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From the 2005 summer camp brochure…….. 
 

The mission of Galilee Camp and Conference Center is to create a 
welcoming environment and professionally managed camp and 
conference center that honors each person and provides a spiritual 
place for renewal, celebration and learning. 
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Introduction 
SCOPE OF CONSULTATION 
KALEIDOSCOPE inc. was contacted by John Curtis on behalf of the Diocese of 
Nevada regarding the potential to conduct a Market Study for Galilee Episcopal 
Camp and Conference Center.  At the time the study was established, the Standing 
Committee was asking the question whether there was a market to sustain the 
operation of a camp and conference center at Galilee if it were constructed according 
to the design by Kent Cooper, referred to as “the Cooper Plan”.  KALEIDOSCOPE 
inc. proposed the following agenda: 
 
1. Collect and analyze data about the Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference 

Center (“Galilee”), the “Cooper Plan”, the Diocese, the Tahoe area, other camps 
and centers, and industry norms and trends. 

2. Dialogue with Diocesan leaders to determine the role of Galilee in the Diocese 
and the risks and issues to be addressed. 

3. Evaluate the “Cooper Plan” in light of market needs. 
4. If the market assessment does not verify the need for the facilities proposed in the 

Cooper plan the consultant will recommend potential operational and 
organizational steps necessary to implement any new proposal.   

 
The proposal was accepted and the consultation began. 
 
As the consultant became acquainted with Galilee and the leaders of the Diocese of 
Nevada, she began to understand that there were issues considerably more complex 
than just the market available if “the Cooper Plan” were implemented. She concurred 
with a second consultant engaged by the Diocese that the primary issues at the 
present have to do with the development of a unified vision for ministry, the 
reconciliation of relationships among leaders and members of the Diocese, and a 
clear understanding of the value of Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center 
as a place of ministry for Episcopalians in Nevada.  As discussions evolved, leaders 
also learned that the TRPA permit for the Master Plan created by Kent Cooper had 
expired (June 2005).   
 
With additional understanding of the issues, and a change in the status of the plan, 
the agenda for this consultation was expanded to include feedback to Diocesan 
leaders about the value of a camp and retreat ministry to the Diocese, how Galilee 
can best be used to meet these ministry needs in light of the preliminary vision 
articulated by the Standing Committee in a retreat, and viable alternatives for 
providing for those ministry needs. 
 

SSeeccttiioonn  II  
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HISTORY OF THE GALILEE MINISTRY 
The more than three quarters of a century of ministry of Galilee Episcopal Camp and 
Conference Center has reflected periods of commitment, investment and vitality, 
alternating with periods of stagnation, decline and conflict over the value of the place 
for the Diocese. The current issues and potential may be better understood in light of 
this history.  
 
The consultant has summarized below the key eras and turning points as she has 
pieced them together from a variety of sources. The details and sequence are largely 
based on a document written by Rev. Jim Stickney and published by the Galilee 
Foundation in 2001. Some of the content is informed by dialogue with persons in the 
Diocese, and may not be totally accurate from an historic perspective. Her point in 
sharing this history is to illustrate the ups and downs of the ministry from its 
beginning.  
 
The original site for the campground was at Stateline. In the mid-1920’s four acres of 
property was secured through a gift from Mrs. Hill. Succeeding bishops used the site 
in a variety of ways – 

 In the early history Bishop Hunting referred to “a summer colony of Church 
people.”  

 Bishop Moulton viewed the site as a “summer vacation campground.”  
 In his 14 year tenure as bishop in the 1930’s and 1940’s Bishop Jenkins held 

nine of the Convocations of the Missionary District of Nevada at Galilee. 
Further he advocated the establishment of a Summer School for pastors and 
lay persons be developed on the site. 

 The war rationing caused the operation of the site to cease or be curtailed for 
a time. 

 
Even in these early decades, the organization had many challenges. Raising funds to 
undergird the operation and build new facilities was slow. The several visions for 
ministry did not take root with lasting effect. The District fought a lengthy legal 
battle over the legitimacy of the gift of property. Gambling clubs and casinos were an 
ever present competition and threat. The church itself was tempted to sell the 
property to support the costs of maintaining the Convocation and the parishes. 
Finally the legal battle was won, but the Stateline site was not conducive to spiritual 
activities or children’s groups because of the proximity to the gambling facilities. 
 
In 1944, Bishop Lewis sold the Stateline property and purchased for the District the 
current site at Logan Shoals. Some of the facilities were moved to the property and 
the significant job of clearing the site to make it useful for camps and conferences 
began. Most of the references from this point for the next five decades are of “camp” 
with an emphasis on children and youth. 
 
In 1947 the Chapel was (re)constructed to be “the center of life at Galilee.” The 
image for this dream was taken from the “St. John’s in the Wilderness” church in 
Goldfield, and it was described as a “church without a congregation” and “a 
congregation without a Church.” The emphasis was on creating a place of worship 
for children, young people and visitors to Lake Tahoe.  
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With worship at its center, Galilee flourished in the 1950’s – physical growth, 
funding for capital improvements, summer camps full of young people, strong 
training programs for Christian educators across the District. An additional 30 acres 
across the highway was acquired. Memos from the period, however, allude to the 
stresses felt by this institution forever – small population, great distances, inadequate 
financial support for operations. 
 
When Bishop Wright succeeded Bishop Lewis a number of things changed. First was 
the turmoil of the 1960’s in the general population. Secondly, by his authority, the St. 
John’s in the Wilderness worshipping group became a formal congregation of the 
District. The summer camp program began to decline at a time that capital 
improvements in facilities and infrastructure were required. There was recognition of 
the need for “professional management” of the camp. Some of the recently acquired 
property was sold to fund capital improvements. The site was opened for use beyond 
the District. Questions arose again about maintaining the site and were answered by a 
study, a plan and the eventual investment in additional facilities. 
 
By the 1970’s as Bishop Frensdorff led the (now) Diocese, Camp Galilee was once 
more a thriving camp, feeling the positive effects of capital investment and was a 
special place to Episcopalians across Nevada. The Bishop and family spent a great 
deal of time at the site in the summer and his memory rests eternally on the hillside 
after his untimely death in 1988. 
 
During the 1980’s and the early 1990’s the tension between the potential for changed 
lives that was possible through Camp Galilee and the tremendous challenges in 
maintaining the property and operation continued to be felt. The Harts provided 
excellent hospitality to campers and guests. A board was formed by the Diocese to 
manage the ministry. However, regulations around Lake Tahoe related to 
environmental quality put pressure on the organization to improve infrastructure at a 
significantly increased cost for development. Expectations by both campers and 
guests for comfort in facilities and excitement in the program increased and usage 
decreased. The operation required continued budget support from the Diocese. 
Perhaps these were the factors that led to a rather sudden decision in 1995 by Bishop 
Zabriskie that Camp Galilee was not sustainable and should be closed. 
 
However, the passion for the place and the ministry was not quelled. In 1996 a new 
Board of Trustees reopened the camp (with the blessing of the Bishop) and began the 
arduous task of updating and strengthening the program, the operation and the 
facilities. Thus began another period of revival for Galilee.  
 
In addition to the efforts of the Board, a group of stakeholders related to St. John’s 
and the local community organized to create a vision, a plan and to fund the 
redevelopment of the site and ministry. As a means of attracting and managing funds 
generated for the support of the development, the Galilee Foundation was 
established. The group contracted with well known camp and conference center 
architect Kent Cooper to create a master plan for the property which included a 
contemporary Youth Camp and the addition of a very comfortable Adult Conference 
Center. The planning process included dialogue with the Board, with stakeholders in 
the Diocese, with the St. John’s congregation, neighbors and friends. In 1999, Kent 
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Cooper presented the vision to the Diocesan Convention and facilitated a feedback 
session with that body. 
 
There was quick recognition that the ambitious site plan itself could not be carried 
out, nor would the ministry be sustainable, without a solid organization and program 
ministry. Thus the Board also developed with the guidance of consultant Jack 
Anderson a Strategic Plan for the Organizational Renewal of Camp Galilee. Out of 
the site and strategic planning processes came the realization that the ministry was 
larger than a “camp” and the designation was changed to the Galilee Episcopal Camp 
and Conference Center. 
 
Unfortunately, Bishop Zabriskie died unexpectedly as the master plan was being 
completed. Whether this caused a disruption in the formal process with the Diocese 
will never be known. But minutes of proceedings do not record any official action by 
the Convention to accept the plan and empower its implementation. However, the 
Foundation raised a significant amount of money and the plan was developed to the 
point of securing a TRPA permit to proceed.  
 
While the literature describing the process of planning appears to reflect 
communication among all stakeholders in the ministry, the early decade of the 21st 
century has not seen the plan fulfilled. These seem to be the reasons – 
 

 The vision grew out of a cluster of individuals with a passion for the place 
and its potential rather than a driving need by the Diocese as a collective 
body in ministry to have this particular resource. 

 The plan was bold in scope (in its physical scale, its cost and its leap into a 
new type of ministry) and there was not unanimity among stakeholders that 
the outcome was possible or even desirable. 

 As happens with many human endeavors, the dialogue became centered on 
personal relationships and individual interests rather than the larger vision. 

 
By 2005, the tension over the fate of Camp Galilee and “the Cooper Plan” was 
affecting the ministry of the whole Diocese. Bishop Katharine Jefferts Schori and the 
Standing Committee invited two consultants to facilitate the resolve of the issues. 
Roger Cutler worked with the individuals and organizational bodies within the 
Diocese to address conflicts and heal relationships. Kathleen Trotter conducted an 
assessment of the plans, the site, the operation and the potential for ministry at 
Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center. 
 
The story continues to unfold with the fact that the TRPA permit for implementing 
“the Cooper plan” has expired. While this represents a major loss in funds because of 
the significant money invested in securing the permit, Diocesan leaders are freed to 
address the larger question………… “How can and should this beautiful piece of the 
Creation called “Galilee” be used to enable God to touch the lives of persons in the 
Diocese and beyond, for the sake of building up the individuals, the church, the 
community and the world?” 
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THIS REPORT 
This report needs to be received as only ONE PART of the very important issues 
being addressed by the Diocese related to both the CURRENT RELATIONSHIPS in 
the body and the FUTURE OF GALILEE to the organization. The importance of this 
Lake Tahoe property and ministry is demonstrated by the impact it has had on the 
relationships among Episcopalians in Nevada. But the current issue is not just, “What 
do we do with Galilee?” There is much healing and reconciliation needed, as well as 
a commitment to new ways of working together to achieve a common vision, if the 
past experiences are not to be repeated. 
 
Therefore, this report needs to be received and acted on in concert with the work 
done throughout 2005 and into 2006 facilitated by Roger Cutler. Many of the 
observations will mirror the reflections and conclusions in his reports, and his 
recommendations will be built upon in this report. The difference will be that his 
work has focused on the roles and relationships among individuals, positions and 
organizations to create an effective ministry body for all that the Diocese does. This 
report will focus on how Galilee can be an important ministry resource to the 
Diocese as it carries out this vision.  
 
Realizing that the nature of the questions has changed since the study began, this 
report responds to the latest requests of the Standing Committee, and references the 
research and observations made to previous questions. All of the material is provided 
with the hope that the insights and recommendations will lead to decisions for Galilee 
that will be implemented for the greater glory of God in the Diocese of Nevada. 
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Research and Analysis 
In this chapter the consultant will share with leaders her research, observations and 
analyses as well as the feedback from many people through various points of 
interaction. The input from the many sources led to conclusions from which the 
consultant developed specific recommendations shared at the end of the document. 
 
 
REVIEW OF PREVIOUS REPORTS 
 
Galilee Camp and Conference Center has been the subject of MANY studies and 
interpretive reports, among them -- 
 

 There have been several site planning processes to address the need for 
updated facilities.  

 In 1999-2000 the vision for a youth and adult camp and conference center 
was illustrated in the master plan by Kent Cooper. There were a number of 
interpretive documents from this process, to the point that it is somewhat 
difficult to know which document IS the final plan.  

 The master plan was followed by a Strategic Plan in 2000 facilitated by Jack 
Anderson with the Galilee Board to establish an organizational structure and 
operating procedures able to give effective leadership to the Galilee 
ministry.  

 In 2001, the Foundation developed and presented to the Bishop a Business 
Plan illustrating the potential for viability of the new vision.  

 An attempt to define the relationship of the Foundation to the Diocese was 
made in a Memorandum of Understanding which was never completed and 
implemented. 

 The Foundation has produced a variety of fund raising materials over the 
past 5 years with projections and descriptions of the vision for Galilee. 

 The minutes, memos and reports from the Galilee Board, the Standing 
Committee and the Foundation all relate a perspective about Galilee in this 
period of time. 

 
The consultant has learned a great deal from all of these sources, including 
understanding much of the confusion on the part of persons outside any one of these 
leadership circles as to what is “true” about Galilee. The one commonality is that 
nearly all of the reports are infused with emotional energy, from great enthusiasm 
and optimism to anxiety and doubt. 
 
The consultant was asked to identify what is “true” and what is “false” in these 
various reports and claims. This is not really possible because projections into the 
future only become “true” or “false” when lived out and the experience is then 
measured against the original claim. However, she will respond to as many of the 
prior assumptions and beliefs as possible, indicating benchmarks, research and 
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experience in the camp and conference center field that can be used to determine the 
level of risk and the variables that make a difference in the outcome.  
 
 
DIALOGUE WITH STAKEHOLDERS 
 
The consultant met with a wide range of persons related to the Diocese and Galilee 
on several occasions in the summer and fall, 2005. Following are the perspectives 
reflected in those discussions. They are shared to illustrate to present leaders the 
variety of understandings and issues held by persons related to this ministry and to 
identify the beliefs and questions that must be answered to move to the next step. 
 
Galilee Board of Trustees 
 
Before the conversations with the Board, the consultant read the significant volume 
of materials representing the history of Galilee. She facilitated the discussion to 
address both her questions and to hear the perspective of the Board. 
 
