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SQUAW VALLEY 

PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT 
 

 

Parks and Recreation Services 

 
DATE:    November 28, 2017 
 
TO:  District Board Members 
 
FROM:  Mike Geary, General Manager  
 
SUBJECT:  District’s Role in Parks & Recreation Services 
 
BACKGROUND:  The District’s role in providing Parks & Recreation services has been a subject 

of discussion many times in the District’s history. 
 

At the August 29, 2017 Board meeting, there was discussion about the topic 
during the community informational items. At the September 26, 2017 Board 
meeting staff was directed to put the item on the November 2017 Board 
meeting agenda. 
 
In 2015, the Board discussed providing Parks & Recreation services in the Valley. 
The discussion included impacts of Squaw Valley Real Estate’s (SVRE) proposed 
Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP), community input about its desires 
and priorities on how to mitigate such impacts with funds expected from Placer 
County Park Dedication Fees and Placer County Service Area assessments for 
Parks & Recreation services and facilities. 
 
In 1997, the District passed Resolution 1997‐28, which adopted a policy 
statement in regard to the purchase, operations and maintenance of the Squaw 
Valley Park property. In 1999, the District passed Resolution 1999‐08, which 
declared the intent of the District to assume responsibility for Parks & Recreation 
facilities in Olympic Valley contingent upon the District’s ownership of Squaw 
Valley Park. 
 
In 2003, the District and Placer County were in negotiations for an agreement to 
transfer Parks & Recreation services and ownership of the Squaw Valley Park 
from the County to the District but the agreement was never executed. In 2004, 
Placer County notified the District of its intent to keep Squaw Valley Park in 
County ownership with the possibility of transferring operational responsibilities 
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to the District. There was considerable discussion about the pros and cons of the 
District’s involvement, including fiscal and administrative responsibilities. 
Ultimately, it was determined that the District would not expand its scope of 
services and provide park maintenance services or pursue ownership of Squaw 
Valley Park.  The Board acknowledged the Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory 
Council’s leadership in advocacy for the community with Placer County regarding 
the delivery of parks and recreational services. 
 
Placer County currently owns Squaw Valley Park and the Squaw Valley Bike Trail 
and provides maintenance services in the summer months through a contract 
with the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD). TCPUD has responsibilities to 
provide Parks & Recreation services to its customers within its boundaries and 
receives property tax revenue to provide these services. The TCPUD’s Parks & 
Recreation Department began in the early 1960’s and employs ten full‐time staff 
in addition to seasonal and part‐time staff.  
 
In 2011, the District agreed to provide maintenance and snow removal services 
on the Squaw Valley Bike Trail during the winter months. This expansion in 
service by the District was, and continues to be, contingent on outside funding 
such as the County’s Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) and contributions from local 
businesses as well as property owners and business associations.  
 
On March 5, 2015, the SVMAC formed a Parks & Recreation Sub‐Committee to 
address Parks & Recreation issues in the valley. This sub‐committee is intended 
to interact with the community and Placer County to address impacts and 
mitigations associated with Parks & Recreation facilities in Squaw Valley from 
SVRE’s VSVSP.   
 
The MAC Sub‐Committee prepared and distributed a community survey in 
October 2017 to receive input on what recreational facilities and other land uses 
are preferred at Squaw Valley Park.  Survey results are not yet available. 

 
DISCUSSION  Our Mission Statement reads in part: 
 

…provide leadership in maintaining and advocating for needed, high quality and 
financially sound community services for the Valley. These include, but are not 
limited to water, emergency services, and sewer and garbage collection. 
 
The District’s enabling legislation (Water Code; Div. 12, section 31130) allows the 
District to construct, maintain, and operate Park & Recreation facilities.  
 
Mission Creep is defined (by Wikipedia) as the expansion of a mission beyond its 
original goals and objectives, often after initial successes. Mission creep is often 
considered undesirable due to the dangerous path of each success breeding 
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more ambitious attempts, only stopping when a final failure occurs. However, if 
an expansion of service is diligently and comprehensively evaluated for its 
impacts to the District’s finances, staffing, and current levels of service and 
adequate contingencies are provided, then services needed or desired by the 
community can be added to the services provided by the District. 

 
ALTERNATIVES: There are many alternatives with how to move forward regarding the District’s 

participation in providing Parks & Recreation services. Here are a few:  
 

1. Maintain the District’s current role providing maintenance and snow removal 
services on the Squaw Valley Bike Trail during the winter months. 
 
2. Review the survey information collected by the MAC Parks & Recreation Sub‐
Committee when available. Support their efforts to the extent possible without a 
significant outlay of funds or staff resources. 
 
3. Consider providing specific Parks & Recreation services on a case‐by‐case basis 
by evaluating the expenses needed to provide the service at a level 
commensurate with the District’s standards and by identifying dedicated 
revenue to support the service. The identification of secured funding for services 
is critical to avoid impacts to the District’s revenues from property tax and water 
and sewer user fees. 
 

