2,257 $76 $490 $1,692 $4,246 $37,938
20 38 $1,298 $206 $46 $1,046 $76 $490 $481 $4,246 $7,739
21 24 $820 $130 $29 $661 $76 $533 $52 $4,246 ($2,954)
22 10 $342 $54 $12 $275 $76 $533 ($334) $4,246 | ($12,562)
23 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $555 ($631) $4,246 [ ($19,968)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 20 $84,923 [ $2,056,144 $1,971,221
Incremental Nights Sold
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR [ Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Mohican Campsite Full Hook-Up 32 40.3% $38.19 $15.37 4,702 10| $179,579
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold [ Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense [ Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 4,702 $179,579 $25,438 $5,708 $148,433 $2,422 | $146,010
Operating Profit per Average Unit 147 $5,612 $795 $178 $4,639 $76 $4,563
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 10 $382 $54 $12 $316 $76 $240
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 253 $9,663 $1,369 $307 $7,987 $76 $0 $7,911 $4,246 | $193,008
2 219 $8,364 $1,185 $266 $6,913 $76 $0 $6,838 $4,246 | $166,245
3 212 $8,097 $1,147 $257 $6,692 $76 $0 $6,617 $4,246 | $160,736
4 204 $7,791 $1,104 $248 $6,440 $76 $0 $6,364 $4,246 | $154,439
5 196 $7,486 $1,060 $238 $6,187 $76 $0 $6,112 $4,246 | $148,142
6 189 $7,218 $1,022 $229 $5,966 $76 $0 $5,891 $4,246 | $142,632
7 185 $7,066 $1,001 $225 $5,840 $76 $0 $5,764 $4,246 | $139,483
8 180 $6,875 $974 $219 $5,682 $76 $0 $5,607 $4,246 | $135,548
9 176 $6,722 $952 $214 $5,556 $76 $0 $5,480 $4,246 | $132,399
10 175 $6,684 $947 $212 $5,524 $76 $0 $5,449 $4,246 | $131,612
11 173 $6,607 $936 $210 $5,461 $76 $0 $5,386 $4,246 | $130,038
12 170 $6,493 $920 $206 $5,367 $76 $0 $5,291 $4,246 | $127,677
13 168 $6,416 $909 $204 $5,303 $76 $0 $5,228 $4,246 | $126,102
14 162 $6,187 $876 $197 $5,114 $76 $0 $5,038 $4,246 | $121,380
15 160 $6,111 $866 $194 $5,051 $76 $0 $4,975 $4,246 | $119,805
16 159 $6,073 $860 $193 $5,019 $76 $0 $4,944 $4,246 | $119,018
17 156 $5,958 $844 $189 $4,925 $76 $0 $4,849 $4,246 | $116,657
18 152 $5,805 $822 $185 $4,798 $76 $0 $4,723 $4,246 | $113,508
19 147 $5,614 $795 $178 $4,640 $76 $0 $4,565 $4,246 | $109,573
20 144 $5,500 $779 $175 $4,546 $76 $0 $4,470 $4,246 | $107,212
21 139 $5,309 $752 $169 $4,388 $76 $0 $4,312 $4,246 | $103,276
22 135 $5,156 $730 $164 $4,262 $76 $0 $4,186 $4,246 | $100,127
23 133 $5,080 $720 $161 $4,199 $76 $0 $4,123 $4,246 $98,553
24 133 $5,080 $720 $161 $4,199 $76 $0 $4,123 $4,246 $98,553
25 126 $4,812 $682 $153 $3,978 $76 $0 $3,902 $4,246 $93,043
26 117 $4,468 $633 $142 $3,693 $76 $0 $3,618 $4,246 $85,959
27 100 $3,819 $541 $121 $3,157 $76 $0 $3,081 $4,246 $72,578
28 83 $3,170 $449 $101 $2,620 $76 $0 $2,544 $4,246 $59,197
29 68 $2,597 $368 $83 $2,147 $76 $0 $2,071 $4,246 $47,390
30 49 $1,871 $265 $59 $1,547 $76 $0 $1,471 $4,246 $32,435
31 29 $1,108 $157 $35 $915 $76 $0 $840 $4,246 $16,693
32 10 $382 $54 $12 $316 $76 $0 $240 $4,246 $1,738
33 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $0 ($76) $4,246 | ($6,134)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 0 $0 $0 $0
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Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Punderson

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Punderson Campsite Full Hook-Up 5 34.1% $34.19 $11.65 622 54 $21,269
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E

Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit

Total Operating Profit 622 $21,269 $3,365 $755 $17,149 $379 $16,770
Operating Profit per Average Unit 124 $4,254 $673 $151 $3,430 $76 $3,354
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 54 $1,846 $292 $66 $1,489 $76 $1,413

Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV

1 177 $6,052 $958 $215 $4,380 $76 $0 $4,804 $4,246 | $115542

2 160 $5,471 $866 $194 $4,411 $76 $0 $4,336 $4,246 | $103,856

3 137 $4,685 $741 $166 $3,777 $76 $0 $3,701 $4,246 $88,045

4 94 $3,214 $509 $114 $2,592 $76 $0 $2,516 $4,246 $58,485

5 54 $1,846 $292 $66 $1,489 $76 $0 $1,413 $4,246 $30,988

6 23 $786 $124 $28 $634 $76 ($76) $634 $4,246 $11,565
7 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($76) $0 $4,246 ($4,246)

Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $4,246 $15,811 $11,565
Incremental Nights Sold
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Pymatuning

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Pymatuning Campsite Full Hook-Up 18 29.0% $32.27 $9.36 1,905 10 $61,465
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,905 $61,465 $10,306 $2,313 $48,846 $1,363 $47,484
Operating Profit per Average Unit 106 $3,415 $573 $128 $2,714 $76 $2,638
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 10 $323 $54 $12 $256 376 $181
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 197 $6,356 $1,066 $239 $5,051 $76 $0 $4,976 $4,246 | $119,816
188 $6,066 $1,017 $228 $4,821 $76 $0 $4,745 $4,246 | $114,062
3 176 $5,679 $952 $214 $4,513 $76 $0 $4,437 $4,246 | $106,389
4 171 $5,517 $925 $208 $4,385 $76 $0 $4,309 $4,246 [ $103,193
5 162 $5,227 $876 $197 $4,154 $76 $0 $4,078 $4,246 $97,439
6 147 $4,743 $795 $178 $3,769 $76 $0 $3,694 $4,246 $87,849
7 138 $4,453 $747 $168 $3,538 $76 $0 $3,463 $4,246 $82,095
8 126 $4,065 $682 $153 $3,231 $76 $0 $3,155 $4,246 $74,423
9 111 $3,581 $601 $135 $2,846 $76 $0 $2,770 $4,246 $64,833
10 91 $2,936 $492 $110 $2,333 $76 $0 $2,258 $4,246 $52,046
11 81 $2,613 $438 $98 $2,077 $76 $0 $2,001 $4,246 $45,653
12 72 $2,323 $390 $87 $1,846 $76 $0 $1,770 $4,246 $39,899
13 64 $2,065 $346 $78 $1,641 $76 $0 $1,565 $4,246 $34,784
14 56 $1,807 $303 $68 $1,436 $76 $0 $1,360 $4,246 $29,669
15 51 $1,646 $276 $62 $1,308 $76 $0 $1,232 $4,246 $26,472
16 40 $1,291 $216 $49 $1,026 $76 $0 $950 $4,246 $19,440
17 24 $774 $130 $29 $615 $76 $0 $540 $4,246 $9,210
18 10 $323 $54 $12 $256 $76 $0 $181 $4,246 $260
19 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($76) $0 $4,246 ($4,246)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 0 $0 $0 $0
Incremental Nights Sold
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Rocky Fork

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewenue
Rocky Fork Camp Full Hook-Up| 44 35.6% $33.30 $11.87 5,725 2] $190,622
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 5,725 $190,622 $30,972 $6,950 $152,699 $3.331 | $149,368
Operating Profit per Average Unit 130 $4,332 $704 $158 $3,470 $76 $3,395
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 2 $67 $11 $2 $53 $76 ($22)
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewvenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 205 $6,826 $1,109 $249 $5,468 $76 $0 $5,392 $4,246 | $130,202
199 $6,626 $1,077 $242 $5,308 $76 $0 $5,232 $4.246 | $126,212
3 191 $6,360 $1,033 $232 $5,094 $76 $0 $5,019 $4.246 | $120,891
4 191 $6,360 $1,033 $232 $5,094 $76 $0 $5,019 $4.246 | $120,891
5 187 $6,226 $1,012 $227 $4,988 $76 $0 $4,912 $4.246 | $118,231
6 185 $6,160 $1,001 $225 $4,934 $76 $0 $4,859 $4.246 | $116,901
7 181 $6,027 $979 $220 $4,828 $76 $0 $4,752 $4.246 | $114,241
8 178 $5,927 $963 $216 $4,748 $76 $0 $4,672 $4.246 | $112,245
9 178 $5,927 $963 $216 $4,748 $76 $0 $4,672 $4.246 | $112,245
10 178 $5,927 $963 $216 $4,748 $76 $0 $4,672 $4.246 | $112,245
11 178 $5,927 $963 $216 $4,748 $76 $0 $4,672 $4.246 | $112,245
12 178 $5,927 $963 $216 $4,748 $76 $0 $4,672 $4.246 | $112,245
13 177 $5,893 $958 $215 $4,721 $76 $0 $4,645 $4,246 | $111,580
14 176 $5,860 $952 $214 $4,694 $76 $0 $4,619 $4,246 | $110,915
15 174 $5,794 $941 $211 $4,641 $76 $0 $4,565 $4,246 | $109,585
16 171 $5,694 $925 $208 $4,561 $76 $0 $4,485 $4,246 | $107,590
17 168 $5,594 $909 $204 $4.481 $76 $0 $4,405 $4.246 | $105,595
18 166 $5,527 $898 $202 $4,428 $76 $0 $4,352 $4.246 | $104,265
19 160 $5,327 $866 $194 $4,268 $76 $0 $4,192 $4.246 | $100,275
20 159] $5,294 $860 $193 $4,241 $76 $0 $4,165 $4,246 $99,609
21 158 $5,261 $855 $192 $4.214 $76 $0 $4,139 $4,246 $98,944
22 154] $5,128 $833 $187 $4,108 $76 $0 $4,032 $4,246 $96,284
23 149] $4,961 $806 $181 $3,974 $76 $0 $3,898 $4,246 $92,959
24 142 $4,728 $768 $172 $3,787 $76 $0 $3,712 $4246 | $88,304
25 135 $4,495 $730 $164 $3,601 $76 $0 $3,5625 $4,246 $83,648
26 128 $4,262 $692 $155 $3,414 $76 $0 $3,338 $4,246 $78,993
27 125 $4,162 $676 $152 $3,334 $76 $0 $3,258 $4,246 $76,998
28 118 $3,929 $638 $143 $3,147 $76 $0 $3,072 $4,246 $72,342
29 108 $3,596 $584 $131 $2,881 $76 $0 $2,805 $4,246 $65,692
30 99 $3,296 $536 $120 $2,641 $76 $0 $2,565 $4,246 $59,706
31 95 $3,163 $514 $115 $2,534 $76 $0 $2,458 $4.246 $57,046
32 94 $3,130 $509 $114 $2,507 $76 $0 $2,432 $4,246 $56,381
33 89 $2,963 $481 $108 $2,374 $76 $0 $2,298 $4,246 $53,056
34 82 $2,730 $444 $100 $2,187 $76 $0 $2,111 $4,246 $48,401
35 78 $2,597 $422 $95 $2,080 $76 $0 $2,005 $4,246 $45,740
36 74 $2,464 $400 $90 $1,974 $76 $0 $1,898 $4,246 $43,080
37 68 $2,264 $368 $83 $1,814 $76 $0 $1,738 $4,246 $39,090
38 63 $2,098 $341 $76 $1,680 $76 $0 $1,605 $4,246 $35,765
39 52 $1,731 $281 $63 $1,387 $76 $0 $1,311 $4,246 $28,449
40 47 $1,565 $254 $57 $1,254 $76 $0 $1,178 $4,246 $25,124
41 37 $1,232 $200 $45 $987 $76 $0 $911 $4,246 $18,473
42 33 $1,099 $179 $40 $880 $76 $0 $804 $4,246 $15,813
43 15 $499 $81 $18 $400 $76 $0 $324 $4,246 $3,842
44 2 367 $11 $2 $53 $76 $0 ($22) $4,246 | ($4,804)
45 0| S0 $0 $0 $0 $76 ($19) ($57) $4,246 | ($5,662)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 0 $0 $0 $0
Incremental Nights Sold
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Salt Fork