These were key perceptions gained in the conversation: 
 
1. The measure of value at the time of the dialogue for implementing “the Cooper 

plan” seemed to be “How much money can Galilee make?” Statements were 
made such as, “We never want to ask the Diocese for money.” “The center must 
be profitable.” “We believe we can return money to the Diocese.”  
 
Consultant’s Note: This emphasis is understandable given the financial history 
of the camp, and the position of the Diocese that the camp could not be a burden 
to the on-going budget. This is a serious challenge being faced by most camp and 
conference center ministries in this decade and it is difficult not to fall into the 
trap of emphasizing “making money” as a goal rather than a possible by-product 
of accomplishing the mission through effective ministry. 
 

2. The Board understood that it had a mission but did not have a high awareness 
that it drives and constrains what can (and should) be done on the site. 

 
3. The Board is (rightly) proud of having achieved operational self-sufficiency. 

However, this has been accomplished without a full time professional staff. The 
Board members are currently investing much time and energy as volunteer staff. 
The ability to generate sufficient revenue to actually pay a full-time staff is 
questionable in the current facilities, and the margin achieved in the revenue at 
the present cannot be counted on as the overhead increases. 

 
4. There was an awareness that the current capital costs to implement the Cooper 

Plan would be up to 1 ½ times more than originally projected. 
 
The consultant asked the group to envision the ministry (including the facilities) in 
2020. These were their responses – 
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 Adult facilities for conferences. 
 Bigger kitchen. 
 All-purpose facility that will serve as a parish hall for St. John’s. 
 More participation in camp and retreat programs from Episcopal parishes. 
 Continued improvement – replace the cabins, better accommodations for all. 

 
The Board raised a question about the volume of use required (marketable days) to 
achieve financial viability in an adult center. The consultant discussed the benchmark 
of approximately 5000 user days and compared this to the current use of about 3000 
user days. 
 
St. John’s Parish Representatives 
 
The consultant received a memo describing a more lengthy discussion held by St. 
John’s members in 2002 in which they prioritized concerns related to the future of 
the parish. Of the 15 top items, ten were related to the Galilee plan for expansion. 
The issues covered the environmental impact of new development, conflicts over use 
of space with a higher occupancy on the site, disturbing areas where ashes are spread, 
relationship to the Galilee Board and Foundation and the authority that St. John’s has 
to influence the future. 
 
Additionally, these were comments by these representatives when the consultant 
spoke with them directly – 
 

 Continue the spiritual focus at the camp. 
 Whatever the focus, do a quality job. 
 Diocese can’t afford to risk a significant amount. Need assurance that a plan 

will work. 
 Not enough parking at the camp for both camper families and St. John’s 

participants. 
 Significant concern about any scenario that includes selling the property 

because St. John’s parish would lose all investment made. 
 Many fears and objections to development represented by the Cooper Plan 

because the increased use and programming would conflict even more with 
parish functions (parking, use of program space at the camp). Most of these 
concerns were fully expressed in the 2002 memo. 

 
Standing Committee 
 
The consultant met with individual members of the Standing Committee, and at a 
later date, with the full body. She provided two interim reports to indicate her 
perceptions and directions at specific intervals.  These were understandings she 
gained from Standing Committee members in both gatherings – 
 

 The Standing Committee requested that the consultant address both those 
things that are being done well/right, and those elements that need too be re-
evaluated and redefined. 

 The Standing Committee acknowledged that its understanding of its role in 
the development of the Cooper Plan was unclear. However, members 
believe that their current role in the Diocese and the relationship to the 
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Bishop and the rest of the Diocese is now better understood, including their 
responsibilities in relation to Galilee. The consultant affirms that this is 
important to the future. 

 Standing Committee members agreed that the distance across the Diocese 
causes significant questions about the feasibility of having major adult 
facilities at Lake Tahoe, which is on the edge of the area served. However, 
they do believe that a number of Diocesan meetings and events that would 
be held at Galilee if quality adult facilities were available. 

 The group acknowledged the need to serve both youth and adults in ministry 
at Galilee. They believe that program leaders can create enough of a special 
experience that persons will go to the site despite the distance. 

 Members elaborated on their understandings of the history of the conflicts 
between personalities and organizations over Galilee. They affirmed that the 
current process with Roger Cutler is bringing about resolution. 

 They also indicated that -- despite the belief by persons involved in 
developing “the Cooper plan” that the process had included and been 
affirmed by the whole Diocese -- the preliminary focus groups and 
presentations to the Diocesan Convention were primarily informational and 
did not provide opportunity to actually develop consensus. 

 The fund raising process undertaken by the Foundation was certainly made 
more difficult by the September 11, 2001 crisis. While the goal fell short of 
what was needed to construct the facilities, the Foundation did raise a 
significant amount of money and should be affirmed for this achievement. 

 The Standing Committee wants for the Board of Trustees of Galilee to take 
responsibility for setting and monitoring program goals and quality, as well 
as overseeing the operation and physical facilities. 

 
After the meetings with the Standing Committee, leaders learned that the TRPA 
permit for the master plan under consideration had expired and therefore whatever 
plan is put forth for Galilee will have to go through the permitting process again. In 
the meantime, the body engaged in a retreat in which members articulated a vision 
for members of the Diocese of Nevada being agents of transformation through 
worship and living their baptismal vows, with the expectation that this will bring 
about a distinctive impact in individuals and vitality in communities. The Standing 
Committee requested that the focus of the Ministry Study shift to answer the 
question, “How can Galilee help the members of the Diocese be agents of 
transformation in a way that is feasible and viable to carry out?” Specific questions 
asked by the group included: 
 

 What is the best use of Galilee to transform lives? 
 Is it a camp, a conference center, or a retreat center? Or a combination? 
 Are there niche “markets” that Galilee can and should serve in addition to its 

primary ministry area? 
 Are there beliefs and opinions heard from stakeholders in this process that 

are not consistent with research findings or experience in the field? 
 
The consultant will address the above questions as the primary content of the study 
and will include information developed for the original scope of work. 
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Bishop Katharine Jefferts Schori 
 
It was a pleasure talking with Bishop Schori about the potential for ministry at 
Galilee. She has been impacted by, and participated in, camp and retreat ministry 
experiences in a number of places. She understands the unique potential for this 
ministry in the Diocese of Nevada. The consultant understood these things indirectly 
from the conversation (not Bishop Schori’s words) – 
 

 She wishes to help develop broad ownership for any process or resource that 
will serve the parishes and members collectively. Thus, while she will 
support the endeavor (as demonstrated by a lead gift to the Foundation) she 
does not see it as her role to champion the project and to make it “hers.” 

 She is responsible to guard the ministry relationships and assets of the 
Diocese so that the Episcopal Church in Nevada remains healthy and grows. 
This means that the Galilee project (and investment) must be weighed in 
relation to its importance to the ministry of the whole Diocese. 

 Like others, it has been difficult for her to know what claims and plans are 
likely to be fulfilled as envisioned, and what decisions may involve 
significant risk.  

 
While others expressed to the consultant the desire for Bishop Schori to be more 
proactive for the Galilee plan, and the consultant recognizes that there is a kind of 
advocacy that only the Bishop can offer, she also reminds persons of the “up and 
down” history of the past half century, much of it when the Bishop position changed. 
If Galilee is to be developed for long-term viability, it must not belong to the 
Bishop but to the people who make it happen and participate in its ministry. 
 
Galilee Foundation 
 
The Galilee Foundation was created at the same time the master plan by Kent Cooper 
was being developed as a means of raising and managing funds for the project. The 
Foundation raised approximately $1,000,000 for the development, about $500,000 of 
which was spent in the permitting and organizational phase. 
 
The consultant had conversation with persons related to the Foundation and those 
outside the Foundation with opinions. Her first observation is that often she could not 
recognize that individuals were talking about the same organization or process! This 
points to the LACK OF DIRECT COMMUNICATION as a primary factor in the 
conflicts that arose over the Galilee development. 
 
These were further perceptions gained through conversations: 
 

 The fact that the Foundation was created as the Cooper plan was being 
developed, and by the leaders and funders of that process, led to a lack of 
broad ownership of its purpose and value. It was seen as “their” funding 
process. 

 The scope of the Galilee vision was not believable to many, and they did not 
see a reason to contribute to a project that they could not imagine 
succeeding. Some of this is probably a result of the limited participation of 
persons in the Diocese in the planning process. Some was because Galilee 



RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

II - 6 

had experienced a number of years of operational difficulty and many 
outside the immediate leadership group were skeptical of its viability or 
value under any circumstances. 

 It was difficult to attract funding sources in the larger community because 
there was not unanimity of purpose or commitment by entities related to the 
Diocese (Galilee Board, Foundation, St. John’s Parish, Standing 
Committee). There were mixed and conflicting messages being shared, 
which compromised the credibility of Foundation leaders as they attempted 
to promote the process. 

 
An outcome of the dialogue led by Roger Cutler in the summer and fall, 2005, was an 
agreement by both the Standing Committee and the Foundation leaders that the best 
way to strengthen and build on the very good work accomplished by the Foundation 
to date (organizational structure, staffing, cadre of committed volunteers, contacts, 
some funds in hand) is to have the Foundation become a servant arm of the ministry 
of the whole Diocese. Initial agreements were made to move in this direction and 
details of the relationships are being worked out. 
 
The consultant wishes to encourage this relationship. Her conversation with the part 
time Executive Director, Joy Orlich, with Chair, Karen Wilkes and with major 
contributors, Dorothy and Rob Ramsdell, leads her to believe that there IS the 
potential to raise significant funds for a vision that has the support of the Diocese and 
is backed by a believable feasibility study. Much good work has been done. 
Hopefully, current conflicts can be resolved so that the original vision for a vital and 
viable Galilee can be achieved through a vision owned and supported by the whole 
Diocese, and funded by persons in the Diocese AND the community for a wider 
good. 
 
Others  
 
Larry Morris (former Galilee Board chair) and Joanna Morris (summer registrar) 

provided detailed information about the history of Galilee and particularly 
statistical data about budget, camper registrations and use by other groups. 

 
Dorothy and Rob Ramsdell graciously hosted the consultant and Jill Beesley, and 

shared openly their vision and passion for Galilee as a sacred and spiritual place 
in which lives are changed. 

 
The parallel work that Roger Cutler is doing with the Diocese is absolutely essential 

for the whole process to move to a level of effective implementation. Roger has 
been most helpful in providing insights beyond those gained by the consultant in 
this study, and the work has been coordinated to bring about the overall growth 
necessary for the ministry as a whole to thrive. 

 
Jill Beesley and John Curtis have been diligent in interpreting the issues, sharing the 

evolving work of the Standing committee, updating the needs and providing the 
support needed for this process. 

 
Jason Arnold provided insights into the current users of the site, issues with the 

property and operation, and his vision for the future. 
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Gary Midkiff (engineer) and John Copoulous (architect) provided information about 

the original design process, their understanding of the status of the permit with 
TRPA and the potential cost and process to make changes in the plan. 

 
Milton Sharp, Engineer, provided information about the TRPA process and 

investigated the current status of the permit. 
 
Barbara Lewis, Diocesan Secretary, researched the groups from the parishes who had 

done overnight retreats in the past year – a significant effort and very helpful 
information. 

 
Dorman and Janet Leader, Directors at the recently expanded Zephyr Point 

Presbyterian center, graciously shared their experience with the development 
process on Lake Tahoe, as well as their perceptions about the market needs in the 
area, and led Jill Beesley and the consultant on a tour of their new conference 
facilities. 

 
 

EXTERNAL RESEARCH 
 
The original questions related to the viability of the potential development at Galilee 
were about the market base for the operation. While it is difficult to complete a 
market study with the same precision as would be possible with a mainstream 
business, the demographics of the region, competition from other camps and centers 
and the economic health and regulatory climate of the local area are all factors 
relevant to the expanding the ministry. 
 
Following is a summary of the research from many sources –  

 data gathered from within the Diocese,  
 information related to the demographics and legal constraints in the Lake 

Tahoe area and surrounding region,  
 analysis of statistics related to the current retreat activity.  

 
Additional supporting detail is copied in the last section of the document, including 
the web sites from which much information was taken. 
 
Question I –  What are the camps, conference centers and retreat centers in 

the area served by Galilee and how might they compete with its 
ministry? 

 
Identifying camps and centers that would potentially compete with the Galilee 
ministry was completed by searching the data bases for the American Camp 
Association (ACA), Christian Camps and Conferences Association (CCCA), 
International Association of Conference Center Administrators (IACCA) as well as 
general searches for religious retreats and conference centers in the defined area. 
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The searches revealed the following: 
 

 25 ACA accredited CAMPS within a 150 mile radius that could potentially 
serve a camper audience that Galilee might try to reach. These are the 
resident camps only, some of which are private camps, some of which are 
camps serving special populations. (See this list in the Supporting 
Information Section.) 

 Another 13 Christian CAMPS, some of which are year round but with 
undefined facilities. 

 Zephyr Point Presbyterian Conference Center at the end of Lake Tahoe with 
its new conference center lodges provides very significant competition to 
any facilities at Galilee designed for adults. Because their facilities were 
completed by taking out a mortgage loan, Zephyr Point will be very 
proactive in seeking all usage possible within its not for profit status. 

 Echo Creek Conference Center is a property currently for sale in the 
community of Meyers 10 minutes south of Lake Tahoe. The current 
facilities include a 3,750 sf lodge for 20 persons. However, (according to the 
web advertisement) the site has TRPA approval for the addition of two more 
lodges for up to 160 persons in 80 guest rooms. The body selling the facility 
seems to be a religious organization, and the development seems to target an 
adult audience. It is not directly on the lake, but highlights the many 
recreational amenities in the area. 

