
1) Has the County conducted any previous studies specific to analyzing or underwriting campground development/feasibility on the sites referenced in the RFP in the recent past? If so, will those be shared with the selected consulting team?
No previous studies have been conducted with the locations listed in the RFP.
2) Does the County have a budget developed for the subject work as outlined in the RFP? If so, could the County share the budgeted amount to better understand the level of effort contemplated for this RFP? 

There is not an established budget for the RFP at this time.
3) Section 1.0, paragraph 1.3, Is it correct to assume that the County only desires one electronic copy sent, no hard copies? 

That is correct.
4) Does the County desire fieldwork or can the study be performed via desktop?

The County does not have a preference, the RFPs submitted will be evaluated and selected based upon all information provided.
5) Section 2, paragraph 2.2, subparagraph 1: The Scope of Work (SoW):

a. Requires that the consulting team estimate “clean-up costs” of the subject sites identified for development. Is the consulting team to assume that this reference is specific to site remediation or other types of clean-up? What is the expectation relative to intrusive investigation of the sites? What is the expectation of costing detail, Class C estimates, other? Upon selection of a consulting team, I would anticipate team completing a Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) on selected sites. From there, the team would put together estimated cleanup costs as needed.
b. Given the volume of properties included (30+ properties of varying sizes and characteristics), is the County open to a high-level prioritization of sites to determine which ones warrant further feasibility examination using agreed upon criteria and the selected firm’s professional judgement?
Yes.
6) Section, paragraph 2.2, Subparagraph 2: What level of discussions have occurred between the County and the USFS and BLM to date? 

No direct conversations have taken place with USFS or BLM pertaining to the properties listed in the RFP.
7) Section 2, paragraph 2.2, subparagraph 3: The SoW:

a. Requires that the consulting team develop conceptual RV Park and campground operational and finance plans.  Is the expectation that the consulting team will be designing the campgrounds to a specific standard in order to “develop costs” from an investment perspective? To what level of detail is the County expecting the consulting team to design the proposed campgrounds, bubble diagrams, basic site plan, design drawings, other? What is the expectation of costing detail, Class C estimates, other?
Upon selection of a consulting team, the team will design high-level conceptual plans for selected sites.
b. Will the conceptual process be iterative with the County and/or will public participation be required?
The study will be at the County level not with public participation.
8) Section 2, paragraph 2.2, subparagraph 3: The SoW requires that the consulting team analyze scenarios of “…privately operated versus County operated parks/campgrounds.” Does this requirement imply that the consulting team will need to develop two sets of financial and investment analyses, comparing and contrasting each operational construct for each proposed site? Does this requirement also assume that if initial site analyses render a particular site infeasible of supporting an RV Park/campground that the consulting team will need to further prove negative feasibility by completing a financial/investment analyses supporting such?

Answer to question 2 of section 8: If the RV Park/campground is not feasible due to other factors (i.e. land use laws, zoning laws etc…) then a financial analyses would not be necessary.
9) Section 2, paragraph 2.2, subparagraph 4: The SoW requires that the consulting team to develop an organizational structure to “convert the lands into RV Park and campground facilities.” Does this requirement imply that the consulting team is designing the organizational structure of County Government to best manage these lands/facilities? Or is the implication that the consulting team is designing the “Optimal structure” to manage these lands/facilities that may include a non-government entity/structure?   
Answer to first question in #8 and #9: The Commissioners would like to explore the financial feasibility of parks being run publicly (i.e. by the County) and what the estimated timeframe of publicly run parks being net neutral or net positive versus being privately managed. Is there a market (i.e. financially) for a park or several parks to be managed in the private sector?
10) Section 3, paragraph 3.3, subparagraph 3: Project Description, what does the County mean by an “Operational Plan? Is an “Operational Plan”- a timeline for the project and parties responsible? The County has requested a Proposed Costs, how does this relate to the question on the “Finance Budget” requested? 

This section is a summary of the Scope of Work listed in Section 2.2.
11) Section 3, paragraph 3.3, subparagraph 3: Project Description, Does the County have any proposed briefings that must occur in person? If so, how many in person vs. virtual meetings would be considered? 

At this time the County does not have a proposed briefing schedule, the County is able to conduct meetings virtually.
12) Section 3, paragraph 3.3, subparagraph 5: Proposed Cost. Is there a format that the County desires to see the consultants Proposed Costs provided, by Task, Lump Sum, Expenses, etc.?
No.
13) Could the County also convey who the consulting team will be responsible to? Will there be a steering committee? A few people from the County? Who will ultimately comprise the decision-making authority throughout the project at what stage? Will there be a schedule of required meetings with the decision-making authority and if so, how many are envisioned? 
Ultimately all decision-making authority will be by the Board of County Commissioner (BOCC). Staff will work with the consultant(s) through the process along with expected engagement from the BOCC. Once the BOCC review and select a firm to conduct the study and determine the final scope of the study then a schedule of meetings can be coordinated.
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