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I. Introduction 
 
In compliance with the current concession contract for Kim’s Marina, the Montana Area 
Office of the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is conducting a recreation analysis of 
facilities and services that could be provided to replace 12 existing mobile homes.  
 
II. Report Purpose 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide a comparison of the technical and financial 
viability of several alternatives consisting of combinations of facilities and services 
identified in the first phase of this project in the May 2008 Public Comment Summary 
and Analysis report.  
 
III. Desired Outcome 
 
The desired outcome of this contracted effort is to assist Reclamation and the 
concessionaires in determining the type of facilities and services that should be provided 
at Kim’s Marina in place of the mobile homes. The report will provide information on 
both the financial and technical viability of alternative facilities and services to the 
concession operators to assist them in making sound business decisions. The alternatives 
describe combinations of facilities and services that are in the public demand and comply 
with Reclamation policy.  
 
IV. Process  
 
Facilities and services to be analyzed were selected based upon the following: 
 

* Public input, interest and demand from the May 2008 Public Comment Summary   
   and Analysis Report 

 * Input from Reclamation on facilities and services that are in compliance with   
               Reclamation Policy 
 * Kim’s Marina operators’ input on their interests and capabilities in providing   
               selected facilities and services 
 * Study and knowledge of similar facilities and services at other areas, and their  
               financial and technical viability 
 
Technical viability, i.e. logistics of on-the-ground implementation of each of the potential 
replacement facilities and services was determined by: 
 
 * Studying site maps and existing Marina design and location drawings 
 * On site study of space, topography and appropriate locations for facilities 

* On site review of locations of utilities (water, electric, sewer) and their  
   accessibility, capability and proximity to facilities and services being studied  
* Considering public health and safety and budgeting for water, electric and sewer    
   infrastructure for each facility being considered   

 * Assessing the physical and visual impacts of proposed facilities 
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Financial viability, i.e. the ability of the facility or service to experience a reasonable rate 
of return on the monetary investment in capitol improvements over the term of the 
contract (20 years) was determined by conducting a Life Cycle Cost Analysis for each 
Alternative. The Life Cycle Cost Analysis consisted of: 
 

* Determining the number, size and possible infrastructure needs of each facility  
   and service 
* Projecting the Capitol Expenditures, Operating Costs, and Revenue for each   

               facility and service 
 * Conducting an Investment Analysis 
 * Conducting a Break-Even Analysis 
 
V. Facilities and services selected for analysis and Marina site map showing Marina 
and  facility locations: 
 
      Facilities and Services: 
 
 * Group Lodge (Figure 3 page 12) 
 * Enclosed Dry Boat Storage (Figure 4 page 13) 
 * Campsites (urban full service) (Figure 5 page 14 
 * Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins (Figures 6 & 7 pages 15 & 16) 
 * Management of Reclamation Campground  
 * Group Pavilion (Figures 8 & 9 pages 17 & 18) 
 * Reclamation Group Pavilion Add-On and Management (Figure 10 page 19) 
 * Dock (Figure 11 page 20) 
 
      Maps of Marina location and existing and suggested facilities locations: 
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VI. Description of potential facilities and services and infrastructure needs: 
 
      Group Lodge 
 
 Description and Function: 
 
A group lodge could serve many purposes, be luxurious to very rustic and be any size. 
The type of lodge presented for this analysis was selected because of its success in other 
park and recreation locations and the public demand elsewhere for this type of facility. 
This lodge could be an approximately 3000 + sq. ft. single story semi-rustic building. As 
analyzed, it would have 6 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms accommodating 12-24 people. 
Three bedrooms and one bath would be located in each of two wings that adjoin a large 
central room. This room, with large picture windows overlooking the marina and cove 
and fireplace, would serve as an all purpose room for meetings and other functions such 
as family reunions, gatherings of friends, company meetings, college department retreats, 
small weddings etc. A full-service kitchen would allow for cooking and serving of 
catered foods.  
 
 Locations: 
 
There are a number of possible sites for this facility. The sites described below are best 
suited for access to infrastructure and the Marina amenities.  
 
Site # 1 is located on the NW corner of the marina just off Canyon Ferry Road/HWY 
284. It has a recently leveled area that was previously used for storage of boats, 
equipment and debris. This is high ground overlooking the cove and Marina. It is close to 
power, water and the other amenities of the Marina. These include laundry facilities, 
shower and changing rooms, store, rentals etc. A group pavilion on the Marina could 
serve the lodge for outdoor BBQ’s, picnics etc. Across the road to the east is a restaurant 
and bar for those who do not wish to provide their own food and drink.  
 