 Seven additional religious retreat enters are listed in a catalog of religious 
retreats in the geographic area that would easily serve Sacramento. The 
characteristics vary significantly, from hermitages to single rooms. These 
would become competition when distance is a factor from the Sacramento 
area, even if they do not have comparable facilities to those imagined at 
Galilee. 

 Feedback from Barbara Lewis regarding current Diocesan retreats indicates 
that a number of events are held at the Life Giving Spring Retreat Center at 
Boulder City, Nevada. The center is offered to groups by the Orthodox 
Church in America. It will accommodate 43 people in single or double 
rooms with full service amenities in a quiet retreat environment. It is 
convenient to the southern area of the Diocese. 

 
Question II –  What are the camps, conference centers and retreat centers in 

the surrounding Episcopal Dioceses? 
 
Both because these may be greater competition out of loyalty to the organization, 
AND because they provide opportunity to partner for greater ministry, the 
surrounding Episcopal sites are of great interest. On the following page is a map of 
Province VIII indicating the Diocesan areas adjacent to Galilee. 
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The Diocese of Northern California owns and operates Noel Porter Camp and 
Conference Center at Tahoe City, California, just across the lake from Galilee. This is 
the closest Episcopal center. However it is very small, housing just 56 people year 
round in modest facilities. In addition, the Diocese of Northern California lists 11 
retreat centers on their web site which have affiliations with other Diocese or are 
stand alone centers convenient for use by parishes in Northern California. 
 
The Diocese of California owns and operates The Bishop’s Ranch at Healdsburg, CA 
and St. Dorothy’s Rest at Camp Meeker, CA.  Summer camps are held at Bishop’s 
Ranch and the facilities for up to 100 people are available for rent the remainder of 
the year.  St. Dorothy’s Rest is a grouping of houses, lodges and cottages that can be 
used for retreating by groups of 8 to 65.  Both of these sites have self cooking options 
but fairly modest and dated facilities. 
 
The San Joaquin Diocese operates the Episcopal Conference Center, Oakhurst 
(ECCO). The facility accommodates approximately 120 persons for overnight 
retreats and conferences in double, quad and dormitory rooms. The center offers a 
wide range of meeting facilities, including a chapel. It provides full food service, a 
bookstore with gifts, outdoor amenities and access to the surrounding mountain and 
Yosemite destinations. It seems to be the most developed conference center (not a 
camp) of those offered by neighboring Dioceses. It is relatively close “as a crow 
flies,” but not as accessible by driving routes. It potentially serves the Las Vegas 
area. 
 
Question III –  What is the population base within 2 hours of Lake Tahoe, 

including Sacramento? 
 
Cities over 100,000 people include: 

Sacramento 435,245 
Reno 190,248 
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Cities over 10,000 up to 100,000 include 
Placerville, CA 10,124 
Auburn, CA 12,546 
Susanville, CA 17,711 
Paradise, CA 26,743 
Yuba City, CA 47,213 
Grass Valley, CA 11,131 
Cameron Park, CA 14,549 
Sparks, NV 73,700 
Carson City, NV 54,311 
Sun Valley, NV 19,461 

 
The Rand McNally Atlas ’05 indicates that the population of the COUNTIES in 
which the above metropolitan areas are located exceeds 2,000,000. While the 
distances to the California communities is significant, the population in combination 
with the fact that Lake Tahoe is a world class recreation destination would likely 
mean that the site could attract some users from this entire area. 
 
Most of the cities list as their main industry tourism. Depending on where they are, 
tourism includes skiing, mountain recreation, historical sites and gaming. A few 
include farming and produce as income sources. 
 
Question IV: – What is leading to the “boom” in Reno, Sparks and Carson City 

areas? What does it mean for future development? 
 
A tally of the population of the communities from Reno to Carson City, around Lake 
Tahoe, and in the immediate area of these key population centers, shows a 
demographic base of more than 350,000 persons. Norms in the field are not easily 
quantifiable but this would generally be judged to be a sufficient local base for a 
modest sized center, depending on other competition.  
 
There are many factors related to this growth, some of which is the beauty of the 
Lake Tahoe area. Additionally, Reno was recently judged to be one of the top 10 best 
places to live. (See article referenced in the web site in the Supporting Information 
Section.) Reasons cited are the lack of crowding, no income tax, lots of outdoor 
recreation options, affordable living expenses.  The largest employers are the Washoe 
County School District, University of NV, Reno Hilton, Silver Legacy Resort 
Casino, Washoe County, Eldorado Hotel-Casino, and Washoe Medical Center, Inc. 
 
Sparks is close enough to Reno to have the same advantages. Its largest employers 
include the Sparks Nugget, Inc (Hotel/Casino), Baldini’s LLC (Sports Casino),  Q&D 
Construction, Inc, UPS, Northern Nevada Medical Center, Charles River 
Laboratories, and Distribution Centers for: SYSCO Food Services of Sacramento, K-
Mart Corporation, Sears Roebuck and Co., and Western Nevada Supply Co. 
 
Carson City, the state capital of Nevada, has many of the same qualities as Sparks 
and Reno and a vision to serve the people of the area. Additionally, government 
agencies are often primary users of conference center facilities for their training 
events and meetings. On the one hand, the casinos and hotels provide some 
competition for the (not for profit) entities looking for these facilities. On the other 
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hand, it is quite likely that facilitators, trainers and meeting planners would like an 
alternative environment to the casinos for serious group work. 
 
Question V: – What is the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)? What is its 

scope? How does it affect the Galilee development? 
 
The TRPA Mission Statement is:   

“The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency cooperatively leads the effort to 
preserve, restore and enhance the unique natural and human environment of 
the Lake Tahoe region now and in the future.” 

 
The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact calls for the Regional Plan to establish a 
balance, or equilibrium, between the natural environment and the human-made 
environment.  The Compact is important to understand by persons dealing with the 
agency. There is an extensive list of Code Ordinances related to growth and 
development in the region – land use, housing, noise, natural hazards, air quality, 
water quality, and community design. The Compact is available on the web site listed 
in the Supporting Information Section.  
 
Galilee leaders are well aware of the complexity of dealing with this agency from the 
recent planning processes. However, to move forward with any plan for the future, 
the consultant is sure that Galilee must have an individual responsible and 
accountable to the  Board and Diocese who will manage the relationship with TRPA 
and keep all Diocesan leaders informed of the issues and challenges. Advice from 
Zephyr Point was that this was a full time job in itself throughout much of their 
development process.  
 
Question VI: – What are the not for profit tax laws of Nevada and how do they 

relate to the Galilee development? 
 
Galilee is fortunate that Nevada grants tax exemption for property as summarized on 
the web sites referenced in Section IV. Essentially all property, including a residence 
for persons directly involved in carrying out the activities of the organization, is 
exempt from tax for religious, charitable and educational corporations. Such tax 
exemption can no longer be taken for granted. Many locales (states, counties) – 
for reasons of needing to increase the tax base or because of challenges by for profit 
entities of unfair competition – are now taxing all or part of camp and conference 
center properties. It is a very threatening trend to the viability of such places. 
 
It is critical in the consultant’s opinion that Galilee be “absolutely clean” in its 
service. This was echoed by the directors at Zephyr Point who have already 
negotiated paying taxes on a portion of their property. To pay property tax on the 
value of this site could be devastating to the ministry. 
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Question VII: – What has been the recent use of Galilee, both for summer camps 
and for retreats? 

 
The consultant analyzed the most recent use of the Galilee site (summer camp, 
retreats and outdoor school) in a format that illustrates a number of elements. The 
description of the system along with the data is copied in Section IV.  Following are 
the consultant’s observations on the use of Galilee in the 12 months from September 
2004 through summer 2005. 
 
1. In this twelve month period, there were 34 FULL SERVICE (with food 

provided) groups; 1,227 guests, campers or students; and 3,095 user days. This 
latter statistic is the greatest indicator of the potential for financial viability of the 
site because it reflects both the number of people and the length of time they 
stayed on site. 

2. While the statistics are not hard and fast, a full service site generally needs a 
volume of use of 5000 user days to have the income to cover costs associated 
with the operation. This is just for SITE costs, not program expenses.  

3. It is the consultant’s observation that it is very difficult for a site to be operated 
by a part time staff and/or volunteers when it is over 1,200 user days. Certainly 
this must be challenging to the current volunteers!! On the other hand, it is 
unlikely that the site can afford the staff needed to replace the volunteers and 
remain operationally viable with less than 5,000 user days. If these numbers are 
accurate for Galilee, it is right in the middle and must shrink or grow to maintain 
its viability. 

4. Of the 34 groups, only 2 were from an Episcopal parish or the Diocese.  What 
does this indicate – that the facilities don’t meet their needs; that there is not a 
need for retreat facilities; that the site is too far? 

5. Nearly half of the use is from the summer camps – not enough to sustain the 
operation but certainly the major part of the ministry at the present. Eight camp 
events served 262 persons. The range of sizes was from 13 persons to 44 persons, 
with an average of around 35 persons per event. While this is the comfortable 
capacity of the site, it would not be considered sufficient to sustain an operation. 
In most instances, camp leaders will say that the site needs a minimum of 100 
camper beds to be viable. While there are reasons for exceptions, the Galilee 
capacity is significantly below this and needs to be carefully assessed. 

6. In addition to the full service use, there were 10 day and overnight groups who 
provided their own meals. The greatest number of these groups were from the 
Outdoor School and generated a significant portion of revenue. The potential for 
expanding self-service options should be explored. 

 
The consultant congratulates the Board and staff on the growth that has taken place in 
the past decade, and especially their success in achieving a fairly balanced budget 
with this use. She does want to emphasize, however, that this growth must move to 
the next step, or is likely not to be sustainable. Her message to the Diocese is that 
Galilee cannot simply stay the way it is. 
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Question VIII: – What is the potential for use by the parishes and groups in the 
Diocese? 

 
Barbara Lewis in the Diocesan office gathered data related to the groups from the 
parishes and the Diocesan committees who had taken retreats at various places in the 
past year. Following is a chart indicating her findings. This is not likely to be ALL 
events, but at least most of those that involved Diocesan groups and budget. 
 

GROUP OVERNIGHT RETREATS IN 2005 
 

NAME #  0F 
PEOPLE 

WHERE BUDGET 
/PROGRAM 

# OF 
DAYS 

Diocesan Council 
February 4-5 

17 St. Stephen’s, Reno 
Bob Friedrich Facilitator 

$1571.03 2 

Clergy Conference 
April 14-16 

31 Galilee Episcopal Camp 
& Conference Center, 
Glenbrook 

$ 3,426.62 
Over nights, 
food + materials 

2 1/2 

Teens Encountering 
Christ May 27-29 

64 St. Stephen’s, Reno $ 941.47 3 

Episcopal Youth Event 
Training 

4 Galilee Episcopal Camp 
& Conference Center, 
Glenbrook 

Air=681.60 
$800.00 

1 1/2 

Episcopal Youth Event 
(EYE) July 25-31 
 

18 Berea, KY Air =7844.98 6 

Commission on Ministry 
June 17-18 

13-14 
7-8 
o’nighters 

Life Giving Spring 
Retreat Center,       
Boulder City 

Air=1551.20 
Lodging= 
$1,984.60 

2 

Commission on Ministry 
August 26-27 

13-14 
7-8 
o’nighters 

Life Giving Spring 
Retreat Center,       
Boulder City 

Air=641.00  
Lodging= 
$2,648.77 

2 

Diocesan Young 
Leaders’ Training 
Conference (DYLTC) 
Sept. 9-10 

31 Christ Church, Las 
Vegas 

Air= 555.60 2 

Standing Committee 
September 16-17 

8 Las Vegas, Diocesan 
Office 

Air= 575.60 
Lodging= $0 

2 

Teens Encountering 
Christ October 27-30 

47 Christ Church, Las 
Vegas 

Air $ 878.60 
2,899.71 

4 

Clergy Conference 
November 17-19 

41 Life Giving Spring 
Retreat Center,       
Boulder City 

$3109.00 Room 
& Board 
Snacks  + 
$250.00 
Honorarium  

2 1/2 

 
Although it is not completely evident what events were overnight and what were day 
groups, the above chart represents about 200 user days at the most. A question to be 
asked is whether more groups would stay overnight if accommodations were 
available. 
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Question VIII: – What is the capacity needed for a camp or conference center to 
be able to develop a sustainable operation? 

 
Constituents have asked whether the projected plans for Camp Galilee would likely 
meet ministry needs AND lead to a viable operation. The capacities in the Cooper 
Plan (approximately 60 campers and 60 adults, depending on how double beds were 
used) created growth entirely in the adult/family retreat arena, but not in summer 
camp, except if the retreat center were also used in the summer. 
 
While there is no objective research to validate this opinion, there is general 
agreement among consultants and camp professionals that a summer camp program 
with a capacity under 100 campers is difficult to sustain financially. This would 
require that the site provide at least 130 spaces for the total camp population 
including counselors and leaders. The minimum capacity that is sustainable in an 
adult retreat center is about 50 beds (double occupancy), assuming it operates year 
round and at an occupancy level close to 50%. 
 
The master plan proposed by Kent Cooper assumed that the youth camps and adult 
camps/conferences could operate simultaneously, and/or that the camper spaces and 
retreat spaces could be used together for one group. While this might be possible, the 
“safe sanctuary” and child protection policies that are currently practiced by churches 
and agencies require that all adults on the site who could have contact with children 
be screened. This would make it very hard for multiple groups that included a 
children’s camp to function side by side on this very small property. 
 
 
CONSULTANT’S FEEDBACK 
 
Camp, Conference Center or Retreat Center? 
 
Defining a Camp, Conference Center or Retreat Center is not easy because there is no 
official description accepted by all. The definitions most logically flow from the 
PROGRAMS that are conducted in the facilities by these names. However, this is not 
completely applicable because organizations have traditional names for their sites. 
For example, it seems to the consultant that, despite the size and character, most 
Episcopal centers that serve a retreat and conference function are called 
CONFERENCE centers. Catholic centers may have quality conference rooms but 
generally refer to themselves as retreat centers. Camps attempting to attract a year 
round audience will often adopt the name conference center even though they lack 
the meeting space to function as such. 
 