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Salt Fork Campsite Full Hook-Up 20 47.7% $34.91 $16.67 3,311 38]  $115,585
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue | Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 3,311 $115,585 $17.913 $4,020 $93,653 $1,514 $92,139
Operating Profit per Average Unit 166 $5,779 $896 $201 $4,683 $76 $4,607
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 38 $1,327 $206 $46 $1,075 $76 $999
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 215 $7,506 $1,163 $261 $6,081 $76 $0 $6,006 $4,246 | $145,499
213 $7,436 $1,152 $259 $6,025 $76 $0 $5,949 $4,246 | $144,089
3 210 $7,331 $1,136 $255 $5,940 $76 $0 $5,864 $4,246 | $141,973
4 208 $7,261 $1,125 $253 $5,883 $76 $0 $5,808 $4,246 | $140,563
5 203 $7,087 $1,098 $246 $5,742 $76 $0 $5,666 $4,246 | $137,036
6 199 $6,947 $1,077 $242 $5,629 $76 $0 $5,553 $4,246 | $134,215
7 195 $6,807 $1,055 $237 $5,516 $76 $0 $5,440 $4,246 | $131,394
8 193 $6,738 $1,044 $234 $5,459 $76 $0 $5,383 $4,246 | $129,983
9 189 $6,598 $1,022 $229 $5,346 $76 $0 $5,270 $4,246 | $127,162
10 186 $6,493 $1,006 $226 $5,261 $76 $0 $5,185 $4,246 | $125,047
11 178 $6,214 $963 $216 $5,035 $76 $0 $4,959 $4,246 | $119,404
12 173 $6,039 $936 $210 $4,893 $76 $0 $4,818 $4,246 | $115,.878
13 165 $5,760 $893 $200 $4,667 $76 $0 $4,591 $4,246 | $110,236
14 156 $5,446 $844 $189 $4,413 $76 $0 $4,337 $4,246 | $103,888
15 146 $5,097 $790 $177 $4,130 $76 $0 $4,054 $4,246 $96,836
16 135 $4,713 $730 $164 $3,819 $76 $0 $3,743 $4,246 $89,078
17 121 $4,224 $655 $147 $3,423 $76 $0 $3,347 $4,246 $79,204
18 106 $3,700 $573 $129 $2,998 $76 $0 $2,923 $4,246 $68,625
19 82 $2,863 $444 $100 $2,319 $76 $0 $2,244 $4,246 $51,698
20 38 $1,327 $206 $46 $1,075 $76 $0 $999 $4,246 $20,667
21 24 $838 $130 $29 $679 $76 ($76) $679 $4,246 $12,680
22 10 $349 $54 $12 $283 $76 ($55) $262 $4,246 $2,291
23 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $69 ($145) $4,246 ($7,854)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 2 $8,492 $23,464 $14,972
Incremental Nights Sold
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Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
Shawnee Campsite Full Hook-Up 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CY 2013 Operating Profits*
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit *Park had no existing full hook-up inventory in CY 2013. Sales are projected based on actual CY
Operating Profit per Average Unit 2013 performance of:
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit South Bass Island
Detailed Sales Projection
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 170 $5,806 $920 $206 $4,679 $76 ($76) $4,679 $4,246 [ $112,431
2 155 $5,293 $839 $188 $4,267 $76 ($76) $4,267 $4,246 [ $102,136
3 146 $4,986 $790 $177 $4,019 $76 ($76) $4,019 $4,246 [ $95,959
4 135 $4,610 $730 $164 $3,716 $76 (876) $3,716 $4,246 [ $88,409
5 122 $4,166 $660 $148 $3,358 $76 (858) $3,341 $4,246 [ $79,057
6 115 $3,927 $622 $140 $3,165 $76 ($41) $3,131 $4,246 $73,824
7 101 $3,449 $546 $123 $2,780 $76 $10 $2,694 $4,246 $62,927
8 85 $2,903 $460 $103 $2,340 $76 $10 $2,254 $4,246 $51,945
9 66 $2,254 $357 $80 $1,817 $76 $10 $1,731 $4,246 $38,905
10 38 $1,298 $206 $46 $1,046 $76 $10 $960 $4,246 $19,688
11 24 $820 $130 $29 $661 $76 $10 $575 $4,246 $10,079
12 10 $342 $54 $12 $275 $76 $28 $172 $4,246 $41
13 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $28 ($103) $4,246 ($6,822)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 12 $50,954 $786,354 | $735,400
Incremental Nights Sold
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South Bass Island

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWAR | Nights Sold| Nights Rewvenue
South Bass Island Campsite Full Hook-Up 10 31.0% $32.35 $10.04 1,133 38 $36,656
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 1,133 $36,656 $6,130 $1,376 $29,151 $757 $28,394
Operating Profit per Average Unit 113 $3,666 $613 $138 $2,915 $76 $2,839
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 38 $1,229 $206 $46 $978 $76 $902
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E | Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Revenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 170 $5,500 $920 $206 $4,374 $76 $0 $4,298 $4,246 | $102,926
155 $5,015 $839 $188 $3,988 $76 $0 $3,912 $4,246 $93,303
3 146 $4,724 $790 $177 $3,756 $76 $0 $3,681 $4,246 $87,530
4 135 $4,368 $730 $164 $3,473 $76 $0 $3,398 $4,246 $80,473
5 122 $3,947 $660 $148 $3,139 $76 $0 $3,063 $4,246 $72,133
6 115 $3,721 $622 $140 $2,959 $76 $0 $2,883 $4,246 $67,642
7 101 $3,268 $546 $123 $2,599 $76 $0 $2,523 $4,246 $58,661
8 85 $2,750 $460 $103 $2,187 $76 $0 $2,111 $4,246 $48,396
9 66 $2,135 $357 $80 $1,698 $76 $0 $1,622 $4,246 $36,207
10 38 $1,229 $206 $46 $978 $76 $0 $902 $4,246 $18,244
11 24 $776 $130 $29 $617 $76 $51 $491 $4,246 $7,995
12 10 $324 $54 $12 $257 $76 $177 $4 $4,246 ($4,142)
13 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $177 ($253) $4,246 [ ($10,557)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted [ Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 1 $4,246 $12,241 $7,995
Incremental Nights Sold
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West Branch

Full Hook-Up Campsite Investment Analysis
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics

Accommodation Inventory | Occupancy Sell-Out Total
Park Location Category Site Type Count Rate ADR ReWPAR [ Nights Sold[ Nights Revenue
West Branch Campsite Full Hook-Up| 29 43.6% $32.16 $14.02 4,614 56| $148,404
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Utilities Turn FF&E
Nights Sold | Total Revenue| Expense Expense Profit Expense | Net Profit
Total Operating Profit 4,614] $148,404 $24,962 $5,602 $117,840 $2,195 | $115,645
Operating Profit per Average Unit 159 $5,117 $861 $193 $4,063 $76 $3,988
Operating Profit per Marginal Unit 56 $1,801 $303 $68 $1,430 $76 $1,355
Detailed Sales (CY 2013)
Electric Site
Nights Total Utilities Turn Profit before FF&E Opportunity Investment | Investment
Campsite # Sold Rewenue Expense Expense FF&E Expense Cost Net Profit Costs NPV
1 204 $6,561 $1,104 $248 $5,210 $76 $0 $5,134 $4,246 | $123,776
204 $6,561 $1,104 $248 $5,210 $76 $0 $5,134 $4,246 | $123,776
3 203 $6,529 $1,098 $246 $5,185 $76 $0 $5,109 $4,246 | $123,139
4 203 $6,529 $1,098 $246 $5,185 $76 $0 $5,109 $4,246 | $123,139
5 201 $6,465 $1,087 $244 $5,133 $76 $0 $5,058 $4,246 | $121,865
6 199 $6,401 $1,077 $242 $5,082 $76 $0 $5,007 $4,246 | $120,592
7 195 $6,272 $1,055 $237 $4,980 $76 $0 $4,905 $4,246 | $118,044
8 187 $6,015 $1,012 $227 $4,776 $76 $0 $4,700 $4,246 | $112,950
9 187 $6,015 $1,012 $227 $4,776 $76 $0 $4,700 $4,246 | $112,950
10 186 $5,982 $1,006 $226 $4,750 $76 $0 $4,675 $4,246 | $112,313
11 185 $5,950 $1,001 $225 $4,725 $76 $0 $4,649 $4,246 | $111,676
12 181 $5,822 $979 $220 $4,623 $76 $0 $4,547 $4,246 | $109,129
13 180 $5,789 $974 $219 $4,597 $76 $0 $4,521 $4,246 | $108,492
14 178 $5,725 $963 $216 $4,546 $76 $0 $4,470 $4,246 | $107,219
15 176 $5,661 $952 $214 $4,495 $76 $0 $4,419 $4,246 | $105,945
16 173 $5,564 $936 $210 $4,418 $76 $0 $4,343 $4,246 | $104,035
17 166 $5,339 $898 $202 $4,240 $76 $0 $4,164 $4,246 $99,577
18 159 $5,114 $860 $193 $4,061 $76 $0 $3,985 $4,246 $95,119
19 155 $4,985 $839 $188 $3,959 $76 $0 $3,883 $4,246 $92,572
20 147 $4,728 $795 $178 $3,754 $76 $0 $3,679 $4,246 |  $87.477
21 140 $4,503 $757 $170 $3,576 $76 $0 $3,500 $4,246 $83,020
22 130 $4,181 $703 $158 $3,320 $76 $0 $3,244 $4,246 |  $76,652
23 125 $4,020 $676 $152 $3,192 $76 $0 $3,117 $4,246 $73,468
24 117 $3,763 $633 $142 $2,988 $76 $0 $2,912 $4,246 $68,373
25 107 $3,442 $579 $130 $2,733 $76 $0 $2,657 $4,246 $62,005
26 103 $3,313 $557 $125 $2,631 $76 $0 $2,555 $4,246 $59,458
27 89 $2,863 $481 $108 $2,273 $76 $0 $2,197 $4,246 | $50,542
28 78 $2,509 $422 $95 $1,992 $76 $0 $1,916 $4,246 $43,538
29 56 $1,801 $303 $68 $1,430 $76 $0 $1,355 $4,246 |  $29,528
30 48 $1,544 $260 $58 $1,226 $76 $278 $872 $4,246 $17,507
31 40 $1,287 $216 $49 $1,022 $76 $444 $502 $4,246 $8,264
32 32 $1,029 $173 $39 $817 $76 $610 $131 $4,246 ($978)
33 24 $772 $130 $29 $613 $76 $652 ($115) $4,246 ($7,109)
34 16 $515 $87 $19 $409 $76 $694 ($361) $4,246 | ($13,241)
35 8 $257 $43 $10 $204 $76 $714 ($586) $4.246 | ($18,854)
36 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76 $735 ($811) $4,246 | ($24,467)
Financial Impacts
Sites Cost of PV Net Investment
Impacted | Investment Profits NPV
Impact from Positive NPV Investments 2 $8,492 $34,263 $25,771
Incremental Nights Sold
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Appendix 5-3: Operating and Investment Profiles Description

Accommodation and Analysis Type
CY 2013 Reservation Statistics
Reservation Statistics: This section provides a summary of key performance indicators compiled from Parks' overnight accommodation reservation system.
Operational definitions include:
* Inventory Count - A count of the physical structures of a given accommodation type available to rent in a park.
* Occupancy Rate - The number of nights sold divided by the annual number of nights available for the accommodation type in a park.
* ADR - Average Daily Rate, calculated as total revenue divided by nights sold.
*RevPAR - Revenue per Available Room, calculated as total revenue divided by annual nights available.
* Nights Sold - A count of the total annual instances where an accommodated type was rented.
* Sell-Out Nights - A count of the annual instances where a park's total inventory of an accommodation type was sold out to capacity.
* Total Revenue - A park's total annual revenue produced from the rental of an accommodation type.
CY 2013 Operating Profits
Operating Profits: This section describes the accommodation type's operating profits in terms of park total, the average unit, and the marginal unit.
Operational definitions include:
* Total Operating Profit - Entries for this category are the annual totals across a park's entire inventory of an accommodation type.
* Operating Profit per Average Unit - Entries for this category are calculated as annual park totals for an accommodation type divided by inventory count.
* Operating Profit per Marginal Unit - Entries for this category reflect the performance of a park's unit with the fewest incremental nights sold.
« Utilities Expense - The cost of electric, water, and sewer utilities.
» Tumn Expense - The cost of preparing an accommodation type for the next guest stay after a departure, including expenses associated with cleaning and
laundering.
* Profit - Total Revenue minus Utilities Expense minus Turn Expense. Does not account for FF&E Expense or Opportunity Costs.
* FF&E Expense - An annual amount that represents an amortized portion of the reoccurring costs associated with replacing fixtures, furnature, and
equipment.
* Net Profit - Total Revenue minus Utilities Expense minus Turn Expense minus FF&E Expense.
Break Bven Analysis
Break Bven Analysis: This section calculates the annual number of nights sold an individual unit of inventory must produce in order to pass 2 profitability
hurdles. Applicable to the Cabin Investment Analysis only.
* Method #1: Targeting Positive Net Profit - The minimum number of Nights Sold that a single unit of inventory must produce in order to yield a Net Profit
greater than $0.00.
* Method #2: Targeting Positive NPV over Useful Life - The minimum number of Nights Sold that a single unit of inventory would need to produce in order
to yield a NPV greater than $0.00 after Investment Costs have been incurred.
* Break Even Cabin # - Represents the last unit of cabin inventory that is able to break even at a particular park. Any cabins existing or built after the Break
Even Cabin result in the additional cabins producing a negative Net Profit or negative NPV.
Detailed Sales
Detailed Sales: This section presents detailed profitability and investment return characteristics for every incremental unit in a particular park. Operational
definitions include:
* Nights Sold - Nights sold in this section are calculated using the incremental methodology described in detail in the report.
+ Investment Costs - The construction and renovation expenses associated with either extending a cabin's useful life or installing new full hook-up campsite
inventory.
* PV of Net Profits - The present value of a unit's annual operating profits across its entire useful life.
* Investment NPV - PV of Net Profits minus the inititial Investment Costs.
* Specific to fullhook-up analysis, orange highlighted rows represent entries that are based on projections of sales.
Financial Impacts

Financial Impacts: This section quantifies the impact for an entire park of acting on the implications of the investment analysis. The three actions quantified
are the renovation cabins, the disposal of cabins, and the addition of full hook-up campsite inventory. Operational definitions include:

* Impact from Positive NPV Investments - These totals sumthe relevant fields for all the units in a park that are able to yield a positive Investment NPV.

* Impact from Disposal and Cost Avoidance - These totals sumthe relevant fields for all the units in a park that are currently producing a negative operating
profit.

Incremental Nights Sold
Incremental Nights Sold: This chart visually represents the data and calculations in the Detailed Sales section. Chart elements include:
* Red Bars - Represent the count of annual incremental nights sold for each unit of inventory in a park. Within the full hook-up analysis, solid bars represent
actual CY 2013 financials, while hollow bars represent projections.
* Break Even NPV - The dashed horizontal green line represents the nights sold threshold above which investments in a unit yield a positive NPV.
* Break Even Net Profit - The dotted horizontal blue line represents the nights sold threshold above which a unit yields a positive net Net Profit.
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Capital Planning and Budgeting

Section Overview

This section focuses on the Ohio Department of Natural Resources’ (ODNR or the Department)
capital planning and budgeting process. Focusing specifically on the Division of Parks and
Recreation (Parks or the Division), information was collected and analysis was performed to
identify the current backlog of building replacements as well as expected future replacements
and the financial value of each. Analysis identified opportunities to leverage a full assessment of
facilities and related systems to create a robust asset management system supporting a long-term
asset management strategy to efficiently and effectively support the Department and Division’s
mission.

Recommendation

Recommendation 6.1: ODNR should fully assess its portfolio of assets by gathering and
documenting critical information necessary for effective asset management (e.g., age,
location, condition, deferred maintenance, component systems, replacement value, etc.).
Once this information is gathered, it should be entered into an asset management system to
allow for timely, transparent access to necessary management information on a scale
ranging from the entire Department to a specific asset. Finally, the Department should
develop an asset management strategy, similar to one used by the National Parks Service,
that targets and prioritizes scarce capital resources and supplemental operating budgets on
critical needs over the long-term. Leveraging ODNR-wide asset management information
into a unified, long-term strategy will help to ensure that each capital dollar is spent in a
manner that efficiently and effectively supports the Department’s mission and each
associated operating dollar is targeted toward maximizing the value and realization of the
initial investment.

Financial Implication 6.1: N/A

Page | 1



Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Background
Mission and Footprint

ODNR has a wide and varied physical footprint across the State; holding property’ in 87 of 88
counties” and providing services across all 88 counties.” ODNR’s mission is “To ensure a
balance between wise use and protection of our natural resources for the benefit of all.”

To further conservation, accessibility, strategic, and operational goals, the Department maintains
a significant infrastructure and building presence; all of which are broadly encapsulated as assets
and can be viewed strategically as investments. For example, dams, roadways, and lodges all
represent asset investments which the Department has identified as mission critical. In relation to
total assets, these critical few tend to dominate the Department’s planning and budgeting focus
as well as the public discourse. However, the Department also holds far more numerous, but less
critical, complimentary assets such as offices, restrooms, and cabins. While the Department has
more discretion and faces less public scrutiny in how these assets are managed it also has fewer
dedicated resources available to manage them.

The Department is focused on building assets as a part of its capital allocation process. Second
only to infrastructure such as dams and roadways, buildings have the greatest citizen visibility

and potential for visitor and user impact.

Table 6-1 shows the distribution of ODNR buildings by division and in total for calendar year
(CY) 2014.

Table 6-1: ODNR Buildings Overview CY 2014

Division Buildings Count Percent of Total Buildings
Parks and Recreation 2,192 83.5%
Wildlife 220 8.4%
Forestry 141 5.4%
Natural Areas and Preserves 41 1.6%
Administration/Ohio Expo Center 17 0.6%
Watercraft 9 0.3%
Oil and Gas 3 0.1%
Geological Survey 1 0.0%
ODNR Total 2,624 100.0%

Source: ODNR, Ohio Department of Administrative Services (DAS), and Parks

Note: Buildings held by the Division of Parks and Recreation (Parks) were subject to detailed inventory and
evaluation (useful life, expected replacement valuation, etc.) as a part of the analysis contained in this report. All
other data points are as reported on the Department’s catastrophic building insurance (CBI) list as of June 6, 2014.*

! Lands held by the Department include owned lands as well as those which are held through leases, land
management agreements, and dedications. The 2013 Land Inventory (Office of Real Estate Management, 2013),
notes that “these lands are not owned in fee by the State or under direct jurisdiction of the Department or State of
Ohio. They are managed in a manner that furthers the mission of the Department for recreational or conservation
purposes.”

? Allen County is the only county in which the Department does not hold property.