Site # 2 is located between the existing trailers and cabins where the tennis court is now 
located. Views of the water are obstructed by the Marina store. However all marina 
amenities and infrastructure are immediately accessible. 
 
Site # 3 is the area that now accommodates the trailers. This site already has the 
infrastructure needed for the group lodge, plus all of the other amenities listed under site 
one and two.  
 
 Infrastructure needs: 
 
If the lodge was located on Site # 3, the site of the existing trailers, existing infrastructure 
could be used. Locating the lodge on Site # 1 or 2 would require water and electricity 
110/220 to be extended from existing sources, which are short distances from the 
proposed facility. There is also a power source (pole and line) that could probably be 
connected to right next to the Site # 1. This has been budgeted for in the Life Cycle Cost 
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Analysis under “contingencies”. Adequacy of existing sewage facilities is a concern for 
the entire Marina. The lodge would require a sewer system with a septic tank and drain, 
with a minimum cost estimated at $15,000. This has been budgeted for under “unlisted 
items”. ADA accessibility has also been budgeted for under “contingencies”.   
 
      Enclosed Dry Boat Storage 
 
 Description and Function: 
 
This facility was selected to provide storage and protection from the elements for a small 
number of boats, approximately 22. Depending on demand, the facility could be 
expanded as needed. Based upon discussions with and estimates from nationally 
recognized and experienced manufacturing companies, a steel pre-manufactured building 
60 X 100 feet would be needed to store the boats. Two thirty foot doors on the sides, a 1-
12 foot pitch roof and a wind braced end complete the basic structure. Piers to anchor the 
building and a hard packed gravel floor are also included in the cost estimate for the 
building. Electric (110) and water are included in the cost estimate under 
“contingencies”, and delivery costs are under “mobilization”. A similar building for boat 
storage was recently built and sold for $38,255 for boat storage in Minnesota.   
  

Location: 
 
Site # 1, described previously for the Group Lodge at the NW corner of the Marina, 
would be best suited for this Storage facility. The site is located close to the road and 
would not block the views of other campers. It is already leveled, close to electricity and 
water, and provides easy access to the Marina boat launch and dock facilities. 

 
Infrastructure needs: 

 
Connecting to a 110-power source and to a water line are the only infrastructure needs. 
These services are already nearby. 
 
      Campsites (Urban/Full Service) 
 
 Description and Function: 
 
A full service campground would serve mainly as a tourist attraction and long term 
destination for campers, such as “snow birds”, seeking an extended stay in a cool climate 
and a water based recreation location. These campers seek and require all the  full 
services found at home. A full service urban campsite consists of a hardened pad large 
enough to accommodate today’s largest fully self-contained motor homes and fifth wheel 
campers. Connections for water, sewer drains and power are provided. Power consists of 
20, 30 and 50 amp plug-ins from a pedestal next to the pad. Other amenities are 
numerous. Those amenities commonly provided are patio pad, high speed satellite 
internet computer hookups, phone and television connections, fire ring, picnic table, tent 
pad, shade shelters and/or shade trees and space for a second vehicle and boat parking. 
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Fifteen of these campsites are considered for this study. This number was determined by 
the space available. Three thousand dollars has been added to the cost of one of the 
fifteen campsites to meet ADA requirements.  
 

Locations: 
 

Site # 1 is the grassy open space and ball-field area to the left of the Marina entrance, 
below the existing toilet facility. This site is fairly level with an existing access road. A 
power line and pole are on site and water serves campsites across the road. Showers, 
laundry, store, boat launch and other amenities are within a short walk. The Marina cove 
with swim beach is also close by. There are also views of the water through trees and 
other campsites. A campground design already exists for this location.  
 
Site # 2 is the area containing the existing trailers. This site already contains all of the 
infrastructure needed, including water, sewer, electric, pads and proximity to all of the 
Marina amenities.  
 

Infrastructure needs: 
 
Site # 1 would require connecting to a power source, such as the existing power line/ pole 
on site. Pedestals containing plug-ins for 20, 30 and 50 amps would be located at each 
campsite. A water source exists across the road and approximately half way down the 
proposed site. Connections to each campsite would be required. Sewage connections at 
each campsite would require a new sewer system with septic tank and drain. The 
approximate $15,000 minimum expense for this has been included under “unlisted items” 
in the Life Cycle Cost Analysis.  
 