Still, the consultant suggests a careful evaluation of the name based on the character 
of the programs to be supported. The American Camp Association definition for 
camping is the most accepted for that program style. Since there are no formally 
adopted definitions for conferences or retreats, the KALEIDOSCOPE inc. 
consultants suggest the following descriptions as a means of differentiating among 
the program styles. 



RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

II - 15 

• CAMP (as defined by the American Camping Association) 
A sustained experience which provides a creative, recreational and educational 
opportunity in group living in the outdoors. It utilizes trained leadership and the 
resources of the natural surroundings to contribute to each camper's mental, 
physical, social, and spiritual growth. (Christian organizations would highlight 
the spiritual aspect of this experience.) 

• RETREAT (defined by Kathleen Trotter, Consultant) 
Generally a group of 10-75 persons, engaged in an experience led by a primary 
charismatic leader. Most often the content of the event addresses the inner self – 
spiritual, emotional or relational growth. Usually all parts of the program are 
integrated, flowing smoothly through a structured sequence of experiences with 
all members participating in the same set of activities, offering a relatively small 
amount of optional time.  It is most effective to have facilities "under one roof" to 
enhance the continuity and the building of relationships. 

• CONFERENCE (defined by Kathleen Trotter, Consultant) 
Usually a group of 50-300 persons, organized by a director or steering 
committee, and led by a variety of people. The program is focused around a 
common theme (often more “cognitive”) that allows participants to choose their 
specific activities. The schedule of options is coordinated but participants are not 
expected to function as a total group except for major plenary/worship sessions 
or keynotes, and probably meals. Often conference centers are designed as 
campuses with a variety of housing and recreation options. 

 
In addition to the above formal programs, resident centers are often used for extended 
meetings, trainings, seminars, workshops, and a variety of other events where these 
characteristics are needed to enhance the outcomes – 

 Meeting space for a GROUP of persons, often from a wide geographic area, 
thus requiring lodging. 

 Food service to allow for the extended event without the disruption of 
needing to leave the site. 

 Quality support spaces for meetings, presentations, worship. 
 Appropriate recreation and leisure areas to enable the group members to be 

refreshed for their work. 
 
The most significant difference in facilities is between a camp and a conference or 
retreat center. The illustration on the following page highlights the similarities and 
differences especially in relation to the physical site. 
 
BOTH are places where life changing experiences happen based on the “magic” of an 
“isolated temporary community or system (ITS).” The ITS theory is defined on the 
page following the chart, focused on a conference center, but applies equally well to 
a camp. However, because the focus of the camp is OUTDOORS; and the focus of a 
conference or retreat is INDOORS, there is inherent conflict in a physical design that 
tries to serve both. 
 
Added to the difficulty of different program styles is the immense difference in style 
and needs between youth facilities (for the sake of supervision) and adult facilities 
(for the sake of comfort and privacy). It becomes apparent that developing a CAMP 
and CONFERENCE CENTER in the same space is very challenging.   
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THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN 

“CAMPS” AND “CONFERENCE / RETREAT CENTERS” 
 

All camps, conferences, retreats, assemblies, institutes and other short-term residential programs provide 
these opportunities: 

– experience in community relationships. 
– opportunity to model and practice values. 
– continuity. 
– lack of normal distractions. 
– experiential learning. 
– integrated approach to learning. 
– growth for the whole person. 

 
They differ, however, in the relationship to the out-of-doors and the role that facilities and service play in 
the success of the program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These programs have an …… 
INDOOR FOCUS/OUTDOOR RELEASE 
 

These programs have an…… 
OUTDOOR FOCUS/INDOOR RELEASE 

∗ Comfort and convenience of refined “home-
like” accommodations and services are 
necessary in order not to be distracted from 
learning. 

∗ Personal and private space is necessary for 
comfort, study, reflection. 

∗ Style may be required for either youth or adult 
programs. 

∗ Learning usually begins conceptually and is 
applied to behavior and experience. 

∗ The outdoors becomes the “release” to the 
tension developed through intense 
concentration on inner and/or conceptual 
material. 

∗ Rustic accommodations with minimal 
comfort & convenience teach simplicity, 
creativity. 

∗ Out-of-doors forms the content of the 
curriculum. 

∗ Participation of campers in community tasks 
is integral to learning experience. 

∗ Facilities and activities are designed to build 
group interdependence. 

∗ Learning usually begins with experience 
and then is conceptualized. 

∗ Indoor facilities provide shelter from the 
elements, technological support or reduce 
distractions.  
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ISOLATED TEMPORARY SYSTEMS THEORY:   
“WHY CONFERENCE CENTERS WORK” 

 
CHARACTERISTICS PROCESS OUTCOMES 

Change in environment: 
• “Uproot to re-root” 
• Potential positive impact of 

increased contact with the 
natural world 

• Encourages a “What If” 
environment; free from 
consequence 

• Sense of novelty/newness 
• Leisure atmosphere 
• Encourages “risk-taking” 

• Heightened awareness 
• Openness to learning 
• Expands knowledge, skill, 

attitudes, beliefs, values 

Isolation: 
• Physical 
• Social 
• Psychological 

• Fewer physical distractions 
promotes engagement 

• Reduced role conflicts; leads to 
role redefinition 

• Lower defenses, don’t have to 
protect your “status” 

• Develops both personal self 
concept and appreciation of 
others 

• Realism about self and 
others 

Specialness: 
• Involves travel, added cost, and 

an investment of time 

• Heightened investment in task 
• Compellingness; “hard for people 

to go off and do nothing.” 

• Desire to apply learning to 
home setting 

• Excitement about change 
Limited time: 
• A temporary experience 
• Linear vs. cyclical time 

• Urgency to produce; stress 
creates commitment to task 

• Unlike daily life, it’s harder to 
procrastinate 

• Distorted time perspective 
develops if experience is long 
enough 

• Practical experience and 
investment in applying 
outcomes 

• Enables participant to 
anticipate other growth 
experiences 

Intimacy: 
• Sharing of feelings and ideas  
• Common information and 

activities 
• Experimentation 

• Setting promotes communication 
• Increases liking new 

people/experiences 
• Space designed for specific 

experience 

• New friends or colleagues 
• Family closeness 
• Self-confidence 
• Personal spiritual growth 

Community: 
• Limited membership 

• Advances openness and trust 
• Encourages new feedback which 

promotes change 
• Egalitarianism (social leveling, all 

in the same boat). 
• Esprit de corps develops 

• Strengthens church, 
organization or work team 

• Bonds persons together 

Focus: 
• Limited goals 

• Engrossment in the event’s goals 
• Holistic effort 

• “Do-able” in time 
• Concrete learning 
• Permanent changes 

Supportive Environment: 
The purpose of the center is to 
support the programs both formal 
and informal held there through- 
• Physical features 
• Staffing 
• Educational technologies 

• Sense of place (sacred, etc.) 
• Positive ambiance 
• Sense of physical and emotional 

well-being 
• Appropriate to age and 

characteristics of audience 
• “At-home-ness” 
• Necessary tools for learning 
• Freedom from concerns, care for 

daily routines 

• Appreciation for being “cared 
for” 

• Loyalty to leaders and place 
• Desire to return 
• Revitalized and refreshed 

This concept is presented in the basic Administrators Course for the IACCA Conference Center certification process.  
The chart was developed by Dr. William Duncan, George Williams College, Williams Bay, Wisconsin and adapted by 
Kathleen Trotter for general application to religious camps and centers. 
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Value of a Camp and Retreat Center 
 
To the consultant, the characteristics of the Galilee site and the scale of facilities 
possible on the small property would be most accurately described as a camp and/or 
retreat center. The Diocese will have to make a decision (depending on the plans for 
the site) about whether to choose a designation that is atypical for the denomination. 
There is further support for calling the year round facilities a retreat center in that 
accountants and tax attorneys point out that a “conference center” is much more 
likely to receive scrutiny from the IRS and local tax officials because it is associated 
with a commercial venture, whereas a “retreat center” is almost always seen as 
having a religious or spiritual focus. From the consultant’s perspective, having a 
spiritual identity would be a tremendous advantage in the Lake Tahoe area. 
 
The foregoing charts describing the characteristics of a camp and retreat center 
itemize outcomes in participants that could be very positive for the Diocese of 
Nevada – 
 

 Openness to learning 
 Expands knowledge, skill, attitudes, beliefs, values 
 Develops both personal self concept and appreciation of others 
 Excitement about change; change is often permanent 
 Practical experience and investment in applying outcomes 
 Enables participants to anticipate other growth experiences 
 New friends or colleagues 
 Personal spiritual growth 
 Strengthens church, organization or work team; bonds persons together 
 Tasks become “do-able” in the time spent 
 Concrete learning 
 Appreciation for being “cared for” 
 Loyalty to leaders and place 
 Desire to return 
 Revitalized and refreshed 

 
The key as to whether there is value in the Diocese of Nevada developing Galilee as 
a place in which the above personal outcomes can be achieved is the level of 
commitment to the BHAG (Big Hairy Audacious Goal) recently defined by the 
Standing committee – 
 

“God is calling the Diocese of Nevada to transform our communities 
through the vitality of our worship and living out our baptismal vows.” 

 
While it is certainly not the only place transformation happens, camps and retreats 
are DESIGNED to facilitate transforming experiences. The significant questions 
for the Diocese are 1) whether it will invest in this ministry medium by sponsoring 
and encouraging quality programs, 2) by owning and developing facilities in which 
these experiences take place. 
 
There are two areas of decision-making – programs and facilities. Transformation is 
not likely to take place just because of a property. It will be facilitated by an 
intentional program. Without a doubt, there is great value in having the space in 
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which transformation takes place be identified with, and controlled by, the 
sponsoring organization. But this is costly both to develop and to operate. Many 
organizations that are committed to this program style provide effective experiences 
in settings owned and operated by others. Therefore, the practical concerns of land, 
cost of investment, distance for constituents, and the many other issues highlighted in 
this study become important to the actual decision about whether and how to develop 
the particular Galilee site. 
 
Norms and Trends in Camps and Retreats 
 
The Diocese would not invest in Galilee because of a trend. But it is important to 
understand the climate in which camps and centers find themselves in order to 
respond appropriately based on the ministry goal. 
 
The past decade had been a period of sorting out. Camps and centers that have 
responded to contemporary needs with new programs styles, professional 
management, hospitality and improved facilities are reasonably healthy. Those 
centers that have tried harder to do what they have done for the past couple of 
decades are in a decline that will be difficult to reverse. Following are some of the 
shifts that are identified in the environment. 
 
1. Service organizations are being forced to shape their opportunities as 

“products” because participants primarily respond as “consumers.” 
 

 Over the last two decades, there has been a blurring of the not-for-profit and 
for-profit roles, so that many educational, religious, and even charitable 
experiences that used to be the sole responsibility of not-for-profit entities 
are being “sold” as profitable products. 

 The advertising media has convinced persons that everyone deserves the 
best products. Therefore, no matter what the cost, the participants and 
recipients expect a top quality product based on consumer standards. 

 Consumers and participants in programs have a diminished “brand loyalty.” 
Regardless of the circumstances, persons make their choices based on the 
benefits to them.   

 The willingness to pay for a product is based on perceived value, not on 
cost. Most service organizations find that it is easier to meet the 
expectations for cost and fees by adding value than by attempting to reduce 
the overall expense/price of the experience. 

 The consumer orientation has created a competitive environment among 
not-for-profit service providers, and sometimes even with for-profit 
services. 

 All of this has made it even more difficult not to be seduced by the notion 
that the goal of a mission-based organization is to make money. 

 
2. Organizations who successfully reach a broad based constituency do so 

with refined “niche marketing.” 
 

 According to Faith Popcorn (consumer research analyst) a characteristic of 
this consumer society is the belief that products and services can and should 
be tailored to our individual needs. We have almost come to the point, she 
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says, that each individual person is a “market niche.” 
 This trend is experienced by camps and centers in terms of the great many 

requests for personalized service and exceptions to the rules for individual 
needs. It becomes hard to impress the constituency by being responsive to 
these varied requests because it is now expected. 

 The ability to market and provide services in this climate requires flexible 
styles and formats with multiple options that are carefully described as 
different benefits to the various groups within the constituency.  

 It is definitely not a “one size fits all” climate. 
 
3. Not-for-profit organizations are experiencing significant change in the way 

in which their missions and operations are financed. 
 

 Across the board, there are higher costs to provide services, with fewer cost 
reductions provided by the community (such as sales tax and property tax 
exemptions, or courtesy discounts). This is happening at the same time that 
the demand for quality equal to for-profit experiences is being experienced. 

 Simultaneous with rising costs in the not-for-profit organizations, the 
amount of support from traditional community sources like United Way, 
foundations, and corporations is becoming more difficult to attain. This is 
leading the not-for-profit and service organizations to need to generate 
revenue from their own activities in order to meet the demands for service. 

 The increase in generated revenue within not-for-profits has caused the 
taxing units (IRS, state, and county) to scrutinize their practices for unfair 
competition with for-profit (taxable) entities. 

 Philanthropic giving has shifted from giving to “needy” situations to 
investing in successful and strong service organizations. It is now necessary 
to be successful to attract funding. This puts more pressure on the 
organization to first of all demonstrate the ability to deliver high quality 
services with self generated revenues in order to attract other funding 
support. 

 
4. There is a general awareness and affirmation within the society of the need 

for basic training in personal skills grounded in values. 
 

 A primary value and expectation of youth-serving organizations is that they 
are a safe place for children to be. 

 Parents are looking for partners who not only provide a safe place for longer 
hours of the day, but who offer children ways to develop self-confidence 
and personal skills. They expect these activities to also teach values that 
enable children to become healthy, productive adults. 