3 For example, one wildlife officer from the Division of Wildlife is assigned to each county.
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As shown in Table 6-1, the majority of total ODNR buildings are held by only a few of the
divisions. For example, 97.3 percent of total buildings are held by Parks (83.5 percent), Wildlife
(8.4 percent), and Forestry (5.4 percent). This concentrated building presence logically correlates
to these divisions as they also collectively hold the largest overall land footprint; inclusive of
97.0 percent of total Department-owned acreage (520,351 of 536,322 total acres) according to
the 2013 Land Inventory (Office of Real Estate Management, 2013).

As demonstrated, asset ownership and access are integral to ODNR as a whole, but particularly
to these divisions. This operational fact is reinforced (explicitly and implicitly) within each
division-specific mission statement:

e Parks’ mission is “To enhance the quality of life through exceptional outdoor recreational
experiences and sound resource management.”

e Forestry’s mission is “To promote and apply management for the sustainable use and
protection of Ohio’s private and public forest lands.”

e Wildlife’s mission is “To conserve and improve fish and wildlife resources and their
habitats for sustainable use and appreciation by all.”

Though each mission statement touches on use and access, it is important to note that not all
buildings are equally important in supporting the mission. As previously noted, some buildings
may be seen as integral to fulfilling a division-specific mission while others may be supportive
or only loosely associated.’

Estimated Useful Life

In accordance with accounting guidelines established by the Ohio Office of Budget and
Management (OBM) and the Ohio Department of Administrative Services (DAS), state-owned
buildings have an estimated useful life of between 20 and 45 years, dependent on factors such as
construction type (e.g., concrete, brick, metal, or frame) and building use (e.g., restrooms, pole
barns, and marinas).6 However, maintenance strategies, or lack thereof, can have an impact on an

* This report focuses on asset management, planning, and budgeting rather than compliance with State of Ohio
accounting policies or administrative procedures. As such, inventories compiled for detailed evaluation may include
buildings which do not meet technical criteria to be considered a capital asset or building for accounting or
insurance purposes (e.g., structure type, dollar value, etc.). However, these buildings do represent an asset
management obligation and are important to consider in an asset management strategy.

> Though identified lack of mission-dependency may be attributable to poor strategic planning and resource
allocation decisions, it is important to note that the Department, as well as its component divisions, has a long and
varied history. Therefore, today’s mission may not be consistent with past iterations and there is a high probability
that the method for executing decisions has varied over time as administrations and leadership teams have changed.

% In accordance with State of Ohio Asset Management Policies and Procedures (DAS, 2013) and Financial
Reporting and Accounting Policies for Capital Assets (OBM, 2012), building assets acquired after July 1, 2001 are
required to be accounted for using a mix of general construction, other construction, and land improvements (if
applicable). General construction estimated useful life for steel, concrete, masonry, wood, and metal are all 45 years,
while other construction for these same asset types are all 20 years. The result is a building with an estimated useful
life of 45 years with components of the building having an estimated useful life of only 20 years. The practical
implication of this difference in estimated useful life is that an asset management strategy must take both into
account to ensure that repair and replacement practices are appropriately timed to meet the anticipated need.
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asset’s failure rate over time; the practical result is that without a proper strategy, an asset may
deteriorate prior to the expected useful life, resulting in an unsafe or sub-optimal condition. This
loss of functionality, coupled with the lost opportunity for savings associated with non-reactive
maintenance strategies, illustrates a compelling need for a comprehensive asset management
strategy that focuses scarce resources on the sustainability of critical assets to meet long-term
needs.

Total Cost of Ownership and Maintenance Practices

The concept of total cost of ownership encompasses more than just highly visible costs, such as
building acquisition, disposition, and replacement. It involves the full cost of ongoing ownership
which manifests itself in a number of ways. The National Park Service (NPS), as part of its
Approach to Asset Management, accounts for the total cost of building ownership using a
proactive, lifecycle requirements approach. This approach includes “the costs associated with
operations, maintenance, code compliance, breakdown repairs, system replacement, and
disposition.” The most operationally complex, and arguably the least visible, of these
requirements is referred to as life-cycle maintenance. This concept represents the totality of five
distinct cost centers which include:

e “Operations — Activities necessary to complete day-to-day functions, including utilities,
grounds maintenance, and snow removal;

e Preventive Maintenance — Regularly scheduled periodic maintenance activities (within
a year) on selected equipment, which typically includes inspection, lubrication, and minor
adjustment;

e Recurring Maintenance — Work activities performed on a regular basis and intended to
meet routine, daily park operational needs, such as painting and caulking;

e Component Renewal — Planned replacement of facility subsystems or components that
have reached or will reach the end of useful life based on condition and lifecycle analysis,
such as roof replacement; and

e Deferred Maintenance — Actions that are required to correct existing deficiencies
resulting from unaccomplished past maintenance, repairs and replacements.”

NPS has stated that a proactive, life-cycle approach allows its parks to be “better positioned to
improve daily performance and ensure the ongoing health and longevity of mission-critical assets
and equipment.” However, as noted, if these costs are not met over time as they are incurred,
they will manifest in deficiencies known as deferred maintenance. The Government Finance
Officers Association (GFOA) best practices publication Capital Asset Assessment, Maintenance
and Replacement Policy (GFOA, 2007 and 2010), notes that “budgetary pressures often impede
capital program expenditures or investments for maintenance and replacement, making it
increasingly difficult to sustain the asset in a condition necessary to provide expected service
levels. Ultimately, deferring essential maintenance or asset replacement could reduce the
organization’s ability to provide services and could threaten public health, safety and overall
quality of life. In addition, as the physical condition of the asset declines, deferring maintenance
and/or replacement could increase long-term costs and liabilities.”
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NPS estimates that the planning, design, and construction of a building usually takes 2 to 4 years
and constitutes 20 to 30 percent of total costs while operation, maintenance, and recapitalization
can last 50 years or more and constitute 70 to 80 percent of total costs. As demonstrated by NPS
cost estimates, life-cycle maintenance costs are very real. However, they are also often largely
invisible until a more costly failure occurs (e.g., higher cost due to service disruptions and
unplanned emergency purchases).

The US Department of Energy (DOE), in its publication Operations & Maintenance Best
Practices: A Guide to Achieving Operational Efficiency (DOE, 2010), notes that “data obtained
in many studies over the past decade indicates that most private and government facilities do not
expend the necessary resources to maintain equipment in proper working order. Rather, they wait
for equipment failure to occur and then take whatever actions are necessary to repair or replace
the equipment.”’ DOE identifies an average facility maintenance program as having the
following breakdown:

e >55 Percent Reactive — Characterized as the “run it till it breaks” maintenance mode.

e 31 Percent Preventive — Defined as “Actions performed on a time- or machine-run-
based schedule that detect, preclude, or mitigate degradation of a component or system
with the aim of sustaining or extending its useful life through controlling degradation to
an acceptable level.”

e 12 Percent Predictive — Defined as “Measurements that detect the onset of system
degradation (lower functional state), thereby allowing causal stressors to be eliminated or
controlled prior to any significant deterioration in the component physical state.”

e 2 Percent Other

A reactive maintenance strategy, employed the majority of the time, may appear to be attractive
over the short-term. However, DOE notes that, “Since we do not see any associated maintenance
cost, we could view this period as saving money... In reality, during the time we believe we are
saving maintenance and capital cost, we are really spending more dollars than we would have
under a different maintenance approach. We are spending more dollars associated with capital
cost because, while waiting for the equipment to break, we are shortening the life of the
equipment resulting in more frequent replacement.” Depending on facility-specific practices,
general savings expectations are attributed to the following changes in maintenance strategies:
moving from reactive maintenance to preventive maintenance results in 12 to 18 percent savings
and moving from preventive maintenance to predictive maintenance results in another 8 to 12
percent savings.

" DOE’s example focuses on facility equipment and systems rather than the facility itself. However, this example
accurately parallels Capital Asset Assessment, Maintenance and Replacement Policy (GFOA, 2007 and 2010) and is
conceptually accurate to apply to equipment, systems, and buildings. In addition, Facilities Net, an online facility
management industry resource series, Facility Management: Three Metrics Drive Steer Investment Decisions
(Kincaid, 2013), notes that condition assessments are “Guided by the premise that an asset consists of a collection of
systems and subsystems.”

* DOE notes that “predictive maintenance differs from preventive maintenance by basing maintenance need on the
actual condition of the machine rather than on some preset schedule.”

? “Depending on a facility’s reliance on reactive maintenance and material condition, it could easily recognize
savings opportunities exceeding 30 percent to 40 percent. In fact, independent surveys indicate the following
industrial average savings resultant from initiation of a functional predictive maintenance program:
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Chart 6-1 shows a DOE illustration of component failure rate over time; where the “Y axis
represents the failure rate and the X axis is time. From its shape, the curve can be divided into
three distinct phases: infant mortality, useful life, and wear-out periods.”

Chart 6-1: Component Failure Rate Over Time for Component Population
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Source: DOE

As shown in Chart 6-1, there are multiple points of potential failure throughout the estimated
useful life of any asset. However, most applicable to building operations and maintenance are the
sections labeled, useful life period and wearout period.'® Failure rates tend to hold constant over
the useful life period and, though each circumstance is unique, DOE notes that “most
acknowledge that poor operations and maintenance (O&M) often plays a significant role.”
Conversely, “It is also generally agreed that exceptional maintenance practices encompassing
preventive and predictive elements can extend this period.” Finally, “The wear-out period is
characterized by a rapidly increasing failure rate with time. In most cases this period
encompasses the normal distribution of design life failures.”

Return on investment: 10 times;
Reduction in maintenance costs: 25 percent to 30 percent;
Elimination of breakdowns: 70 percent to 75 percent;
Reduction in downtime: 35 percent to 45 percent; and
e Increase in production: 20 percent to 25 percent.”
' DOE identifies failures associated with the initial infant mortality as linked to “poor design, poor installation, or
misapplication.”
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Capital Budget History

ODNR’s primary method of funding building replacements is through the State capital budget,
while the primary method of funding O&M activities is through the operating budget. The
capital budget is similar to the operating budget in that it allocates funds for use over a biennium
(most recently signed in April 2014, funding projects during the fiscal year (FY) 2014-16
biennium). However, the capital budget, as the name implies, can only be used to fund capital
expenditures. "’

Chart 6-2 shows ODNR’s capital allocations for each biennium over the past 10 FYs as well as
for the FY 2014-16 biennium. This historical view of appropriations provides important context
for the Department’s capital allocation over time and helps to inform some of the resulting
variation in the Department’s approach to building replacements and other capital projects.

Chart 6-2: ODNR Capital Budget Appropriations History
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Source: Ohio Legislative Service Commission (LSC)

Note 1: No capital budget was approved for the FY 2010-12 biennium.

Note 2: Time intervals shown in Chart 6-2 are representative of biennium periods. For example, 2005-2006
corresponds to the FY 2004-06 biennium.