Another possibility for sewage treatment is to develop an entirely new system at Kim’s 
that would handle sewage not only for the campsites but for all of the existing and 
proposed on-site facilities. An all-inclusive system may be required to handle sewage 
from the existing system that is questionably already over capacity. Options for a sewage 
system were developed by Aukerman, Haas & Associates in 2002 for another recreation 
facilities financial feasibility analysis. The options and costs are based on sewer systems 
designed to handle a 150 campsite campground that includes a central building with 
toilets and showers, two SST/CXT type toilets, and a dump station. The sewage capacity 
needs and system for Kim’s should be somewhat similar. However, local County 
requirements may call for a different system.  The AHA options and costs are shown in 
Appendix C. In order to update financial figures, a minimum of 3% per year for 6 years, 
or 18%, needs to be added to 2002 figures.  
 
Site # 2 would utilize the existing infrastructure of the replaced trailers, altered to fit and 
connect to the campers. Pedestals with 20, 30, and 50-amp power plug-ins would be 
needed.  
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Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins 
 

Description and Function:  
 
Five full service cabins already exist at Kim’s. The managers have no desire to take on 
the additional work of everyday linen service and maintenance from having more of this 
type of cabin. However, the Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins being considered in this 
study serve a different recreationist. They are relatively maintenance free and serve a 
client seeking a more rustic, self reliant and less expensive recreation experience. The 
three proposed cabins are basic, containing mainly sleeping quarters and sitting areas and 
providing 110 electric power. The cabins would sit on level areas. Three thousand dollars 
has been added to the capitol expenditures to meet ADA requirements for one of the 
cabins. Additionally, a camping pad, fire ring and picnic table would be adjacent to each 
cabin. Water would come from a communal faucet serving all cabins. Toilets, showers 
and laundry facilities are located nearby in the Marina store building. Clients would 
provide their own bedding, such as sleeping bags, and would agree to basic clean up.  

 
Locations: 

 
The proposed location is on a bench adjacent to and paralleling the water just west of the 
cove and docks and just south of the day parking area. This location provides easy access, 
closeness to infrastructure, proximity to the Marina’s facilities and services, some 
separation from other campers, a natural setting and good views of the water. 

 
Infrastructure needs: 

 
The only infrastructure needs are a water line to a central tap and 110 power to the 
cabins. 
 
      Management of Reclamation Campground 

 
Description and Function: 

 
Having Kim’s Marina take over management of Court Sheriff campground is a possible 
partnership with Reclamation. The campground could be managed by Marina operators 
as a separate concession that returns a separate concession fee to Reclamation. Kim’s 
location, in close proximity to this campground, and the fact that Kim’s managers are 
already managing campgrounds of their own, should help with the success of this 
endeavor. For Kim’s, this would provide additional revenue, an outlet for overflow 
camping and coordination for campers who are or could be using Kim’s facilities and 
services and this Reclamation Campground. For Reclamation, this would relieve the 
agency of recreation management responsibilities, possibly save money and time, and 
help their concessionaire’s operation (Kim’s Marina) be more successful and sustainable. 
It would also help Kim’s to overcome the loss of revenue from the removal of trailers.   
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As the manager of this campground, Kim’s would typically make campsite reservations, 
maintain and oversee the campsites and restrooms; purchase and maintain equipment, 
materials and supplies; collect and account for revenue; do budgeting, coordinate solid 
waste and sewage removal; organize, train and oversee volunteers, campground hosts and 
seasonal help; hire and pay seasonal help as needed, and coordinate with and account to 
Reclamation. 
 
Concession management of a Reclamation campground may lead to an increase in costs 
for campsites, and may change the public perception of the campground. The increase in 
cost could temporarily displace some campers while attracting others due to an 
association of cost with quality. The perception has the potential to displace some current 
visitors who prefer to camp at Reclamation managed sites and attract others who prefer 
concession managed sites. This option was not identified by the public, but is a 
management option presented for financial and administrative consideration. 

 
Locations: 
 

Court Sheriff Campground is located lakeside, just west of Kim’s Marina. 
 

Infrastructure needs: 
 
There are no infrastructural needs required from Kim’s. However, some capitol 
equipment expenditures may be necessary for a truck or other vehicles and equipment 
needed to collect trash, maintain the campground and patrol. 
 