 Families are having a difficult time finding time together. There is a modest 
increase in participation in those activities that can simultaneously provide a 
“vacation” experience AND add value as a learning and growing 
opportunity. 

 Because of this values orientation, it is essential for an organization to be 
able to articulate its mission and express the concrete ways in which this 
mission is lived in the offerings made to the community. 
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5. There is an increased desire to relate to the out of doors, defined by the 
comfort level of the participant in coping with natural elements. 

 
 Persons who are interested in challenge activities in the out of doors 

typically evaluate the experience based on increasingly sophisticated sports. 
The “extreme sports” have been legitimized. Organizations which advertise 
skill training in outdoor sports and challenge experiences are expected to 
provide spectacular natural settings, trained (often certified) leaders, quality 
equipment, and a curriculum that offers campers a progression of skills to 
enable them to develop their interest. 

 Many people wish to enjoy the out of doors but do not have the interest or 
stamina to cope with the discomfort of the elements. Successful “camping” 
organizations are able to provide numerous “levels” of experience with 
regard to engaging in outdoor activity.  

 Many camping organizations that serve a broad constituency take the 
approach that direct interaction with the out-of-doors and the elements is 
only one part of the resident camping experience. Other values and benefits 
are gained from the resident living situation, the extended learning period, 
the personal relationships formed in community, and the significant contact 
between trained adults and children or youth. These organizations develop 
programs that express the mission through skills and values carried out in a 
variety of “camp” settings with different levels of interaction with the out of 
doors. 

 
6. Successful camp and retreat organizations respond to the diversity in the 

society and organizational environment with non-traditional programs and 
services for new groups/people. 

 
 Responding to diverse needs requires multiple styles of programs, often 

year round. Since much of this service does not involve program direction, 
it is critical to develop a strong understanding of a Ministry of Hospitality to 
assure that all activities maintain a ministry focus.. 

 Expanded program and service roles, of course, require more staffing with 
broader responsibilities for persons on site. 

 Often adjunct programs are developed which build upon the expertise of the 
staff, or the opportunities in the environment. Outdoor schools fit in this 
category. They are simultaneously ways to enact the educational values of 
the Diocese, AND to achieve significant usage of the facilities and series. 

 
A Vital and Viable Ministry 
 

 A VITAL ministry is life giving to the persons who participate, the 
organizations to which they belong and to the community as a whole. 

 A VIABLE ministry is sustainable within the resources at its disposal. 
 
The consultant recommends that leaders in the Diocese read Jim Collin’s monograph 
that followed his best seller called Good to Great and the Social Sectors, paying 
particular attention to the subtitle, “Why Business Thinking is Not the Answer.” He 
has captured the key elements related to the essence of a vital and viable not for 
profit better than anyone, in the consultant’s estimation. 
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Roger Cutler used the model as a primary way to help the Standing Committee create 
a vision for the Diocese. The BHAG (Big Hairy Audacious Goal) is a synthesis of the 
thing(s) for which the Diocese has a passion, the thing(s) that it does best, and the 
thing(s) that drive the resource engine. 
 

A Vision for Galilee 
If the Diocese determines that camps and retreats are a critical resource to achieve its 
goal, then the leaders of Galilee are urged to also use this model to establish a BHAG 
for the center. This goal would be “nested” inside the vision for the Diocese as a 
whole, expressing the unique way that Galilee will provide resources to achieve the 
ministry outcomes for the whole church in Nevada. 
 

Leadership 
Once the right goal is established for the center, the right people must be in place to 
provide leadership – on the board, on the staff, in the Foundation. Jim Collins says, 
“the right people on the bus………in the right seats.” 
 
All must be committed to the common goal and bring to the task the skills and 
knowledge necessary to develop and lead an effective organization. There is no 
“magic” to this task, only the hard work of employing the processes and systems 
known in the field to produce desired results. It will not be possible, in the 
consultant’s estimation, to take the next steps of development without figuring out 
how to employ an experienced director with entrepreneurial skills capable of 
managing both the site AND the development process. It is also important to secure 
board members with experience in not for profit leadership, especially fund raising. 
 

Financial Viability 
It is important to understand that viable does not mean “profitable.” It means 
sustaining a quality ministry within planned resources. Part of the planned resources 
MUST BE gifts, grants and contributions from donors and potentially from the 
Diocese (for the lifetime of the organization). Following is what might be typically 
expected in a camp and retreat center: 
 

 Leaders often hope that the use of the site by others will generate revenue 
that will reduce the cost to the owner and to a certain extent, this hope is 
realistic. Because 50% - 70% of the operating costs at a camp are FIXED, it 
is essential to generate as much revenue as possible through use to offset 
these expenses. The secret to covering the costs of the SITE OPERATION 
-- board and room, insurance, maintenance, grounds, all of the costs and 
functions to host any group – is volume of use. Assuming that the site 
receives fees that are proportionate to the number of people and length of 
time, it is critical to maximize occupancy throughout the year. 

 
 So, while the principal is true – operating costs can be positively impacted 

by a higher volume of users – few not for profit camps/centers are able to 
do anything more than break even. More sites require some subsidy even 
for the operation. A very few “best performers” with high volume and 
efficient operations can generate up to 10% of their budget as 
“discretionary” revenue (surplus over annual costs) to be applied to capital, 
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scholarships or a reserve fund. But these sites are definitely not in the 
majority. 

 
 Program costs, on the other hand, generally vary directly with the number 

of campers. This is primarily because so many of the expenses are in a 
specific ratio to participants. Thus, MORE CAMPERS means MORE COST 
– either to be covered with fees or donated funds. A primary question for 
leaders to consider if they wish to expand a camp or retreat program that is 
costing money is how that cost will be covered. 

 
 Capital costs are almost always secured from philanthropic sources. Our 

society formally blesses not-for-profit organizations by creating a structure 
that motivates this giving through tax benefits. It is the expectation that 
mission-based groups will secure funds outside of fees for service. Galilee is 
fortunate to have a structure already in place which will hopefully provide 
funds for both site and the program. 

 
Marketing 

A critical part of the decision to be made on the part of the Diocese is whether the use 
of the Galilee site by Episcopal groups in Nevada warrants the significant investment 
required to meet ministry needs. This is an issue both because the size of the Diocese 
is very small and because the distance across the state is very large. If based only on 
statistical data from the Diocese, there would be no way that the consultant would 
recommend this project. 
 
But if the Diocese really wants this resource for the special opportunities it provides 
to its members – it has a PASSION for providing camps and retreats -- it can choose 
to EXPAND ITS MINISTRY to include service to others. The most important part of 
this concept is that this is not marketing to get money, but reaching out to serve 
others as a part of the ministry goal (which, done well, should result in securing 
sufficient revenue.) For example, what kind of space and hospitality would lead 
persons who participate in a training session for a government agency to be drawn to 
attend an Episcopal Church in their neighborhood? What needs could be met for 
immigrant children in Reno or Sparks or Carson City by a summer camp program at 
Galilee? What family might be drawn back together by attending a Lake Tahoe 
Family Vacation Week? The by-product of all of these programs would be revenue 
from fees but the reason to do them would be to minister to the people. 
 
The first step in marketing is creating the “product”, and the product is not beds and 
food. It is a Christian environment in which a group event or program takes place. 
Hospitality is the first level of contact and influence. Then the staff can add resources 
such as water recreation, challenge course, hiking, worship. And they can offer 
programs by partnering with others or directing themselves. All of these are 
expressions of ministry. 
 
Marketing is simply a disciplined search for persons and groups who need and want 
the ministry offered, and a method of contact and communication to see that the 
connection is made and formalized. Note the brief article in Section IV related to 
marketing a camp or center. The consultant is confident that there is a population of 
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people in the surrounding area that could provide a healthy “market” for Galilee IF 
the Diocese wants to make this ministry a priority. 
 
The Site and Facilities 
 
The consultant itemized in an earlier report the assets and liabilities of the site: 
 
ASSETS: LIABILITIES: 
1. Beautiful property from the 

perspective of its aesthetic, 
recreational and financial value. 

2. Current facilities are an asset as they 
have established a level of 
development for the property. 

3. Good proximity to a general 
population base and other 
destinations. 

4. Chapel is a beautiful facility. 
5. Planning to secure permits for the 

previous master plan may still be 
relevant to a new plan. 

 

1. Eight acres is very small to support a 
camp and retreat center of sufficient 
size to be operationally viable. 

2. Current facilities and site amenities 
are in marginal condition. 

3. Distant from the largest 
concentration of Episcopal parishes 
in the Diocese. 

4. Inevitable conflicts between the 
needs of St. John’s Parish and the 
camp. 

5. Extremely difficult and costly 
regulatory environment. 

 
Regarding a plan for development, the consultant is confident that IF the “Cooper 
Plan” had been funded and constructed on its original timeline, the site would 
probably have been successful, but not with the margin of revenue projected. 
However, it is questionable whether this is the best plan for the future for these 
reasons: 
 

 The plan called for a classic “camp” and “retreat center” adjacent to each 
other on a very small piece of land. The style of the two facilities would 
make it difficult to use all facilities for a single group. 

 The use of the adult facilities during summer camp is questionable, given 
the current policies and needs for child protection. Yet, 56 persons on site 
for the summer weeks is not sufficient volume of use to sustain the 
operation. 

 The style of the structures requires the construction of four large facilities – 
the adult and family conference center, the youth dormitory, the dining 
center and the youth activity center. Each of these is at an estimated cost of 
$2,000,000 to $6,000,000 (in inflated dollars). And it would be difficult for 
the site to function until all facilities are complete. 

 The growth was almost exclusively in adult use since the youth facilities 
were the same capacity as currently exist. With the Zephyr Point 
development, this does not seem like a wise investment. 

 
The consultant will suggest a couple of alternative styles that could accomplish the 
same vision as set forth in the “Cooper Plan” potentially reaching a wider audience 
with less investment in either capital or operational overhead. 
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Conclusions 
 
The issues surrounding Galilee are very complex and not easily addressed with black 
and white recommendations. While there are many very positive aspects of the site, 
there are also many risks. The consultant reiterates again that the only reason to 
undertake development is because this is an important asset and form of ministry for 
the Diocese. If there is a commitment to developing the asset, followed by securing 
leadership and funding for facilities, the consultant is confident that it will be 
possible to create a sustainable operation. 
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A Vision for the Future 
 
This section is a summary of what has been articulated in detail in the Research and 
Analysis Section with recommended next steps. 
 
 
RISK AND POTENTIAL 
 
There is no easy answer as to the level of risk and the level of opportunity in 
developing Galilee to meet contemporary ministry needs. In the opinion of the 
consultant they are both high. 
 
On the one hand, she can think of no place where the opportunity for positive impact 
is greater for these reasons – 
 

 The existing property is a beautiful, peaceful place on a destination lake – an 
ideal location for a camp and spiritual center. 

 There is already a love of the place and a history of changing lives for 
persons in the Diocese. 

 The distance across the Diocese means that most meetings of the whole 
body require that persons stay in overnight accommodations. Why not make 
an overnight meeting an occasion for a spiritual and fellowship retreat in a 
place filled with memories and symbols of the Episcopal faith community? 

 Because of the distance and very small congregations, both youth and adults 
are likely to feel isolated as Episcopalians in Nevada. Gatherings at Galilee 
would reinforce the sense of community for members of the churches. 

 The gambling environment is ever present. A spiritual place designed to 
enhance relationships in an atmosphere of Christian hospitality would be a 
wonderful alternative for many groups. 

 The outreach possible through a camp and retreat center could be a great 
vehicle for evangelism. 

 
On the other hand, the development will be a significant challenge – 
 

 The consultant indicated that it is “not possible” to be “everything to 
everybody” especially on this small piece of property. And yet the needs of 
the Diocese span youth, adults and families, programming and hospitality, 
year round. In order to fully serve the church, the facility must offer flexible 
accommodations for a variety of ages and styles of programming. 

 The TRPA restrictions are so great, the infrastructure needs very costly, and 
the limitations significant on the property. Development will require solid 
leadership that is knowledgeable about and skilled in the technical and 
political process with “up front” funding for design and permitting. 

 The design should incorporate anything from the previous plan that is 
applicable because it is more likely to be approved by the TRPA and it is 

Section III
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good stewardship. However, the design should also reflect a plan that is 
easier to achieve financially. For example, it would be easier to fund and 
construct several small housing units rather than two large ones, if the 
design meets the ministry needs and can be approved.  

 The design should focus on areas of ministry not targeted by Zephyr Point 
so that the niche filled by Galilee is different. This probably means a focus 
on youth, families and SMALL adult groups, perhaps with a self-cooking 
option. 

 
 
DECISIONS 
 
Peter Drucker once said, “There are many right ways to DO RIGHT THINGS.” The 
first decision to be made by Diocesan leaders is what is the “right thing.” If having 
Galilee as a spiritual center of the Episcopal Church in Nevada is a compelling need, 
and leaders are willing to invest in its future, then the next step is PLANNING. 
 
If there is not a commitment to the MINISTRY to be accomplished by the site, it 
should not be retained for sentimental reasons, or allowed to die slowly for lack of 
investment. The asset should be sold and the proceeds used to achieve the mission 
and vision of the Diocese. 
 
IF the Diocese decides to develop Galilee, these are the next steps: 
 

 Formally agree that this is an action of the Diocese. 
 Establish a planning body representing the Diocese. 
 Make decisions about the St. John’s parish and the use of the chapel. 
 Complete the organizational agreements for the Foundation as an entity 

related to the Diocese. 
 Develop an updated plan for Galilee. Include the Diocese in the process and 

formally act on the outcome. 
 Support the Foundation in its efforts to secure funding both for the planning 

process and the plan itself. 
 Hire a director/project manager for the development. 
 Proceed on an implementation schedule that will allow the center to be built 

in incremental steps. 
 Celebrate each step and keep going! 