Over the period shown in Chart 6-2, the Ohio Parks and Natural Resources and Parks and
Recreation Improvement Funds constitute the significant majority of all ODNR capital

""" A Guidebook for Ohio Legislators (LSC, 2013) notes that the capital improvements bill (capital budget)
“appropriates money for projects for the acquisition, construction, equipment, or renovation of buildings and other
facilities”. Related to the capital budget is the capital reappropriations bill which, “reappropriates any amounts of the
original appropriations for such projects that have not yet been obligated or expended and that are still needed for
the projects. This is a common occurrence, since construction projects frequently take longer to complete than the
two-year life of an appropriation.”
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allocations; an average of 76.4 percent. Total capital appropriations for ODNR increased slightly
during the period from the FY 2004-06 biennium through the FY 2008-10 biennium. During that
period, average total appropriations were $74.2 million per biennium. However, no capital
budget was approved for the FY 2010-12 biennium.'? Funding was restored in the FY 2012-14
biennium, but at a lower level of $51.2 million. Finally, the capital appropriation approved in
April 2014 and funding the biennium inclusive of FY 2014-16 at $236.9 million demonstrates a
significant reinvestment in ODNR capital assets.

Table 6-2 shows the capital appropriation for the FY 2014-16 biennium in relation to historical

average appropriations. These calculations demonstrate the magnitude of this recent
reinvestment in relation to the actual 10-year average.

Table 6-2: Current to Historical Capital Appropriations Comparison

ODNR by Capital Fund FY 2014-16 10-Year Avg. $ Difference % Difference
Administrative Building $6,400,000 $2,505,012 $3,894,988 155.5%
Clean Ohio Trail $7,225,150 $3,450,000 $3,775,150 109.4%
Ohio Parks & Natural Resources $57,748,465 $16,618,059 $41,130,406 247.5%
Parks & Recreation
Improvement $137,690,595 $22.339,536 $115,351,059 516.4%
Waterways Safety $15,383,274 $8,316,000 $7,067,274 85.0%
Wildlife $12,500,000 $1,522,000 $10,978,000 721.3%
Total Capital Appropriations $236,947,484 $54,750,607 $182,196,877 332.8%

Source: LSC
" The 10-year funded average excludes the unfunded FY 2010-12 biennium.

As shown in Table 6-2, when comparing the current level of capital appropriations to the
historical average, total appropriations have increased by 332.8 percent.

12 A capital budget is commonly approved by the General Assembly and signed by the Governor in the second year
of every operating budget biennium. However, a capital budget is not required and was never developed for the FY
2010-12 biennium as a cost savings measure.
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Methodology

This section of the performance audit seeks to develop an up-to-date inventory, assess lifecycle
placement, estimate expected replacement value, and project future replacement frequency and
value for Parks’ building assets.'> As shown in Table 6-1, Parks’ 2,192 buildings represent 83.5
percent of ODNR’s total inventory of 2,624 buildings. As such, this Division was selected as the
focus of the analysis. This section also analyzes the historical capital allocation methods and the
potential for implementation of a future-state, data-driven asset management and reinvestment
methodology.

ODNR and Parks provided access to baseline building data such as inventory, age, and valuation.
Sources of data included Ohio Administrative Knowledge System (OAKS) and DAS’
catastrophic building insurance CBI lists. Given that the development of a full and accurate
inventory is inherently focused on current holdings, the timeframe for data sources is primarily
CY 2014. However, where clarification was required to improve the accuracy of data points in
the inventory, historical information sources were also used and these data points focused on CY
2003 through CY 2013.

In order to develop an up-to-date inventory, multiple data sources were reconciled and the results
of each reconciliation activity were provided to Parks leadership for review and, if applicable,
clarification. In all cases requiring clarification, data points were either addressed through the
inclusion of centrally held information or were supplemented by testimonial or documentary
evidence from knowledgeable site-level stakeholders (e.g., park managers).

Once an up-to-date inventory was developed, the analysis focused on categorizing buildings
using a standard taxonomy. Categorized buildings were then evaluated for applicability of
calculated replacement valuation models or for management-identified replacement models.
Calculated replacement valuation models were used where sufficient recent (i.e., within the last
10 years) data points were available to derive an appropriate construction value (e.g., cost per
square foot or cost per unit) within a building category. Identified replacement models were used
where Parks leadership was able to specifically identify a recent past project as a model for
future replacement. Identified models were provided to DAS, Office of Risk Management, for
assessment of likely replacement values; dependent on building type, use, and layout. Regardless
of the valuation model employed, Division leadership provided final review of model values as
well as their applicability back to model categories and types. Final model values were applied
back to inventoried assets in the form of a conservative replacement value.

" This report focuses on buildings rather than all assets. ODNR has significant infrastructure (e.g., dams, bridges,
roadways, culverts, etc.), land improvement (e.g., campgrounds, shoreline protection, etc.), equipment, and other
types of assets which were outside of the scope of this performance audit and were not evaluated in this report, but
do represent current and future capital and maintenance and repair needs. Furthermore, though they were not
evaluated in this performance audit, similar conditions such as those identified in this performance audit (e.g.,
historical lack of a comprehensive management plan, infrastructure exceeding estimated useful life, lack of full
condition assessments, etc.) appear to apply to other major asset groups such as dams. The asset management
leading practices identified in this report should be applied to all other operational areas within the Department as
appropriate.
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Projected useful life data was obtained from DAS/OBM and applied to each building in the
inventory based on either construction type (e.g., frame, stone, concrete, etc.) or usage (e.g., pole
barn, restroom, etc.). Each building’s construction year or last major renovation date, where
applicable, was then used to calculate expected remaining useful life. The concept of expected
remaining useful life was used to assess and estimate a value for backlogged, current, and
projected replacements. Further, replacements were projected over the next 50 years to
demonstrate how changes in inventory can impact future resource allocation and operations. (See
Appendix 6-1: Characteristics of Data and Distributions for additional information on
understanding and interpreting key statistical measures used in this section of the performance
audit.)

An effort was made to inventory, assess, and establish a replacement value for all Parks
buildings. However, some buildings could not be fully assessed in this analysis due to missing or
unknown data points (e.g., age/major renovation date(s) or square footage) or lack of a model for
valuation. For the latter, the following categories of assets were not valued:

e Lodges — Parks is working with external consultants and concessionaires to evaluate
lodge replacement and upgrade needs (see Parks and Recreation Operations — Lodge
Properties section).

e Residences — Though a small number of residences are used for operational purposes,
most are a part of the residences program. The residences program is designed to provide
on-site, rental housing for ODNR staff as necessary to support site-specific operations.
The use of operating or capital dollars for the maintenance, repair, or replacement of
residence program buildings is prohibited.

e Water and Waste Water Buildings — Parks is working to utilize surrounding sewer and
water infrastructure where possible rather than to continue to produce and/or treat water
on-site.

e Historic Homes & Structures — Parks is responsible for maintaining historical homes
and structures in a manner that preserves usefulness and value to the public. Historical
homes and structures cannot be replaced.

Focusing specifically on Parks buildings, the analysis in this performance audit report included
the inventory and reconciliation of 2,192 buildings and the evaluation of 1,910 (or 87.1 percent
of total Parks buildings). The number of buildings evaluated in this report account for 72.8
percent of the 2,624 ODNR buildings shown in Table 6-1.

Finally, ODNR’s historical capital budget practices and asset management strategies were
evaluated with a focus on how these practices and strategies have specifically affected Parks.
Leading practices from NPS were identified as a model for a data-driven asset management
strategy that better targets and prioritizes scarce capital resources and supplemental operating
budgets on critical needs over the long-term.
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Analysis

Capital Replacements and Estimated Cost

In order to determine a reasonable expectation of capital outlays over time, the current portfolio
of buildings must first be identified by age and then matched against the original estimated

useful life to identify where each asset is in its expected lifecycle.

Chart 6-3 shows the year built distribution for all Parks buildings.

Chart 6-3: Parks Building Year Built Distribution
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Chart 6-4 shows an age distribution for all Parks buildings for CY 2014.

Chart 6-4: Parks Building Age Distribution CY 2014
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As shown in Chart 6-4, Parks buildings have an average (or mean) age of 39.9 years and a
median age of 42.0 years."* Given the presence of outliers in the data set, the median value is
more meaningful to a general understanding of the age of the buildings as a group. The center of
this distribution, buildings that are 40 to 50 years old, shows that the Division experienced a
significant construction boom in the 1960s and 1970s (see Chart 6-3) as 1,017 or 48.1 percent of
all buildings were constructed in these two decades.

4 Examples of the oldest buildings in the Parks distribution include: a storage barn on Middle Bass Island; an
education center at Barkcamp State Park; and a cabin on South Bass Island. Though it is likely that these assets have
undergone major renovations over time, documentation was not readily available to verify that assumption.
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Chart 6-5 shows the expected remaining useful life for Parks buildings for CY 2014. For
example, the calculation of expected remaining useful life is the current age of the building in
relation to the original estimated useful life.

Chart 6-5: Parks Building Remaining Useful Life Distribution CY 2014
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As shown in Chart 6-5, Parks buildings have an average (or mean) expected remaining useful
life of (5.4) years and median expected remaining useful life of (1.0) year. Again, given the
presence of outliers in the data set, the median value is more meaningful to the analysis.
Focusing on the median of (1.0) year for Parks buildings identifies that the Division, as of CY
2014, now has more buildings that are past their original estimated useful lives than it has
buildings with expected remaining useful life."

' The first peak of the distribution, centered around (20) to (30) years, is the product of buildings with either a 20 or
45 years estimated useful life. For example, a building with an estimated 20 year useful life would have been
constructed in the mid-1960s or 1970s and a building with a 45 year useful life would have been built in the early
1940s or 1950s. The second peak of the distribution, centered around 0 to 10 years, is reflective of the construction
boom of the 1960s and 1970s, focusing on assets with a 45 year useful life.
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Chart 6-6 shows a distribution of Parks estimated building replacement costs for CY 2014.

Chart 6-6: Parks Building Replacement Cost Distribution CY 2014
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Note: Future replacement costs are in 2014 dollars and have not been adjusted for projected new construction
inflation.