      Group Pavilion 
 

Description and Function: 
 
This group pavilion would function as a place for large groups to gather for picnics, 
BBQ’s, weddings, extended family and friends gatherings, church functions, company 
and business gatherings, Marina patron gatherings and other functions. The structure 
would be a covered slab partially enclosed on the windward side and possibly having 
drop down sides to protect against wind, bugs and the elements. Amenities of the facility 
would include counters, sink with water, electric lighting and electric sockets for plug-
ins, propane and /or charcoal grills, fire pit and ADA accessibility. All of this is included 
in the cost estimate for the Pavilion. Similar facilities also have nearby playground 
equipment, horseshoes, shuffleboard, volleyball courts etc. 

 
Locations: 
 

Site # 1 is on the existing tennis court between the cabins and the mobile homes. This is 
close to all infrastructure, and the Marina store and other amenities are across the street. 
The existing tennis court surface might be used for the floor of the pavilion. This would 
save money for construction costs. The drawback to this site is that the views of the water 
are blocked by the Marina store building. 
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Figure 16. Internal Rate of Return (IRR) for All Facilities & Services
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Figure 17. Net Present Value (NPV) for All Facilities & Services
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Comparison Across Seven Alternatives 
 
The seven Alternatives compared are:  
 
 1    Life Cycle Cost Analysis-Alternative 1 (All Facilities and Services) 
 
Alternative 1 includes all facilities and services presented for analysis in this report. 
These facilities and services are:  

Group Lodge  
Enclosed Dry Boat Storage 
Campsites  
Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins 
Management of Reclamation Campground  
Group Pavilion 
Docks   
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
2. Life Cycle Cost Analysis-Alternative 2 ( Public Demand) 

 
Alternative 2 includes those facilities and services identified and suggested by the public 
in the May 2008 Phase 1 Public Comment Summary and Analysis Report.  
 
These facilities and services are:  
  Enclosed Dry Boat Storage 

Campsites  
Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins 
Group Pavilion 
Docks  
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
The Group Lodge and the Reclamation Campground Management were not identified 
and suggested by the public.  
 

3 Life Cycle Cost Analysis-Alternative 3 (Rapid Pay-Back/ Highest ROI & 
IRR) 

 
Alternative 3 includes those facilities and services with the highest return on investment, 
highest internal rate of return and the fewest number of years to pay back the investment. 
These facilities and services are:  

Campground Management of Reclamation Campground 
Docks  
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
4.   Life Cycle Cost Analysis-Alternative 4 (Concession Management of   
Reclamation Facilities) 
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Alternative 4 includes only those facilities and services that can be managed as separate 
concession facilities from those on the Marina site. These facilities and improvements are 
built by Reclamation and would be operated by the Marina managers as separate 
concessions from those built by the Marina operators on the Marina site. The marina 
operator would pay Reclamation a separate concession fee for the use of these facilities. 
These facilities and services are:  

Management of Reclamation Campground 
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
5. Life Cycle Cost Analysis – Alternative 5 (High Capital Intensive) 

 
Alternative 5 includes those facilities and services that require a Capital 
Expenditure/Total Initial Collateral Cost above $80,000. These facilities and services are:  
  Group Lodge 
  Enclosed Dry Boat Storage 
  Campsites 
  Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins 
 

6. Life Cycle Cost Analysis – Alternative 6 (Low Capital Intensive) 
 
Alternative 6 includes those facilities and services that require a Capital 
Expenditure/Total Initial Collateral Cost below $70,000. These facilities and services are: 

Management of Reclamation Campground  
Group Pavilion 
Dock  
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
7. Life Cycle Cost Analysis – Alternative 7 (Medium Capital 

Intensive/Concession Management of Reclamation Facilities) 
 
Alternative 7 is basically the same as Alternative 2 (Public Demand) with the following 
change. The Boat Storage is removed since a number of these facilities already exist 
around the Lake, and the Management of the Reclamation Campground replaces the Boat 
Storage because of the potential financial gain and benefits to Reclamation and the 
Marina operator. Also, the Add on to the Reclamation Group Pavilion would be done by 
Reclamation and Management by Kim’s. 
  Management of Reclamation Campground 

Campsites  
Park Model Mobile Camper Cabins 
Group Pavilion 
Docks  
Reclamation Group Pavilion Add On and Management 