 
 
OPTIONS FOR DESIGN 
 
IF the Diocese decides to invest in Galilee, there are several models to explore for 
the site operation and physical development. Not every option will provide 
“something for everyone.” However, the site may be more likely to succeed in the 
long term by incremental growth rather than a leap into the future. This primarily 
depends on funding available. 
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Camp Galilee (Seasonal) 
 
IF Galilee is to serve primarily a youth audience, the consultant suggests that it might 
be a summer-only site. While it poses challenges for securing professional leadership 
(director and staff), and does not accommodate needs for retreats year round, it is of 
interest to the consultant that the private FOR PROFIT camps seldom operate year 
round. They minimize their capital investment by a seasonal facility. They operate 
FULL all summer and virtually shut off their expenses at the end of the season. 
 
This option is resisted in denominational circles, but a little mathematics calls into 
question “prevailing wisdom” that a year round operation is more likely to be 
financially viable. IF the site is serving primarily youth – 
 

 There are approximately 70 marketable days from Memorial Day to Labor 
Day in which to serve campers and guests, also 70 days of overhead. 

 In a typical calendar year, there are about 35 weekends, or 70 marketable 
days, between September and May in which to serve a youth audience, with 
9 months of overhead. 

 
This might at least be explored, especially if there is any possibility that the TRPA 
would permit the installation of semi-permanent structures such as yurts instead of 
cabins. This would allow greater capacity for much less cost, at least as an initial 
operation. 
 
Galilee Camp and Retreat Center (self -service) 
 
Some of the projections that the consultant did not believe would be realized were 
related to the Business Plan set forth for the original camp and retreat center design. 
The revenue projections were likely to be accurate, but the costs for a full service 
operation were low based on current experience. While the operation should FIRST 
be designed to meet ministry needs, it must also be shaped for financial viability. 
This means gaining the greatest value for the least cost. 
 
The consultant believes that the greatest opportunity for program impact is in the 
summer. The year round accommodations will serve a purpose, but the level of 
occupancy compared to cost will be marginal. 
 
One way to reduce costs is to provide a self-cooking option in the winter. This 
means, however, that kitchens need to be in every lodging unit so that multiple 
groups can use the site at once. This adds to the capital investment, and may be 
prohibited by TRPA rules. 
 
An assumption in the above scenario is also that the housing units would be more of 
a cabin style than one large lodge. This is easier to construct and allows for several 
unrelated groups to use the site together. 
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Galilee Center (full service) 
 

IF the best option for both the ministry and the operation is a year round facility 
providing full service support to groups, it must be designed with great flexibility to 
accommodate multiple ages and styles of programming. The consultant urges 
Diocesan leaders to engage a professional with experience designing camps and 
centers to explore with representatives of the Diocese models of housing that would 
be appropriate for the various audiences. 
 
While it is difficult to design lodging for youth and adults, the consultant believes 
that a cluster of “family style” lodges that will sleep six couples, or 24 persons in a 
dormitory arrangement, could offer tremendous value. The lodges could potentially 
be built on the footprints of existing structures, and constructed one at a time, 
encouraging future giving as the site develops. 
 
In this scenario, the dining center and youth activity center, along with engineering 
for infrastructure that was designed for the previous master plan would likely still be 
applicable to the future. 
 

 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS 
 
To test whether her perceptions of the historic context were accurate, and whether her 
recommendations for future directions would be helpful, the consultant shared this 
report as a preliminary document with the Standing Committee. A few small items 
were changed to correct details related to the history. After dialogue, the Standing 
Committee agreed that the key to being able to determine a direction for the future 
lies in the small words highlighted in the scenarios above…… “IF …..”. 
 
The members of the Standing Committee expressed appreciation to those who over 
the years have had a vision and passion for Galilee …… the Ramsdells, the members 
of the Galilee Board, the persons who formed and contributed to the development 
plan and to funding it through the Foundation. What they recognize now is that, 
while there is much to be commended and hoped for in this work, the only way any 
plan will succeed on a long term basis is if it is thoroughly owned by the Diocese as a 
whole – by the members, the parishes, and officially affirmed and empowered by the 
Convention. 
 
The consultant has provided clear options to pursue. But before any direction about 
the SITE and OPERATION can be evaluated, the Diocese must determine 
corporately why and how Galilee fits with its ministry vision. Therefore, the 
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consultant fully supports the next steps to be taken by the Standing Committee to 
engage in dialogue around the Diocese about the MINISTRY VISION that is held in 
common, and determine from that larger vision whether and how Galilee might be a 
resource to make it happen. 
 
Then, if the Diocese corporately commits to the development of Galilee, these would 
be appropriate steps – 
 

 Work with persons across the Diocese and in the community to overcome the 
doubt and potential anger that the planning process needs to be done again.  

 Revisit the “Cooper Plan” to UPDATE those items that need to be changed 
to meet the vision for the future. 

 Move forward with accomplishments as quickly as possible in order for 
persons to see real progress. “As quickly as possible” does not mean before 
good decisions are made. It does mean on a timeline that creates and 
sustains energy for the project. 

 Develop specific leadership to guide the development process, both of the 
site and of the ministry. 

 Design a realistic plan that can be built in phases. 
 Secure funding from a wide range of sources. 
 Persevere through the long and arduous tasks of building the facilities and 

bringing the ministry goals to life. 
 
In all that you do, ground the process in prayerful discernment that God is acting in 
your midst through this effort. 
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Supporting Information 
 
The following materials are copied as supporting information for the Ministry Study. 
 

  
A. Standing Committee Roster  IV – 2 
B. Market Research IV – 3 
C. Use Analysis IV – 5 
D. Life Cycle of an Organization IV – 10 
E. Board Responsibilities from BoardSource IV – 11  
F. Hospitality and Spirituality IV – 12 
G. Guidelines to Marketing IV – 13 
H. Master Plan Flow Chart IV – 16 
I. The Pro’s of Planning (Master Plan) IV – 17 
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Roster 
 

These persons were involved in the development of the Ministry Study for Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center: 
 

Rev Katharine Jefferts Schori, Bishop 
Episcopal Diocese of Nevada 
6135 Harrison Dr., Suite 1 
Las Vegas, NV  89120 

  

Standing Committee     

Jill Beesley, President 
2800 Monterey Drive 
Reno, NV  89509 

 
Dick Stufflebeam 
3615 Keogh Dr. 
Sparks, NV  89431 

 
Rev. James Kelly 
930 Tahoe Blvd. #802 PMB 179 
Incline Village, NV  89451 

Rev. Christie Leavitt 
1739 Carita Ave. 
Henderson, NV  89014-3510 

 
Rev. Lloyd Rupp 
1408 Colt Drive 
Henderson, NV  89015 

 
William (Bill) Leonard 
7734 Fieldfare Dr. 
North Las Vegas, NV  89084 

Former Standing Committee 
members – 

Rev. Julius Rogina 
Dean Alford 

    

     

John Curtis, Treasurer 
2145 Hillsgate Street 
Las Vegas, NV  89134 
 

 

Roger Cutler, Consultant 
ChurchAlive! 
279 Lariat Loop 
Lincoln, CA  95648 

 

Kathleen Trotter, Consultant 
KALEIDOSCOPE inc 
4241 Gabel Drive, Suite 1b 
Fayetteville, AR 72703 
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MARKET RESEARCH 
Below are sites and resources cited in the research section of the report. 

1. A search of the American Camp Association (ACA) website resulted in 25 camps within a 
150 mile radius of Glenbrook, Nevada.  They are listed below with brief descriptions. 

Community of the Great Commiss, Foresthill, CA --- Distance: 36 miles 

A beautiful camp in Foresthill (Sierra Foothills) available to nonprofit organizations. Groups may have meals prepared or do their own cooking.  

Mountain Camp, Pollock Pines, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 37 miles 

High Sierra adventure, educational, life experience. Beautiful lakeside mountain setting. Noncompetitive, focus on outdoor & challenge 

activities.  

Deer Lake, Soda Springs, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 38 miles 

Spectacular mountain high adventure camp. Rock climbing, boating, mountain bikes, ropes course, backpacking, windsurfing, & sailing. Family 

camp also offered.  

Shasta Camp Cherith, Alta, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 47 miles 

Shasta Camp Cherith is a non-denominational Christian camp. Our program consists of small cabin groups and mature staff.  

Shaffer's High Sierra Camp Inc, Sattley, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 50 miles 

Wilderness adventure in the Tahoe Natl Forest for 9-16 yr-olds. Small, noncompetitive, near 70+ lakes & miles of trails.  

Camp Wasiu II, Sierra City, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 51 miles 

Creating opportunities for all girls to fulfill their dreams and reach their potential  

Camp Menzies, Arnold, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 52 miles 

Sierra Mt setting, traditional specialized programs open to all girls with emphasis on self-esteem, team bldg & values.  

Camp Sugar Pine, Camp Connell, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 52 miles 

Friendly mountain camp, Horseback riding, crafts, camping, skills, swimming, and pioneer crafts. Family camp also.  

Camp Augusta, Nevada City, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 54 miles 

Camp Augusta offers boys & girls the opportunity to learn through specialized camp activities in an outdoor environment.  

Camp Ross Relles, Nevada City, CA --- Distance: 54 miles 

A beautiful camp in Nevada City, California (Sierra Foothills) available to nonprofit organizations. Food service provided. Wheelchair 

accessible.  

Camp Lodestar, Wilseyville, CA --- Distance: 56 miles 

A beautiful site in Wilseyville, CA (Sierra Foothills) available to nonprofit organizations. Food service is provided. Numerous recreational 

activities.  

Waltons Grizzly Lodge Inc, Portola, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 62 miles 

A family tradition since 1926. 4th generation directors. Private lake. Individual programming from over 35 activities. Mature & caring 

counselors.  

Deer Crossing Camp Inc, Mokelumne Hill, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 63 miles 

An exciting challenging true wilderness experience in the California High Sierra on a beautiful lake. Supportive and caring guidance. Structure 

and free choice.  

Camp Rockin' U, Dobbins, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 72 miles 

Camp Rocking U is dedicated to providing a healthful, structured and comfortable environment where friends can be made and lifetime 

memories created.  

Camp Tawonga, Groveland, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 84 miles 

Gorgeous camp next to Yosemite National Park. River,lake,pool,backpacking,ropes course,Judaism,arts,music,dance.  

Camp Okizu, Berry Creek, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 88 miles 

A special place for children with cancer and their siblings. Family weekends  
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Coppercreek Camp, Greenville, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 92 miles 

We offer over 50 activities. Free choice. Our staff know every camper. Rustic setting in California's Northern Sierra.  

Camp ReCreation, Susanville, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 108 miles 

Camp ReCreation is a non-denominational residential summer camping program serving Northern California children and adults with 

developmental disabilities.  

Camp Ronald McDonald at Eagle, Susanville, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 108 miles 

Camp Ronald McDonald is a residential summer camp for children and adults with special needs.  

Mountain Meadow Ranch, Susanville, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 108 miles 

Georgous forested ranch; acres of lush meadows & lawns; family-like envir. Advent & fun used to stimulate healthy esteem; posit. envir, 

individ choice 20 acti.  

Camp Wawona, Wawona, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 112 miles 

In Yosemite National Park. Outstanding Christian camp. Activities: Horsemanship, climbing, aquatics, crafts, archery, more. Focus on Christ, 

friends, teamwork.  

Voorhis Viking, Mammoth Lakes, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 112 miles 

Campers are exposed to adventures, discovery and excitement, tempered with responsibility and self-discipline.  

Yosemite Sierra Summer Camp, Bass Lake, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 123 miles 

Skylake Yosemite Camp, Wishon, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 128 miles 

Traditional style camp with 61 years of tradtional. Located on a warm water lake in a pine forest. Small cabin groups and high 

counselor/camper ratio.  

Gold Arrow Camp, Lakeshore, CA (Resident Camp) --- Distance: 133 miles 

A traditional, fun, and non-competitive program with a variety of activities on the shore of beautiful Huntington Lake, Sierra National Forest, 

since 1933.  

Enchanted Hills Camp, Napa, CA --- Distance: 137 miles 

A beautiful camp in Napa, California available to nonprofit organizations. Food service provided. Numerous recreational options available. 

2. Information about Echo Creek Conference Center Retreat, a retreat property for sale at 
South Lake Tahoe, California, can be found at: 
www.findthedivine.com/properties_echo.html 

 
3. Information about Reno, Nevada and the surrounding area was gathered from: 

www.gannett.com/map/ataglance/ren.html 
www.bestplaces.net/docs/studies/bestplaces05.aspx 
www.saitmarysreno.com/nursing/reno 

 
4. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) posts on a website (www.trpa.org) a 

complete listing of codes and regulations.  Also included is the TRPA mission statement and 
announcements of public meetings and hearings. 

 
5. The State of Nevada has available for download statutes related to taxable and exempt 

property: 
www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS 
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Analysis of Current Use 
 
As leaders address the potential of serving a more diverse clientele in the future, it is important to 
understand the groups and people currently being served at Camp Galilee. The consultant 
analyzed the usage for 2004 in the “user day” system. The analysis will enable leaders to 
compare growth from, to note common group sizes and to see where the groups and users are 
from. The system also provides leaders with this information on an on-going basis --: 
 

 It links the budgeting process with marketing, and enables staff to achieve financial 
objectives by reaching the ministry goals. 

 It is flexible in terms of tracking a variety of types of groups of all sizes and lengths of stay. 
 
The charts and graphs illustrating the use analysis for Camp Gailiee are copied on the following 
pages.  All of the full service (with food service) users for 2004 are listed on the first pages, coded 
with regard to age and type of group.  These are the codes: 
 

1—Youth Groups   A—Camp Galilee camp/retreat 
2—Adult Groups   B—Episcopal Parish or Diocese 
3—Family or Mixed Age Groups C—Other Denominations 
     D—Non-church groups 

 
The usage is then analyzed in these grids: 
 

 The grid marked Analysis of User Days measures the volume of use in each category. 
One (1) user day is equivalent to one person for three meals and one overnight, calculated 
to the nearest ¼ of a user day. This category should correlate most closely to revenue 
when a standard user fee is applied for each type of service. 