As shown in Chart 6-6, the vast majority of Parks buildings, 95.2 percent, are valued at less than
$400,000 for replacement purposes. Within this group, the highest concentration, 724 buildings
or 37.9 percent of total buildings are valued at less than $100,000 for replacement purposes.
Though there are higher value buildings present, these are less numerous park or regional offices
and group lodges. The current cumulative value of Parks buildings specifically analyzed in this
report is conservatively estimated to be at least $345.4 million. Extrapolating this value out to all
other Parks buildings, excluding lodges, in a proportionate manner, the Division’s total building
portfolio is conservatively estimated at $386.2 million.'®

' This report evaluates 1,910 of 2,192 Parks buildings or 89.7 percent of all Division buildings. The median value
of the buildings evaluated was calculated as $149,319. Multiplying this median value by the remainder of Parks
buildings, where appropriate (282 buildings less 9 lodges for a total of 273 remaining buildings), results in an
additional estimated $40.8 million for an estimated total of $386.2 million.

Page | 14



Ohio Department of Natural Resources Performance Audit

Chart 6-7 shows how replacement values (see Chart 6-6) are projected over time based on the
remaining expected useful life (see Chart 6-5). Projected replacements are instructive to current
and future strategic decisions (i.e., what is the mission of ODNR and Parks and how do buildings
support these missions) as well as budgeting practices (e.g., assuming a building is identified as
mission-critical, how then does ODNR allocate operating or capital funds to finance needed
replacement?).

Chart 6-7: Parks Single Replacement Value — Next 50 Years
$200,000,000

$180,000,000

$160,000,000

$140,000,000
$120,000,000

$100,000,000

e Replacement Value

$80,000,000
$60,000,000

$40,000,000 A

$20,000,000

$0 ||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||ﬁ||‘|_l_t‘r||||||||

A % o O O
' & HH L
NaAN S R

Q¢>
Q
S A v

OIS R

XA DDA
M P PP S
NN NG

Source: Parks and DAS

Note 1: A 50 year timeframe was selected as it encompasses at least one replacement for each asset in ODNR’s
inventory; predicated on a maximum estimated useful life of 45 years.

Note 2: Future replacement costs stated are in CY 2014 dollars and have not been adjusted for projected new
construction inflation. Over the last 10 years, CY 2003 to CY 2013, new construction inflation has increased by 53.1
percent, or an average of 5.3 percent per year, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

Note 3: Only the scheduled value of a single, first replacement is shown. Over the next 50 years, many assets will
reach the end of a second, and even third, estimated useful life which is not shown above (see Chart 6-8 for detail).

As shown in Chart 6-7, if ODNR were to address all Parks backlogged replacements in CY
2014, and all future replacements as scheduled, each as a single occurrence, the Department
would need to expend a total of at least $345.4 million over the next 50 years; $185.2 million of
which would be expended for backlogged buildings. Though past construction and replacement
practices have created bubbles in the inventory and replacement needs, if Parks building
replacements could be smoothed evenly over the next 50 years, the average annual need would
equate to at least $6.9 million.

Though a one-to-one, on-time replacement represents a significant change from the current
operating state (i.e., this schedule would eliminate backlogged replacements), a complicating
factor is that this type of view does not take into account the need for multiple replacements over
an extended period of time associated with a single building.
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Chart 6-8 shows multiple instances of replacement and cumulative values for buildings over the
next 50 years. This type of projection helps to fully value the impact of replacement needs over
an extended time horizon by accounting for multiple replacements of 20 and 45 year estimated
useful life assets.

Chart 6-8: Parks Multiple Replacement Value — Next 50 Years
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Note 1: A 50 year timeframe was selected as it encompasses at least one replacement for each asset in ODNR’s
inventory; predicated on a maximum estimated useful life of 45 years.

Note 2: Future replacement costs are stated in CY 2014 dollars and have not been adjusted for projected new
construction inflation.

As shown in Chart 6-8, if ODNR were to address all Parks backlogged replacements in CY
2014, and all future replacements as scheduled, accounting for each single and multiple
replacement occurrence, the Department would need to expend a total of at least $661.4 million
over the next 50 years. Though past construction and replacement practices have created bubbles
in the inventory and replacement needs, if Parks building replacements could be smoothed
evenly over the next 50 years, the average annual need would equate to at least $13.2 million.
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Facility Condition Assessment and Identification of Building Maintenance Needs

In addition to the projected cost of capital allocation to replace Parks buildings over time is the
commensurate need to maintain these investments and reinvestments through effective lifecycle
maintenance. The ability to effectively plan to meet long-term needs, however, is predicated on
having the necessary information to understand and quantify the current state of buildings and
their component systems.

According to the International Facility Management Association (IFMA) publication Asset
Lifecycle Model for Total Cost of Ownership Management: A Framework for Facilities Lifecycle
Cost Management (IFMA, 2012), the concept of a facility condition assessment or audit (FCA) is
widely recognized in the capital asset management industry. An FCA is “The structured
development [of] a profile of existing facilities conditions, typically placed in an electronic
database format, and populated with detailed facility condition inspection information. A
detailed [FCA] typically involve[s] an assessment team of three professionals (architect,
mechanical engineer, electrical engineer), and depend[s] [on] robust, scalable methodologies to
assure accurate and consistent information. It is recommended that FCA’s be done on a regular
basis, approximately every three years, or conducting a portion of the overall portfolio annually.
The FCA identifies existing deficient conditions (requirements) in logical grouping and priorities
as well as associated recommended corrections and corrective costs. Costs are generally based
upon industry standard cost databases (e.g., Building News, Craftsman Book Company,
Richardson General Construction Estimating Standards, RSMeans).” Complimentary to the FCA
is the Facility Conditional Assessment Program (FCAP). IFMA defines an FCAP as “A
continuous systematic approach of identifying, assessing, prioritizing, and maintaining the
specific maintenance, repair, renewal, and replacement requirements for all facility assets to
provide valid documentation, reporting mechanisms, and budgetary information in a detailed
database of facility issues.”

The National Park Service (NPS), in its publication General Management Planning: Dynamic
Sourcebook (2009), outlines the elements necessary to develop a site-specific general
management plan (GMP) for each NPS location. Cost estimates for planned and alternate
projects are required to be included in the GMP given that “Decision makers and the public need
to have an overall picture of the estimated costs of various alternatives, including the no-action
alternative, to make wise decisions and determine feasibility within the planning process.” NPS
further states that, “The Park Planning Program Standards direct that plans should include
estimates of annual recurring costs...and of one-time costs for facility rehabilitation, new
construction, or management projects. Costs of alternatives may vary significantly in recurring
needs such as staffing, operations, and maintenance, as well as one time projects such as
facilities, transportation, research, and resource rehabilitation.” The NPS provides estimate
guidance to assist in uniform development of planned and alternate project costs and part of this
guidance requires estimating four percent of the construction cost in annual maintenance
spending.
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Chart 6-9 shows cumulative annual maintenance expenditures commensurate with the value of
the individual assets projected to be replaced in Chart 6-7. This analysis focuses on one-time
replacement cost given that future multiple replacements are designed to hold the current asset
portfolio constant rather than to add additional buildings to the inventory.

Chart 6-9: Projected Cumulative Annual Maintenance Requirement
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Note: Future maintenance costs are stated in CY 2014 dollars and have not been adjusted for projected new
construction inflation.

As shown in Chart 6-9, in order to provide a level of maintenance commensurate with the level
of projected annual building replacements, Parks would need to put forth a baseline maintenance
allocation of at least $7.4 million in CY 2014. This need is projected to grow by 86.5 percent
over the next 50 years as buildings are replaced, resulting in the need for an annual building
maintenance allocation of at least $13.8 million. Furthermore, this analysis does not take into
account the current level of maintenance needs, or accumulated deferred maintenance,17 for the
buildings prior to being replaced in the above model.'®

According to the Division’s operating expense records for FY 2012-13 at least $3,084,468 were
spent on activities described as, or associated with, building maintenance and repair. However,
this level of expense is far below what would be expected using NPS estimates and is likely
heavily subsidized by direct labor from Parks employees.

'7 Parks does not have data on deferred maintenance, but it is reasonable to assume that given the Division’s
operating constraints and variation in past capital budget allocations, some, and possibly a very significant amount
of, deferred maintenance has likely accumulated over time.

'8 Given that projected maintenance needs are based on the projected replacement of only the current inventory of
buildings, it is reasonable to assume that the current maintenance need is already equal to the full value of the need
shown in Chart 6-8.
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Table 6-3 shows Parks hours worked and cost incurred for employees who likely have day-to-
day responsibilities which could impact building maintenance and repair activities for the last
three complete CYs as well as the three-year average. Parks labor is important contextual
information to supplement direct building maintenance and repair expenses; an expense which,
taken without this context, appears to be much lower than it should be to responsibly maintain
buildings over time.

Table 6-3: Maintenance-Related Potential Hours (CY 2011 to CY 2013)

CY 2011 CY 2012 CY 2013 Three-Year Avg.
Hours Worked 876,781 862,264 871,951 870,332
Direct Cost $12,095,999 $11,733,542 $11,579,874 $11,803,139
Benefits Cost $3,677,718 $3,532,033 $3,457,271 $3,555,674
Total Cost $15,773,718 $15,265,575 $15,037,145 $15,358,813

Source: ODNR

As shown in Table 6-3, when accounting for all Parks employees who are in positions that have
a high likelihood to address building maintenance labor needs, it appears that the Division could
potentially be adequately addressing the expected annual maintenance need. However, Parks
leadership noted that no quantified maintenance plan currently exists and although it is known
that deferred maintenance is being accumulated, the full extent of the value of this deferred
maintenance is unknown. Furthermore, it is important to note that the employees included in this
analysis are also responsible for myriad other operational responsibilities (e.g., vehicle
maintenance and repair, dredging, campground operations, etc.) and the likelihood that the full
value of these hours worked is being realized in the building maintenance and repair function is
highly doubtful. Finally, the likelihood that these hours of effort are being focused on critical
assets and critical systems is also in doubt given that Parks has not completed a comprehensive
facility condition assessment or developed park-specific management plans. Though not specific
to buildings, the Ohio State Park and Recreational Area Study Committee Report (2009)
estimated a total Parks deferred capital maintenance cost of over $556 million. The report
attributed increases in deferred capital maintenance cost to “aging and failing infrastructure”,
“increasing general inflationary costs”, “increasing cost of building materials”, and “changes to
environmental and public safety regulations.”

Without a more granular level of detail in employee hours records (i.e., type of work performed
and location of work performed) it is impossible to identify exactly what tasks are being
accomplished by the hours worked as shown in Table 6-3 and what proportion of these hours are
actually being allocated to building maintenance and repair activities. (See the Seasonal
Workforce Strategies section for additional discussion of Parks data and workload information
and the Parks and Recreation Operations sections for additional discussion of Parks
management and planning needs.) In addition, without adequately detailed Parks management
plans to identify, prioritize, quantify, and address resource needs now and into the future for each
operating location, (e.g., resource demand data) detailed timekeeping records (e.g., resource
supply data) would be less than fully useful in analyzing current and future operational
strategies.
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Prioritization of Capital Outlay

ODNR and Parks management have worked with various stakeholders, including elected
officials, business partners, and park visitors, to identify priority capital replacement and
renovation projects as funded by the capital appropriation for the biennium inclusive of FY
2014-15 and FY 2015-16." Though this is not the first time that visitors have been surveyed on
desired facilities changes, when coupled with additional changes to ODNR’s capital planning
and allocation methods, this marks an additional change in a significantly revamped process.