 
The following tables and bar graphs are presented to summarize the fully detailed Life 
Cycle Cost Analysis tables presented in Appendix A, and to help the reader visualize the 
financial differences between the seven alternatives 
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Table 2.  Investment Analysis for Alternatives 1 - 7 

 
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7 

 

(All 
Facilities & 
Services) 

(Public 
Demand) 

(Highest 
ROI/IRR 
& Rapid 

Pay 
Back) 

(Manageme
nt of 

Reclamatio
n Facilities) 

(High 
Capital 

Intensive) 

(Low 
Capital 

Intensive) 

(Medium 
Capital 

Intensive/ 
concession 

Mgt.) 
Annual 
Net Cash 
Flow 

$166,235 $121,675 $67,360 $24,810 $91,075 $75,160 $127,660 

Initial 
Investment $940,000 $703,000 $121,000 $32,000 $773,000 $167,000 $622,000 

Pay Back 
(years) 6 6 2 1 8 2 5 

Return on 
Investment 17.68% 17.31% 55.67% 77.53% 11.78% 45.01% 20.52% 

Internal 
Rate of 
Return 

16.91% 16.49% 55.67% 77.53% 10.04% 45.01% 20.52% 

Net 
Present 
Value 

$892,000 $638,000 $621,000 $241,000 $231,000 $661,000 $785,000 

 

Figure 18. Annual Net Cash Flow for Alternatives 1 - 7

$127,660

$75,160

$91,075

$24,810

$67,360

$121,675

$166,235

$0 $20,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000 $100,000 $120,000 $140,000 $160,000 $180,000

Alternative 7

Alternative 6

Alternative 5

Alternative 4

Alternative 3

Alternative 2

Alternative 1

A
lte

rn
at

iv
es

Annual Net Cash Flow

Note: Alternative 1: All Facilities & Services; Alternative 2: Public Demand; Alternative 3: Highest 
ROI/IRR & Rapid Pay Back; Alternative 4: Management of Reclamation Facilities; Alternative 5: High 
Capital Intensive; Alternative 6: Low Capital Intensive; Alternative 7: Medium Capital 
Intensive/Concession Management.  

 28 
 

 



Figure 19. Initial Investment for Alternatives 1 - 7
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Figure 20. Pay Back (years) for Alternatives 1 - 7
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Figure 21. Return on Investment (ROI) for Alternatives 1 - 7
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ROI/IRR & Rapid Pay Back; Alternative 4: Management of Reclamation Facilities; Alternative 5: High 
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. 
 

Figure 22. Internal Rate of Return (IRR) for Alternatives 1 - 7
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Figure 23. Net Present Value (NPV) for Alternatives 1 - 7
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X. Summary and Conclusions 
 

Summary: 
Following are some highlights that help summarize the information in this report.  
 

1. All facilities and services analyzed are technically feasible. 
2. All facilities and services are financially feasible. 
3. All of the Alternatives except Alternative 4 (management of Reclamation 

Facilities) and the following individual facilities would replace the revenue 
lost from removal of trailers: campsites and docks.  

4. All facilities and services have the potential to provide greater return on 
investment, ROI/IRR than can typically be experienced from average yearly 
returns from investments such as the stock, bond or commodity markets or 
bank savings such as money market and CD accounts. 

5. Of all the facilities and services, the management of the Reclamation 
Campground followed by the Dock provide, by far, the greatest ROI, IRR and 
NPV, and the shortest years for payback. 

6. Comparing just the facilities, the Dock has the second lowest Capital 
Investment cost yet provides the greatest ROI, IRR, and NPV; and has the 
shortest years for pay back. 

7. Conversely, the Campsites followed by the Group Lodge and Park Cabins, 
compared to the other facilities and services, have the highest Capital 
Investment cost with the lowest ROI, IRR; and the longest years for payback. 

8. Alternatives 3, 5, and 6 all have significant cash flows. 
However, Alternatives 3 and 6 require significantly lower (4 to five times 
lower) investment dollars for returns comparable to alternative 5. 

9. Returns on Investments and Internal Rates of Returns are significantly higher 
for Alternatives 3, 4 and 6 than for 1, 2, 5 and 7. 

10. The highest NPV comes from Alternative 1 followed closely by Alternatives 
7, 2, and 6. 

 
 

Conclusions: 
 
The selection of an individual facility or service or an Alternative is dependant on 

the goals of Reclamation and the Marina operator. If the goal is: 
1. to just replace the loss of around $29,000 of  Total Incremental 

Revenue/Gross Revenue from the removal of the trailers, then all of the 
Alternatives except Alternative 4 (management of Reclamation 
facilities) work. The following individual facilities also work: 
Campsites and Dock. 