 
 The gird marked Analysis of Groups illustrates the number of groups in each category, 

and when compared with the percent of User Days generated by the same category, 
indicates the “efficiency” of that particular type of use for the site.  The more groups 
required to produce a certain volume of use, the higher the cost in staff time to realize the 
same amount of income. 

 
 The gird marked Analysis of People indicates the impact of the camps on people in the 

various categories. Regardless of the type of event or duration of stay, every person tallied 
has been influenced by the values of the site. 

 
 Where available, revenue received in the various categories is illustrated in the chart 

marked Analysis of Revenue, indicating the dollars received in the various categories. 
 
The pages following the grids illustrate the following: 
 

• A chart that indicates the frequency of various group sizes. 
• The revenue received by the groups in the various sized categories. 
• A list of overnight and day use groups. 
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    1 =  Youth A =  Galilee camp/retreat  
    2 =  Adult B =  Episcopal parish or Diocese 
    3 =  Family C =  Other Denominations  
Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center   D =  Non-church Events  
Full Service Analysis of Use         
September 04 - August 05         

Month Name Ag
e 

Typ
e Size # O/N D # UD $/Rec'd $/UD 

Sep-04 St. Paul's (Adam Dawkin)  2 B 16 32 72 26.00 $1,612.00 $62.00  

Sep-04 
Lutheran Womens Missionary 
League 1 C 20 30 78 27.00 $1,632.50 $60.46  

Sep-04 UNR 2 D 40 80 200 70.00 $4,140.00 $59.14  
Oct-04 American Field Service 1 D 36 47 204 62.75 $2,994.50 $47.72  
Oct-04 Hill Top Retreat Group 1 C 25 25 25 12.50 $1,075.00 $86.00  
Oct-04 River Christian Center 1 C 17 35 80 28.75 $1,992.00 $69.29  
Oct-04 St. Gall Catholic Church 1 C 45 120 240 90.00 $5,180.00 $57.56  
Nov-04 Immaculate Conception Church 1 C 30 137 279 104.00 $5,947.00 $57.18  
Dec-04 Bishop Manogue High School 1 D 47 47 141 47.00 $2,585.00 $55.00  
Dec-04 Hill Top Retreat Group 1 C 20 20 121 35.25 $2,208.00 $62.64  
Jan-04 St. Teresa 1 C 30 28 60 22.00 $1,370.00 $62.27  
Jan-05 UNR 2 D 50 65 165 57.50 $3,407.50 $59.26  
Feb-05 Catholic Order of San Jose 1 C 18 51 138 47.25 $2,445.00 $51.75  
Feb-05 UNR 2 D 36 36 110 36.50 $2,043.00 $55.97  
Mar-05 Bishop Manogue High School 1 D 56 58 174 58.00 $2,948.00 $50.83  
Mar-05 St. Teresa of Avila 1 C 78 120 390 127.50 $7,580.00 $59.45  
Apr-05 Calvary Chapel Sonora 2 C 40 98 196 73.50 $4,239.50 $57.68  
Apr-05 Episcopal Diocese of NV 2 B 31 40 186 56.50 $3,294.00 $58.30  
Apr-05 Holy Cross Catholic Community 1 C 59 68 244 78.00 $3,985.50 $51.10  
May-05 Bishop Manogue High School 1 D 55 55 165 55.00 $2,800.00 $50.91  
May-05 Crosswinds Assembly of God 2 C 28 70 210 70.00 $3,550.00 $50.71  
May-05 Cornerstone Foursquare 2 C 20 38 76 28.50 $1,912.00 $67.09  
May-05 Julius Rogina Workshop 2 D 28 28 90 29.50 $1,710.00 $57.97  
Jun-05 Camp Sundowner 1 D 50 175 490 166.25 $9,430.00 $56.72  
Jun-05 Easy Does It 2 D 50 130 343 118.25 $6,330.00 $53.53  
Aug-05 Healthy Communities Coalition 1 D 40 100 312 103.00 $5,842.00 $56.72  
 Elementary Camp 1 A 21 84 231 78.75 $3,675.00 $46.67  
 Elementary Camp (4-6) 1 A 44 264 748 253.00 $11,440.00 $45.22  
 High School 1 1 A 38 228 646 218.50 $9,880.00 $45.22  
 Middle School 1 1 A 34 204 578 195.50 $8,840.00 $45.22  
 Middle School 2 1 A 44 264 748 253.00 $11,440.00 $45.22  
 Family Camp (Prison) 3 A 13 78 221 74.75 $2,955.00 $39.53  
 Family Camp 2 3 A 36 216 612 207.00 $8,335.00 $40.27  
 High School 2 1 A 32 192 544 184.00 $8,320.00 $45.22  
TOTALS 34   1,227 3,263  9,117  3095.00 $157,137.50 $50.77  
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FULL SERVICE USE ANALYSIS 

Analysis of User Days       
 

  

Galilee 
camp/retreat 

Episcopal 
parish or 
Diocese 

Other 
Denominations 

Non-church 
Events 

Total # of 
User Days Percent 

 

 Youth 1182.75 0.00 572.25 492.00 2247.00 72.60%  

 Adult 0.00 82.50 172.00 311.75 566.25 18.30%  

 Family 281.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 281.75 9.10%  

 Totals 1464.50 82.50 744.25 803.75 3095.00 100.00%  

 Percent 47.32% 2.67% 24.05% 25.97% 100.00%    

Analysis of Groups       
 

  

Galilee 
camp/retreat 

Episcopal 
parish or 
Diocese 

Other 
Denominations 

Non-church 
Events 

Total # of 
Groups Percent 

 

 Youth 6 0 10 6 22 64.71%  

 Adult 0 2 3 5 10 29.41%  

 Family 2 0 0 0 2 5.88%  

 Totals 8 2 13 11 34 100.00%  

 Percent 23.53% 5.88% 38.24% 32.35% 100.00%    

Analysis of People       

   

Galilee 
camp/retreat 

Episcopal 
parish or 
Diocese 

Other 
Denominations 

Non-church 
Events 

Total # of 
People Percent 

 

 Youth 213 0 342 284 839 68.38%  

 Adult 0 47 88 204 339 27.63%  

 Family 49 0 0 0 49 3.99%  

 Totals 262 47 430 488 1227 100.00%  

 Percent 21.35% 3.83% 35.04% 39.77% 100.00%    

Analysis of $ Received       

 
  

Galilee 
camp/retreat 

Episcopal 
parish or 
Diocese 

Other 
Denominations 

Non-church 
Events Total $$ Percent 

 

 Youth $53,595.00  $0.00  $33,415.00  $26,599.50  $113,609.50  72.30%  

 Adult $0.00  $4,906.00  $9,701.50  $17,630.50  $32,238.00  20.52%  

 Family $11,290.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $11,290.00  7.18%  

 Totals $64,885.00  $4,906.00  $43,116.50  $44,230.00  $157,137.50  100.00%  

 Percent 41.29% 3.12% 27.44% 28.15% 100.00%    



 

IV - 8 

         

 Frequency of Group Size       

 
Group 
Size Youth Adult Family Total # Percent Cum. # Cum % 

  0 - 9 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

  10 - 19 2 1 1 4 11.76% 4 11.76% 

  20 - 29 4 3 0 7 20.59% 11 32.35% 

  30 - 39 6 2 1 9 26.47% 20 58.82% 

  40 - 49 5 2 0 7 20.59% 27 79.41% 

  50 - 74 4 2 0 6 17.65% 33 97.06% 

 
 75 - 99 1 0 0 1 2.94% 34 100.00% 

  100 - 124 0 0 0 0 0.00% 34 100.00% 

  125 - 149 0 0 0 0 0.00% 34 100.00% 

 150 - 199 0 0 0 0 0.00% 34 100.00% 

  200 + 0 0 0 0 0.00% 34 100.00% 

 Totals 22 10 2 34 100.00% 34 100.00% 

         

 Revenue by Group Size       

 
Group 
Size Youth Adult Family Total # Percent Cum. # Cum % 

  0 - 9 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  0.00% $0.00  0.00% 

  10 - 19 $4,437.00  $1,612.00  $2,955.00  $9,004.00  5.73% $9,004.00  5.73% 

  20 - 29 $8,590.50  $7,172.00  $0.00  $15,762.50  10.03% $24,766.50  15.76% 

  30 - 39 $37,351.50  $5,337.00  $8,335.00  $51,023.50  32.47% $75,790.00  48.23% 

  40 - 49 $36,487.00  $8,379.50  $0.00  $44,866.50  28.55% $120,656.50  76.78% 

  50 - 74 $19,163.50  $9,737.50  $0.00  $28,901.00  18.39% $149,557.50  95.18% 

  75 - 99 $7,580.00  $0.00  $0.00  $7,580.00  4.82% $157,137.50  100.00% 

  100 - 124 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  0.00% $157,137.50  100.00% 

  125 - 149 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  0.00% $157,137.50  100.00% 

  150 - 199 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  0.00% $157,137.50  100.00% 

  200 + $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  0.00% $157,137.50  100.00% 

 Totals $113,609.50  $32,238.00  $11,290.00  $157,137.50  100.00% $157,137.50  100.00% 
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  1 = Youth  A = Galilee camps/retreats 
  2 = Adult  B = Episcopal parish or Diocese 
  3 = Family  C = Other Church Events 
     D = Non-church events 

Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center     
Overnight With Kitchen Use       
September 2004 - August 2005       
Month Name Age Type Size # O/N $/Rec'd $/ON 
Jan-05 GBOS 1 D 117 117 $3,000.00 $25.64  
Aug-05 LA Dance 1 D 33 32 $6,930.00 $216.56  
TOTALS   2   150 149 $9,930.00 $66.64  
        
        
        
        
        
      
Galilee Episcopal Camp and Conference Center     
Day Use Groups       
September 2004 - August 2005       
        
Month Name Age Type Size M $/Rec'd $/Person 
Sep-04 GBOS 1 D 60  $3,000.00  $50.00  
Oct-04 GBOS 1 D 30  $3,000.00  $100.00  
Dec-04 St. Paul's (Adam Dawkins)  2 B 30 40 $290.00  $9.67  
May-05 GBOS 1 D 45  $3,300.00  $73.33  
May-05 GBOS 1 D 71  $3,300.00  $46.48  
Jun-05 GBOS 1 D 71  $3,300.00  $46.48  
Jun-05 GBOS 1 D 71  $3,300.00  $46.48  
Jul-05 Susan North 2 D 25  $825.00  $33.00  
TOTALS   8   403 40 $20,315.00  $50.41  
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LIFE CYCLE OF AN ORGANIZATION 

 
 

EIGHT STAGES IN THE LIFE OF AN ORGANIZATION 
 

CONCEPTION A group of people come together to start an organization, OR agree to re-focus and 
revamp an existing organization that is losing momentum. 
 

INFANCY The visioning leaders are in charge as the organization struggles to survive. Every job 
requires more work than these key leaders can do. Tasks are addressed personally and 
intuitively, depending directly on the good judgment of the leaders. 
 

PUBERTY The organization grows steadily but suffers from awkwardness in its dealings with 
outsiders and with internal coordination. Entrepreneurial skills are gradually replaced by 
more professional management techniques and skills. 
 

YOUNG ADULTHOOD Accepted management practices are implemented, including formalized personnel 
practices and financial systems. The beginning of bureaucracy and internal politics are 
evident. 
 

ADULTHOOD The organization is mastering its environment and serving the needs of its members. 
Management is peaking and preparing to expand, entering new areas of service or 
adding new functions. 
 

LATE ADULTHOOD The excitement of the original vision has diminished. Work is done out of tradition and 
habit. The organization resists innovation. A complacent atmosphere prevails; there is 
no sense of urgency or zeal. 
 

OLD AGE The organization is losing its ability to cope with its environment and serve the real 
needs of its constituency. Managers and leaders bicker, and internal control is lacking. 
All of a sudden things seem to come apart, and few people seem to care. 
 

REVITALIZATION A few key persons recognize that the values of the organization and its purpose can still 
serve contemporary needs.  They evaluate the potential of continuing the present 
organization or developing a new one.  They solicit support for a new venture and 
determine the best strategy for moving forward. 
 

Presented by KALEIDOSCOPE inc. 
For information on training and consulting services, contact  
Kathleen M. Trotter, President 
 4241 Gabel Drive, Suite 1b, Fayetteville, AR  72703  1-800-993-7499 
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BoardSource is one of the best resource organizations for not-for-profit groups that I have found. The 
following information is taken from their web site and is a sampling of the guidance that is available 
there. There is a great deal of free information and much more for members. It may be worth your 
consideration to become a member. Look carefully at their trainings, often offered in partnership with 
other NFP resource groups. 

Kathleen Trotter 
 

 
What are the basic responsibilities of nonprofit boards? 
Ten Basic Responsibilities of Nonprofit Boards  

1. Determine the organization's mission and purpose. It is the board's responsibility to create and review a 
statement of mission and purpose that articulates the organization's goals, means, and primary 
constituents served.  

2. Select the chief executive. Boards must reach consensus on the chief executive's responsibilities and 
undertake a careful search to find the most qualified individual for the position.  

3. Provide proper financial oversight. The board must assist in developing the annual budget and ensuring 
that proper financial controls are in place.  

4. Ensure adequate resources. One of the board's foremost responsibilities is to provide adequate resources 
for the organization to fulfill its mission.  

5. Ensure legal and ethical integrity and maintain accountability. The board is ultimately responsible for 
ensuring adherence to legal standards and ethical norms.  

6. Ensure effective organizational planning. Boards must actively participate in an overall planning process 
and assist in implementing and monitoring the plan's goals.  

7. Recruit and orient new board members and assess board performance. All boards have a responsibility to 
articulate prerequisites for candidates, orient new members, and periodically and comprehensively 
evaluate its own performance.  