ODNR’s historical capital budgeting process was largely controlled by the Office of Engineering
(Engineering). In this process, the Chief of Engineering was responsible for working with
division representatives (e.g., deputy directors and chiefs) to obtain input on priority capital
projects. This information (e.g., projects, cost, timeframe, priority, etc.) was then synthesized
into the six-year capital plan document required by OBM as part of the capital budget process.
However, when project inputs were synthesized into a larger capital request, there was no clear,
consistent methodology for how projects were assessed and prioritized in relation to an overall
strategy.

ODNR’s administration opted to change the internal capital project identification and
prioritization process to address a number of items. First and foremost, the administration
determined that the historical process had left the Department with a number of un-funded or
under-funded capital needs. Secondly, lack of clarity into the strategic nature of ODNR’s capital
allocation process, especially in relation to major infrastructure assets such as dams, left some
stakeholders less than completely confident that the capital allocation process was fully
protecting the public interest. Finally, the combination of lack of funding compounded by a lack
of transparency in the capital allocation process resulted in unnecessarily high risk to the
Department over the long-run.

In addition to the aforementioned public input process, ODNR’s administration and division
leadership are now working much more closely to identify capital needs, assess for strategic
importance, and fund priority projects appropriately. For example, prior to the start of the
performance audit, ODNR began planning and reengineering its internal construction
management process in preparation for this significant influx of capital dollars. Specifically, the
Department filled a Chief of Projects position which is specifically targeted toward developing
and implementing new construction management and project management practices. These
practices are being designed to allow the Department to allocate a historical amount of capital
funding in a confined period of time, while providing for appropriate oversight and
accountability. In addition, Parks, as a major customer of the process, began working more
closely with the Chief of Projects and the Division of Engineering as a part of a Capital
Improvement Team. However, given the relative newness of this process and the need to
conform to the statewide capital budget request process, ODNR has not fully developed the
underlying asset management framework and prioritization methodology.

1 During the course of this performance audit, Parks self-reported that it had received over 3,800 responses to its
public survey soliciting input on capital improvement needs (as of June 4, 2014).
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Capital Asset Management System

ODNR does not have an enterprise capital asset management system. As required by State
accounting policies and procedures, the Department makes use of the OAKS Asset Management
module. However, the asset management module is neither used uniformly across all divisions
nor is it used in a way that is informative to the actual capital asset management needs of the
Department or the divisions. For example, the system does not easily or effectively track: sub-
system components; maintenance, repair, and replacement activities or needs; current valuation
or replacement cost estimates; and asset prioritization information.

To alleviate some of these deficiencies, Parks uses a modified version of the OAKS asset
management report, outside of the system, to maintain the necessary information to manage its
buildings for inventory purposes. However, for capital needs identification purposes, Parks relies
on site-specific, labor-intensive assessments. For example, in order to prepare for the current
capital budget process, Parks leadership completed detailed site visits to each park and
campground location. The result of this exercise was a snapshot assessment of selected operating
statistics (e.g., overnight sales trends over time by campsite type) accompanied by the top 5 to 15
capital replacement needs for each evaluated site (e.g., replace latrines, upgrade to 50 amp
electrical, etc.). Parks staff have actively worked with the Office of Budget and Finance to ensure
that the Department’s catastrophic building insurance coverage is appropriate to the buildings in
the actual inventory, but reconciliation back into OAKS has not been a priority.

During the course of the audit, the Chief of Projects, Engineering, and Parks staff began to work
closely to assess the potential value and benefits of a capital asset management system; including
addressing the known deficiencies of the current system.

Industry Trend - Backlogged Replacement and Deferred Maintenance

A growing backlog of maintenance and capital repair and replacement needs is not unique to
ODNR. This backlog has been identified as a problematic issue for the National Park Service
(NPS), the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR), and Parks Canada.

The West Virginia Legislative Auditor (WVLA) published a legislative performance review,
West Virginia Department of Natural Resources: Parks and Recreation Section (2009), which
identified WVDNR as having weaknesses in the Parks System. These weaknesses were
“identified as deferred maintenance, aging buildings, risks to historic structures, and old
equipment, all of which have led to a deterioration of facilities.” Furthermore, WVLA notes that
“The financial constraints that exist in the Park System have contributed to the deterioration of
facilities and deferred maintenance. Some buildings have already reached the point where they
cannot be restored and are no longer viable.”

Though the WVLA report did not seek to quantify the full extent of maintenance, repair, and
building replacement and renovation, recent information from NPS has focused on this type of
quantification. For example, NPS recently estimated that it has a backlog of deferred
maintenance of $11.26 billion, capital improvement needs of $4.01 billion, and other
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programmatic needs®® of $0.75 billion.”' Furthermore, deferred maintenance is forecast to
increase to $12.52 billion by CY 2017. Over the last 15 years, NPS has gone through a complete
overhaul of its asset management strategy, but still faces a long-term challenge based on its
current reports.

Parks Canada’s Office of Internal Audit and Evaluation (OIAE) has a publication, Evaluation of
Parks Canada’s Asset Management Program (2009), which quantifies similar problems similar
to those identified by NPS. OIAE noted that the replacement value of Parks Canada’s assets was
estimated at between $7.0 and $11.0 billion.** In addition, OIAE estimated Parks Canada’s
deferred maintenance at between $1.1 and $2.3 billion by 2013 and deferred capital at $1.0 to
$1.3 billion by 2013. Addressing these factors is an ongoing priority for Parks Canada and its
most recent planning publication, Report on Plans and Priorities 2014-15 (2014), noted that the
value of built assets is now estimated at over $15.0 billion, “of which almost half are in poor to
very poor condition. In order to identify those assets that are the highest priority for investment
and program delivery, a strategic assessment of its built asset portfolio is underway as part of a
more comprehensive Asset Strategy.” Further, Parks Canada’s current approach to developing
this strategy “will help guide the alignment of the Agency’s portfolio to ensure affordability and
long-term sustainability while optimizing its contribution to the delivery of Parks Canada’s
programs.”

National Park Service Approach to Asset Management

As noted, the same threats and conditions that are present across the industry are also present for
ODNR; and particularly for Parks. In many cases what the NPS was facing 10 or even 15 years
ago is similar to what ODNR faces today. As such, the NPS’ approach to asset management
provides a structured model to help address many of the conditions associated with ODNR’s
historical approach to capital planning and budgeting and current deficiencies.

NPS began focusing on asset management as part of a broader federal movement toward
strategic asset management as modeled by the US Coast Guard. Over the last 15 years, NPS has
improved markedly in capabilities, but at the outset of this initiative lacked basic asset
management information such as an accurate and complete:

e Inventory of Assets

0 Asset Categorization

O Asset Prioritization

O Asset Hierarchies

0 Attribute Quantities (e.g., square footage, linear feet, units, etc.)

0 Equipment (e.g., mechanical and electrical systems, structure type, etc.)
e Asset Priority Index

O Asset Status

2% Other needs include: energy, accessibility, code compliance, life safety, environmental, and structural fire.

2! Based on NPS estimates of the dollar value of programmatic needs, total deferred maintenance needs (i.e., $11.26
billion) equate to 280.8 percent of total capital improvement needs (i.e., $4.01 billion).

22 Since the release of the OIAE report, Parks Canada published its Report on Plans and Priorities 2014-15 (2014)
which updated the replacement value of its assets to $15.0 billion.
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0 Asset Criticality
= Importance to Mission
e Resource Preservation
e Visitor Use
* Importance to Park Operations
O Asset Substitutability
Age of Assets
Location of Assets
Asset Value (i.e., Current Replacement Value)
Asset Condition (i.e., Facility Condition Index)

Key to NPS’ approach to evaluating the inventory of assets are the concepts of:

e Asset Priority Index (API) — The API is an enterprise tool used to identify the “relative
importance” of each asset held by NPS. The API is calculated through the aggregation of
five “criteria” (i.e., status, criticality, importance to mission, importance to operations,
and substitutability) and “is calculated out of 100 possible points.”

e Current Replacement Value (CRV) — The CRYV is a standardized valuation of the cost
to replace an asset. This value is calculated for every asset and takes into account
building use, square footage, regionally-adjusted cost factors, and other value-impacting
variables (e.g., historical or unique features).

e Facility Condition Index (FCI) — The FCI is a rating scale that categorizes every asset’s
condition across a continuum from good to serious condition. FCI scores are calculated
for each asset by dividing the projected total cost of repairs (i.e., consisting of deferred
maintenance, recurring maintenance deferred, and component renewal deferred) by the
asset’s CRV. While a score of closer to 0.0 indicates better condition, the formal
breakdown is as follows:

o FCI<0.100: Good Condition
0 FCI=0.101-0.150: Fair Condition

0 FCI=0.151-0.500: Poor Condition

o FCI>0.500: Serious Condition

Asset management has been identified as integral to the strategic approach of NPS. A Call to
Action: Preparing for A Second Century of Stewardship and Engagement (NPS, 2013) identifies
“actions that advance the [NPS] toward a shared vision for 2016 and [its] second century.” To
support this strategic vision, the goal of asset management is to “Focus investments from all
maintenance fund sources on high priority national park assets to address critical deferred
maintenance and code compliance needs. By doing so, [NPS] will correct the health and safety,
accessibility, environmental, and deferred maintenance deficiencies in at least 25 percent of the
facilities that are most important to park visitor experience and resource protection.” Achieving
this goal requires NPS to focus on the interplay of API and FCI to prioritize and address critical
needs while making the most of its constrained resources.

According to NPS, “The API and FCI work together to create powerful metrics that assess both
the priority and condition of an asset in relation to other assets within a park’s portfolio. This

relationship provides management staff with information that assists in identifying and
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prioritizing maintenance work at each park. When the API and FCI graphs combine, the result is
a graph that helps determine the maintenance, repair, and/or rehabilitation needed for each asset.
This graph can help parks prioritize where limited resources should be allocated.”

Chart 6-10 shows an example of the interplay between API and FCI. This analysis is completed

for each asset at each park across the NPS system and is an important structured input to
resource allocation decisions.