2. to meet all of the public demand, then Alternative 2 works followed by 
Alternative 1 and 7:  however, Alternative 1 requires high initial 
Capital Expenditures and alternative 7 requires medium initial Capital 
Expenditures.   
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3. to maximize Annual Net Cash flow, then Alternative 1 works best 
followed by Alternative 7 and 2.   

4. to minimize Capital Expenditure, then Alternatives 4, 3 and 6 are good 
choices.  

5. to provide the greatest returns on investments (ROI) and (IRR), then 
Alternatives 4, 3 and 6 work best.   

6. to pay back the initial investment in the shortest period of time (years), 
then Alternatives  4, 3 and 6 are good choices. 

7. to maximize NPV, Alternatives 1 and 7 are the best choices. 
8. to utilize and manage Reclamation facilities as separate concessions, 

then, Alternative 4 is the best choice, but this Alternative does not meet 
public demand. 

9. to meet public demand, generate higher marina store and service 
revenues, replace trailer revenue and provide significant annual net 
cash flow and Net Present Value, then Alternative 7 is a good choice. 
However return on investment, although good, is less than half of 
Alternatives 4, 3 and 6. 

 
 
Ultimately, whatever Alternative or individual facility might be selected, the Marina 
operator, Reclamation and the public stand to benefit from expanded facilities and 
services, and additional Marina revenue and sustainability of operations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disclaimer: The dollar amounts and costs presented in this report are only estimates 
and not meant to be construed or used as exact or final costs for facilities and services. 
The facilities and services pictured and described are only examples of what might be. 
Size of facilities, nature and quality of materials selected for construction, government 
regulations and requirements, local vs. national or regional variations in costs and 
rapidly fluctuating costs of materials, labor, interest rates, transportation costs etc. will 
cause these estimates to vary. When and if facilities are constructed, additional up-to 
date cost analysis must be done before deciding to proceed with construction. 
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Appendix A: Life Cycle Cost Analysis Tables 
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Appendix B: Website Links-Pictures and Other Information 
 
To view pictures and other information on facilities similar to those reviewed for this 
study, type in on your computer the facility and your interest in the facility. Here are 
some examples: 
 
For pictures of motor home parks, type in-motor home park pictures or RV campground 
pictures or RV park pictures 
 
For construction and cost information, type in- motor home park construction 
 One example of an informative site is: 
  rversonline.org 
 
For pictures of picnic shelters or pavilions type in-picnic shelter pictures  
 A helpful site for cost of materials is gazebocreations.com 
 
For group cabin pictures, type in-group cabin pictures 
 One informative site for materials and kits is-cabinkit.com 
 Some other sites for rental costs and other information are: 
  ymcarockies.org 
  bigcabins.com 
  deerridgecabins.com 
 
For boat storage buildings, type in-steel buildings or steel building pictures.  

The following photo gallery and price information on steel buildings is quite 
informative 

  bisonsteel.com   
 
For park cabin pictures and other information, type in-park model cabins or park model 
camper cabins or park model mobile cabins. 
 
 
These are just a few examples. There are hundreds of others. 
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Appendix C. Sewer Options for All Existing and Potential Facilities At 
Kim’s Marina and RV Resort 
 
A possibility for sewage treatment at Kim’s is to develop an entirely new system that 
would handle sewage not only for the campsites but for all of the existing and proposed 
new on-site facilities. An all-inclusive system may be required to handle sewage from the 
existing system that is questionably already over capacity. If an all-inclusive system was 
put in place at Kim’s, then the cost estimates for each facility requiring the use of the 
sewage facility would need to be adjusted to reflect the shared cost of the sewage system. 
Options for a sewage system were developed by Aukerman, Haas & Associates in 2002 
for another recreation financial feasibility analysis. The options and costs are based on 
sewer systems designed to handle a 150 campsite campground that includes a central 
building with toilets and showers, two SST/CXT type toilets, and a dump station. The 
sewage capacity needs and system for Kim’s should be somewhat similar. However, local 
County requirements may call for a different system for Kim’s. The options and costs for 
the AHA 2002 study are presented here. In order to update financial figure estimates to 
approximate 2008 costs, a cost of living increase of at least 3% per year for 6 years, or 
18%, needs to be added to 2002 figures.  
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