8. Enhance the organization's public standing. The board should clearly articulate the organization's mission, 
accomplishments, and goals to the public and garner support from the community.  

9. Determine, monitor, and strengthen the organization's programs and services. The board's responsibility is 
to determine which programs are consistent with the organization's mission and to monitor their 
effectiveness.  

10. Support the chief executive and assess his or her performance. The board should ensure that the chief 
executive has the moral and professional support he or she needs to further the goals of the organization. 
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Reflections on Hospitality and Spirituality 
 
 
The marvelous, life changing experiences which happen to our campers and guests are the 
result of the planned Christian programs in a natural residential environment.  The quality, 
caring support of the staff which enables the planned program to succeed is called 
HOSPITALITY.  It takes two forms to enhance our guests’ learning experiences: 
 

1. the things we do, and 
2. the way we relate. 

 
 

A person ”who has come to terms with his (or her) own loneliness and is at home 
in his (or her) own house is a host who offers hospitality to his (or her) guests.  
He (or she) gives them a friendly space, where they may feel free to come and 
go, to be close and distant, to rest and to play, to talk and to be silent, to eat and 
to fast.  The paradox indeed is that hospitality asks for the creation of an empty 
space where the guest can find his (or her) own soul.” 

Henri J. M. Nouwen 
“REACHING OUT” 

 
 
ALL camp staff are “program” staff because there is no other purpose for “outdoor ministries.”  
Staff may direct programs, or resource programs, or support programs, but the overall purpose 
is still to help campers and guests learn and grow in the Christian faith.  All staff…….cooks, 
maintenance personnel, housekeepers, secretaries…….must remember that PEOPLE DO 
NOT INTERRUPT OUR BUSINESS, THEY ARE OUR BUSINESS. 
 

“To teach is to create a space in which obedience to truth is practiced.” 
 

Abba Felix, desert father 
Taken from “To Know as We Are Known/A Spirituality of 
Education”  
by Parker J. Palmer 

 
“Some people came to Calcutta, and before leaving, they begged me: ‘Tell us 
something that will help us to live our lives better.’  And I said: ‘Smile at each 
other; smile at your wife, smile at your husband, smile at your children, smile at 
each other – it doesn’t matter who it is – and that will help you to grow up in 
greater love for each other’.” 
 

Mother Teresa 
“A GIFT FOR GOD” 
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GUIDELINES FOR MARKETING  
A CAMP OR CENTER 

 
 
Marketing is both an idealistic agenda – Board and staff members want to share the Christian faith 
through their ministry – and a practical agenda – the ministry must have participants in order to 
support the site operation and programs. 
 
Christian camp and conference center leaders sometimes experience tension based on language in 
relation to the marketing effort of the ministry. To “market” as a retail or for-profit operation would do 
conjures up images of being opportunistic and making selfish gain. To “share” the ministry, on the other 
hand, seems much too haphazard and unintentional for such substantial operations, and not related to 
specific goals. 
 
To undertake “marketing” in this ministry is to acknowledge and draw upon the appropriate 
strategies in the secular discipline in order to effectively and intentionally reach out to as many 
persons as possible through the services and events of the camp and center. Marketing is an art and a 
science, often supplemented by the assistance of professionals trained in the field. 
 
A first priority for creating an effective marketing strategy is having a “product” (programs) or 
service (hospitality) that is needed or desired by the potential clientele, and which can be described 
in terms of benefits and values to others. 
 
As the center offers its programs and services to meet the guest group needs, it will do so in the 
following ways: 
 

 through a hospitable, supportive residential environment for camps, conferences and retreats 
sponsored by its own denomination and judicatory, by other religious groups, and by like-
minded community agencies and organizations. 

 
 through program resources for groups who contract for use of the site, and who request special 

program assistance for specific goals. 
 

 through unique program offerings designed to meet specific needs of persons and groups, and 
directed by the site staff. 

 
These roles of hosting and resourcing groups, and directing programs are often well-defined in 
practice, but can usually be more specifically described and interpreted to potential guest groups. 
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Marketing is not a single-faceted effort.  It involves at least three different, but interrelated, 
functions: 

 
#1 PUBLIC RELATIONS 
 
This effort creates a positive experience for all guests so that they will speak highly of the site 
wherever they are. It is an essential component of marketing because it is one hundred times more 
difficult to overcome a negative experience or image than to create a positive one. 
 
Establishing positive public relations is the responsibility of every person related to the site – the staff, 
the program leaders, the Board members. It involves influencing the perception of the guests through 
their experience about tangible items such as food, lodging and program quality, and also about 
intangible items such as integrity and value. 
 
These perceptions can be identified by formal means, such as evaluation forms and surveys. It is also 
important to do continual informal listening, seeking opinions candidly and responding appropriately 
and appreciably to guests’ comments. A good public relations effort attempts to mold these perceptions 
by intentional, responsive hospitality and “image creating” publicity. 
 
It is essential for staff and Board members to receive critical feedback non-defensively. Leaders never 
intend for guests to have negative experience, but sometimes they do. The guest’s perception about 
the situation IS reality and must be responded to sensitively. 
 
#2 PROMOTION 
 
This effort creates the specific image desired by the Board and staff in persons who use and support 
the site’s services and programs. Promotion is done to enhance the awareness of the unique offerings 
of the center and to create general knowledge of the entire ministry. Good promotion is designed to 
generate receptivity in relation to the particular ministry opportunities.  It does not necessarily call 
people to any action at the moment, but will make them more responsive when a program or service is 
marketed to them. 
 
#3 TARGET MARKETING 
 
This effort identifies persons, new and returning, who are likely users of the site and programs, and 
communicates to them the specific opportunities and benefits in such a way as to cause them to 
contract for site use or register for a program. 
 
The purpose of this effort is to get a specific response of participation! This aspect of marketing 
requires a clear understanding of what the ministry has to offer that will meet the needs of the 
specifically targeted audience. It requires the ability to communicate the values and benefits in a 
medium that is credible to the person/group. Every target marketing effort must provide a way for the 
person to respond. 

Each of the preceding efforts is undertaken for the same purpose – the full use and 
appreciation of the ministry as a year round Christian education center. 
However, each effort is accomplished by different activities and by different people. 
The interpretive materials needed for one type of marketing are different than those 
required by the other areas.  Creating plans for each marketing function – public 
relations, promotion, and target marketing – is necessary to assure success. 



 

IV - 15 

These are the specific steps that the consultant recommends be undertaken to enhance the marketing 
efforts: 
 
A. Evaluate the literature produced to determine its primary purpose.  Newsletters usually try 

to do all three functions, which may not result in any one effort being completely successful. 
Specific written materials are needed for each of these steps. 

 
B. Create specific materials for groups who want to be hosted by a quality retreat/conference 

center for their own programs. Especially write the description of services and package the 
rates to allow maximum flexibility by non-church groups and organizations who don’t fit in the 
weekend and summer vacation periods. 

 
Target groups who do in-service, business-related events and seek use for spring, winter and 
fall midweeks. Likely users will be government agencies, university faculty, church judicatory 
units, associations. Especially seek REGIONAL groups because these will be larger, though 
less frequent. 
 

C. Create a planned approach for the three types of users, including appropriate literature, 
procedures and personnel assigned: 
 

o Repeat use – be certain that present users are reserved for their next event. 
o Spin-off use – provide information for all adult group participants so they know that the 

site is available for other organizational events in which they participate. Encourage 
inquiries and tentative scheduling while at the site. 

o New markets – establish select groups to target each year. Set aside budget and time 
to create mailings or make telephone contact, focusing on a straight-forward invitational 
approach, and using the language of the group being approached. (e.g. educators do in-
service trainings; businesses do meetings and seminars; church groups do planning 
retreats, etc.) 

 
D. Establish numerical goals translated into people and groups, backed by a plan, and watch 

your successes grow!! 
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Program Assessment 
 

• Analyze the current use by types of 
groups, common group sizes, 
educational activities, human needs. 

• Assess the market potential for 
expansion, mission goals to be achieved, 
operational and financial impact of these 
changes. 

• Develop consensus about future 
programs and services, their priority 
within the total operation.  

• Describe and quantify facility needs. 

Site Assessment 
 

• Assess the characteristics of the land 
and structures to determine the assets 
and liabilities of the site. 

• Identify the issues to be addressed in 
development. 

• Identify property and infrastructure 
needs. 

• Illustrate and describe the observations 
to develop understanding with the 
planning team. 

Land Use Plan 
 
• Identify the areas of use on the site required to meet program goals.  
• Define the capacities of the various sections of the camp/campus, the relationship between public and 

private use the areas, circulation routes, infrastructure needs, and support facilities. (At this point in the 
process, the “whole view” is established, and the specific planning for various areas can proceed on 
different timelines, if necessary.) 

THE MASTER PLANNING PROCESS 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Master Plan 
 
• Complete conceptual design of the various areas of the total site. 
• Define building size and shape and placement on the site. 
• Define recreation and program support facilities. 
• Define roads, paths and parking. 
• Define relationships to the natural areas; aesthetic concerns and infrastructure needs. 
• Establish cost estimates. 
• Establish priorities and estimated timeframes for development. 

Project Definition 
 

• Define the goals of the master plan. 
• Define the scope and outcomes of the 

planning process. 
• Define the deadlines. 
• Define the team members. 
• RFP for professional assistance.



 

IV - 17 

 “The Pros of Planning” 
A CHECKLIST FOR MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

 
 

Understanding the Master Plan development process and selecting the right professionals to assist you is key 
to your success in this effort. Use this checklist to guide the preparation, organization and implementation of 
your master planning process. 

 
1. A Master Plan is a major investment of time and money in the future of the site and program, and must be 

supported by the total organization. Which of the following is in place or needs to be established? 
 

PREPARATION STEP: DONE NEEDED 
a. Governing board or committee has identified the outcomes expected 

from the master planning process. 
___ ___ 

b. Governing board or committee has determined roles of staff, board and 
consultants in developing and approving the master plan. 

___ ___ 

c. If consultants are to be used, governing board has determined the steps 
for a selection process (RFQ, RFP, references, interviews). 

___ ___ 

d. If needed, other agencies in the parent organization are appropriately 
involved in approval and/or funding. 

___ ___ 

e. Funds are in hand or pledged to support the planning process. ___ ___ 
 
2. The Master Plan guides physical development to enable you to carry out the programs that express your 

mission in a manner that provides adequate revenue for a quality operation. Which of these steps do you 
need to complete as a basis for a Master Plan? Do you wish to complete this step as a part of the Master 
Plan or separately? 

 
PREPARATION STEP: DONE NEEDED PART OF MP SEPARATE 

FROM MP 
a. Establish/update the mission for the 

organization. 
___ ___ ___ ___ 

b. Complete Feasibility Study to determine 
viability of current site and operation. 

___ ___ ___ ___ 

c. Complete Market Analysis to determine needs 
for programs and services. 

___ ___ ___ ___ 

d. Complete Organizational Analysis to 
determine operational requirements. 

___ ___ ___ ___ 

 
3. A Master Plan requires accurate assessment of all aspects of the facilities and property. A site assessment 

will be completed by the person(s) who develop the site plan. Preliminary and additional assessments may be 
helpful or necessary. Which of the following need to be completed and how? 

 
PREPARATION STEP: DONE NEEDED PART OF MP SEPARATE 

FROM MP 
a. Accurate and current topographic map of 

property on computer disk. 
___ ___ ___ ___ 

b. Utilities for the property described and 
mapped. 

___ ___ ___ ___ 

c. Codes and regulatory agencies identified. ___ ___ ___ ___ 
d. Structural assessment of specific buildings. ___ ___ ___ ___ 
e. Soil studies to identify buildable or sensitive 

areas. 
___ ___ ___ ___ 

f. Engineering studies to address particular 
needs. 

___ ___ ___ ___ 
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4. Developing a Master Plan requires professional leadership, whether provided by staff, volunteers or 
consultants. Use these guidelines when selecting a consulting firm to provide leadership for the project. 

 
The consultants have: 
 

___Experience in planning for camps and centers that are similar to your setting. 
___Appropriate training and credentials for the phase of planning being contracted  
___The required licensure for the task. 

 
The proposal delineates: 

 
___ The scope of work to be provided during the process, the deliverables and outcomes at the 

conclusion. 
___ The involvement of staff and board members of the organization. 
___ The qualifications of the firm, including experience with similar projects. 
___ An estimate of cost, including the fee schedule used as a basis for charges, the billing practices, the 

deposit required. It indicates any guaranteed maximum charge, if applicable. 
 
The selection process includes: 
 

___ Checking with other clients to determine their level of satisfaction with the work of the firm with regard 
to timeliness, quality of work, holding to budget estimates. 

___ Interviews by phone or in person to determine compatibility with the mission of the organization, 
understanding of the issues and the process. 

___ An objective assessment of the firm’s compliance with the criteria for selection based on the 
proposal, sample projects, references and interviews. 

 
5. The completion of a Master Plan positions the site to make major improvements or additions. What are the 

plans for funding these capital projects? Have the priority needs or projects been communicated to the 
leaders/consultants? 

 
PREPARATION STEP: APPLICABLE TO 

MP 
CONSULTANTS 

ADVISED 
a. An established fund is available for construction of specific 

project(s). 
___ ___ 

b. Organization has received a pledge of funding for a specific 
project; plan will establish cost and provide materials to 
secure funds. 

___ ___ 

c. Key projects will be prioritized as a part of the Master Plan 
and a funding plan will be determined when complete. 

___ ___ 

d. Interpretive materials needed for fund raising have been 
identified and communicated. 

___ ___ 

 
For additional information, contact: 
 

Kathleen Trotter, Consultant  
KALEIDOSCOPE inc. 
4241 Gabel Drive, Suite 1b 
Fayetteville, AR 72703 
800-993-7499 
kalkathy@aol.com 

 
 
 

 
 