Chart 6-10: NPS API/FCI Matrix
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As shown in Chart 6-10, assets are logically plotted into one of four quadrants based on API and
FCI. The top left quadrant identifies high priority, good condition assets that will receive highest
priority for maintenance and renewal activities and funding. The top right quadrant identifies
high priority, poor condition assets (e.g., historical structures that have inevitably degraded in
condition over time) that will be targeted for second priority repair or rehabilitation. The bottom
left quadrant identifies low priority, good condition assets that, as third priority assets, may be
better served through transfer of ownership or alternative funding strategies. Finally the bottom
right quadrant identifies low priority, poor condition assets that, being fourth priority, are
candidates for demolition or disposal.
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Chart 6-11 shows how the interplay between API and FCI is graphically interpreted through a
scatterplot and overlaid on a basic decision matrix scaled to the uniform distribution of API/FCI
scores. Again, this exercise is completed for each individual asset in the NPS portfolio.

Chart 6-11: NPS API/FCI Scatterplot

100 Good _ Fair Poor Serious >
o 80
< ¢ biiza
5 R oratio
T 60 i aplace
o shabilkate
-
=
5
o 30 - — 30
- :
Q 20 3 0
a
< " .
0 -
0000 0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000
Facility Condition Index (FCI)

Source: NPS

Note 1: “The green band across the bottom represents those assets that are considered inconsequential to the park
mission based on parameters in the API scoring; they should be removed. Money spent on these assets represents a
drain on the funds that could be used to maintain higher priority assets. Some disposition funds exist to support the
removal of excess assets.”

Note 2: “The dark brown area in the lower right of the scatterplot represents slightly more important assets than
those in the green band, but if their API is low and the condition is poor, as represented by FCI data, they are not
appropriate for stabilization, restoration, or replacement.”

Note 3: “Assets in the Operations/PM range should be maintained through regular operational and preventive
maintenance work.”

Note 4: For assets identified in the “Repair” segment, “Routine repairs can be made to maintain assets that fall into
this area to move them into the Operations/PM range.”

Note 5: For assets identified in the “Rehabilitate” segment, “Those assets whose condition has deteriorated to this
range need more significant work to move them to the Operations/PM range, if appropriate.”

Note 6: For assets identified in the “Stabilization/Restoration/Replacement” segment, “Assets that are identified in
this range are either historic and warrant stabilization or are modern and warrant replacement.”

As shown in Chart 6-11, the NPS notes the “scatterplot provides a tool to help park managers
visualize their asset data in order to make informed decisions about maintenance activities.” The
NPS approach to asset management provides a logical, data-driven, and consistent approach to
asset evaluation and funding decisions across a large, complex organization.

The NPS approach to asset management is continuously improving rather than remaining static.
One important example of this improvement is the development of “optimizer bands”. There are
certain assets within the NPS system that “do not score as high on the API scale as the cultural or
natural resource icons at a park, but they have important regulatory requirements or significant
visitor use impacts.” The NPS recognized “that these assets, along with the iconic assets, require
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parks’ highest level of preventive, recurring, and component renewal maintenance. An additional
tool was needed to identify these assets to assist with allocating the limited park maintenance
budgets.”* In response “Optimizer bands were developed to divide a park’s asset portfolio into
five bands to represent the level of maintenance that each asset should receive. Standards were
developed for the optimizer bands, as noted in Table 6-4 below. These parameters can be
adjusted by the park to accommodate its requirements, priorities, and funding capabilities. Each
individual asset is placed into the appropriate optimizer band.

Table 6-4 shows the NPS optimizer bands that would be used to influence the relative priority of
assets on the API/FCI Scatterplot.

Table 6-4: NPS Optimizer Bands — Standard Parameters

Optimizer Band Maintenance Level API FCI
1 Highest 88 0.15
2 High 75 0.30
3 Medium 50 0.75
4 Low 21 1.00
5 Lowest Beyond Band 4
Source: NPS

As shown in Table 6-4, each optimizer band identifies a maintenance level that corresponds to
an asset’s API and FCI. According to NPS, “Optimizer Band 1 includes those assets with the
highest maintenance priorities. These assets are most important to the park—often linked to the
park's enabling legislation or have high visitor use—and usually are in the best condition. Band 1
assets receive the highest percentage of base funding for routine operations, preventive
maintenance, and recurring maintenance to keep them in good condition with proactive, planned
maintenance. These assets are important to park operations, but because fewer park base dollars
are available after maintaining Band 1 assets, Band 2 assets receive a lesser percentage of
remaining funds. Assets in the lower priority bands may only receive preventive maintenance for
the most critical components or may require special projects or partner funding to maintain
them.”

These asset management efforts have resulted in two key gains for NPS. The first is that from a
management perspective, all parks and assets are being measured, evaluated, and largely funded
based on a uniform, transparent approach. The second is that the NPS approach to asset
management has improved the condition of all assets, especially buildings, which results in
savings relative to the status quo operation that was in place 15 years ago. NPS reports that as of
the end of the federal fiscal year 2012-13, it held a total of 24,587 buildings with a total current
replacement value of $23.6 billion, total deferred maintenance of $1.8 billion, and aggregate FCI
of 0.078.

» According to NPS, “Prime examples of assets that typically do not receive the highest API scores, but require the
application of significant resources to perform preventive, recurring, and renewal maintenance are water and
wastewater treatment plants. These assets typically score 50 to 70 API points, which places them into Optimizer
Band 3, but they are assets that must be maintained at a low (good condition rating) FCI. For example, regulatory
requirements dictate water output quality and wastewater discharge limits. For this reason, these facilities must be
well maintained to protect visitor and staff health and the environment.”
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As previously noted, ODNR, and Parks specifically, has been afforded a historically significant
capital allocation for the FY 2014-16 biennium. A portion of this capital allocation will allow
Parks to renovate or replace buildings and assets; many of which are revenue-generating assets
where reinvestment has potential to generate positive financial returns (see Parks and
Recreation Operations — Capital Investment section for identification of investment and
divestment opportunities). However, the quantified need for capital and operating support, just
for the current portfolio of buildings, continues to outpace the financial support provided and
will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. As such, Parks, with a focus on assessing the
condition of its buildings and critical systems, will undoubtedly identify many assets as in poor
to serious condition (i.e., a high FCI). This condition is likely due to low priority manifesting
itself in prolonged periods of deferred maintenance and lack of reinvestment. Parks buildings,
collectively, have a median remaining useful life of (1) year; an indicator that a significant
portion of buildings may have relatively low priority. Due to the nature of the measure, relatively
few assets will have an inherently high API; this factor is proportionately exacerbated when
examining only the buildings with a poor to serious FCI. The end result is that, upon closer
inspection, many buildings could be identified as “excess” or “excess removal”. ODNR and
Parks will be better positioned to maximize the value and long-term returns of taxpayer
investments by employing a data-driven approach that prioritizes capital and operating resources
toward mission critical assets while divesting from non-critical assets.
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Conclusion

ODNR’s historical capital planning, budgeting, and management process does not transparently
align capital resources with key strategic or business needs. This is most evident within Parks
where more than half of its buildings are backlogged for replacement. Though ODNR has been
afforded the financial means necessary to address a significant portion of this quantified need, its
historical method of capital allocation does not maximize the economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness of capital investment. ODNR is already instituting a number of capital asset
management and construction management improvements, but these efforts will benefit from the
addition of a comprehensive asset management system and a capital allocation framework that
focuses scarce resources on mission-critical needs. ODNR can benefit from emulating NPS asset
management strategies and tools given that they are readily available and their use has resulted in
demonstrated success in addressing a similar issue over time.

Recommendation 6.1: ODNR should fully assess its portfolio of assets by gathering and
documenting critical information necessary for effective asset management (e.g., age,
location, condition, deferred maintenance, component systems, replacement value, etc.).
Once this information is gathered, it should be entered into an asset management system to
allow for timely, transparent access to necessary management information on a scale
ranging from the entire Department to a specific asset. Finally, the Department should
develop an asset management strategy, similar to one used by the National Parks Service,
that targets and prioritizes scarce capital resources and supplemental operating budgets on
critical needs over the long-term. Leveraging ODNR-wide asset management information
into a unified, long-term strategy will help to ensure that each capital dollar is spent in a
manner that efficiently and effectively supports the Department’s mission, and each
associated operating dollar is targeted toward maximizing the value and realization of the
initial investment.

Financial Implication 6.1: N/A
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Appendix 6-1: Characteristics of Data and Distributions

The Toolkit for Quality (LeanOhio, 2013) notes that, “To turn data into information and use it for
decision-making, there are some key concepts or characteristics about the data that must be
examined. Any set of data will have values that distribute across the measurement scale. This is
called a data distribution, or simply ‘distribution.” Except in the rarest of circumstances, data will
vary...even when nothing in the process seems to be changing. Knowing the data type and
distribution is critical to choosing the right statistical tools to interpret what the data is telling
you. These data characteristics are:

Center: Mean, Median, Mode

Spread (Variation): Range, Standard Deviation, Variance

Shape: Normal curve, Skew

Stability over Time: Control Charts, Run Charts

Here is a table to help distinguish these key characteristics.

The Key Characteristics of Distribution
Center Where on the What is the
- Mean measure scale center of the
» Median does the data data?
- Mode appear to gather 7\ \
or “clump”? N,
Spread How does the What is the -
» Range data distribute spread of the o
= Variance around the data?
- Standard center? H
deviation /AN
Shape What values are | What is the
= Normal curve | more frequent shape of the 2
- Skew and less data? e 1 % 1
frequent? i T
N\ f L8 ___.‘”\‘
Stability over How do What is the
Time the above stability of the
= In control characteristics data? Y \
= Out of Control | behave over
time?
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Measurements of Center

e Mean: The mathematical average of a set of data point values. (Sum of all data
points/number of data points).

e Median: The middle data point when the data is sorted by value, where 50 [percent] of
the observed values are below and 50 [percent] are above. If there is an even number of
data points, then average the two points in the middle.

e Mode: The most frequently occurring data point value.

Spread examines the variation or wideness of the data distribution. Measures of variation
include:

e Range
e Variance
e Standard Deviation

Range is the difference between the largest and the smallest data point values.
¢ Range = Maximum Value - Minimum Value
e The purpose is to measure the dispersion (range) between the highest and lowest values
of a data set.

Variance is the average of the squared differences from the mean. To calculate the variance,
follow these steps:

e Work out the Mean (the simple average of the numbers).

e Then for each number: subtract the Mean and square the result (the squared difference).

e Then work out the average of those squared differences.

Standard Deviation: Deviation means the distance from normal. It is the distance between a
data point value and the mean. Deviations for each data point will be used to calculate and
describe the variation in a set of data. The Standard Deviation is a measure of the average
dispersion about the mean or how the data are spread.”
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