FISCAL/RESOURCE IMPACTS: The District does not receive any property tax revenue dedicated 
to provide Parks & Recreation services. Placer County is responsible for providing 
Parks & Recreation services in Squaw Valley and receives tax revenue from 
property owners in Squaw Valley specifically for that purpose. Without 
additional revenue, any work evaluating or performing Parks & Recreation 
services will be funded from the District’s allocation of property tax revenue. 
Consumption of property tax revenue adversely impacts the District’s water and 
sewer rates.  Parks & Recreation services typically do not yield significant 
revenues but often require a considerable level of expense depending on the 
nature and scope of the services. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Continue to listen to the community and consider our Mission Statement. 
Remain cognizant of mission creep and costs associated with providing 
additional services. Don’t assume additional responsibilities without identifying 
dedicated and secured funding for the services. Ensure that additional services 
assumed by the District can be delivered at the same level of service the Board 
requires and the community expects. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  

 Resolution 97‐28 – Policy Statement about Purchase, Operation & 
Maintenance of the Squaw Valley Park – September 25, 1997 
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 Resolution 99‐08 – Declaration of Intent to Assume Responsibility for 
Park & Recreation Facilities in Squaw Valley – April 29, 1999 

 Letter from District to Placer County – regarding Squaw Valley Park Draft 
Agreement – September 12, 2003 

 Letter from Placer County to District – regarding Squaw Valley Park 
Operations and Ownership – October 25, 2004 

 Board Meeting Minutes – Review of Letter from Placer County regarding 
Squaw Valley Park – November 30, 2004 

 Board Meeting Minutes – March 24, 2015 

 Community Forum on Parks and Recreation – Minutes – May 4, 2015 
 

 
DATE PREPARED:  Updated November 6, 2017; original March 17, 2015 
 























Director Wilcox explained one option is that Placer County would continue to own the 
park and contract with the District to maintain the park. The other option is for the 
District to own and maintain the park. Director Wilcox preferred that we own and 
maintain the park, providing it is financially and administratively possible . 

There was extensive discussion as to the confusion of ownership of the park and the 
fiscal and administrative responsibilities. 

President Cox advised to table the Squaw Valley Park issue for further discussion. 
President Cox indicated the District would let the SVMAC continue participation with 
Placer County regarding the park. President Cox said if a request comes to the 
District for funds we would make it an Agenda item . 

STATUS REPORT-FIRE DEPARTMENT OPERATOINS{CAPITAL PROJECTS 
Chief Bansen advised there was a house fire with little damage and the fire crew did a 
great job. Chief Bansen summarized his report to the Board and offered to answer 
any questions. It was commented there was a dumpster fire and Chief Bansen 
relayed that hot ashes were put in the dumpster in front of the District office. He 
advised that the fire was extinguished quickly. 

Brad Dutton asked Chief Bansen if the District would consider eliminating Truckee Fire 
Protection District as a transport agency. 

Chief Bansen commented that the direction from the Board is to implement an 
Advanced Life Support program. Chief Bansen said the transport issue is complicated 
and dynamic. Chief Bansen said statistically Truckee Fire Protection District's 
availabil ity, from Station 92, is more consistent, reliable, and less effected by traffic. 

STATUS REPORT-WATER & SEWER OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE 
REPORT {CAPITAL PROJECTS STATUS 
Rick Lierman advised Jesse McGraw was out due to an injury while on vacation. Rick 
said the report is in order. 

STATUS REPORT-TAHOE TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY CT-TSAl 
President Cox reported that the treatment plant is over budget as expected. 
President Cox reported that everything is flowing at T-TSA. 

STATUS REPORT-SOUAW VALLEY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL 
No comments. 

STATUS REPORT-LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMISSION 
Director Moberly indicated that there was a meeting in November. There was nothing 
that impacted the District. 

STATUS REPORT-GROUNDWATER FUEL OIL CONTAMINATION 
Rick Lierman indicated there was no report. 
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The SSMP contains 11 key elements; the audit report evaluates the sufficiency of each 
element, summarizes the District’s efforts over the past five years, reviews benchmarks for 
performance and makes recommendations for improvements where appropriate. 
 
In the past five years, the operations crew worked to implement all elements of the SSMP. New 
equipment was purchased to assist in cleaning lines in easements and to control roots. The 
District implemented sewer rehabilitation projects and implemented a comprehensive sewer 
television inspection program increasing the frequency of the inspection cycle from ten years to 
five years. The District implemented an aggressive control procedure to reduce fats, oil and 
grease (FOG) in the system by contacting all restaurant owners; these efforts resulted in 
reduced FOG build up in the collection system and reduced frequency of maintenance. 
 
The District experienced two sanitary sewer overflows (SSO’s) over the past five years. This is 
consistent with past estimates and is average for other small agencies with 27% of California 
agencies reporting zero SSO’s and 55% reporting one or two SSO’s. District staff is working to 
prevent future SSO’s with increased frequency of television inspections, aggressive FOG control 
and a comprehensive rehabilitation program will result in fewer SSO’s in the future. The next 
SSMP Audit is scheduled for 2017 and will include a Sewer System Master Plan and updated 
Capital Improvement Project list.  
 
Director Sheehan asked what the causes of the SSO’s were. Mr. McGraw replied one was 
caused by roots and two were structural.  He also asked about the easement clearing project.  
Mr. McGraw replied he believes there are nine properties to inspect and notify.  
 
Director Poulsen asked about the two private sewer line spills, Granite Chief Line and Ski Resort 
ski hill sewer spills. He asked how we can help prevent and improve private sewer lines from 
spilling. Mr. McGraw said reminders to customer to maintain their lines and he suggested a 
sewer lateral testing program be put in place. 
 
Public Comment – none 
 
F-5 District’s Role in Parks and Recreation Services for Olympic Valley. 
The Board reviewed the item and accepted public comment. 
 
Mr. Geary provided a review of the item. A request was made in February to place this item on 
a Board Meeting agenda for discussion about providing a forum to discuss Parks & Recreation 
(Parks & Rec.) services in the valley. Specifically, a forum to discuss impacts of Squaw Valley Real 
Estate’s (SVRE) proposed Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP) including input from the 
community on how to mitigate such impacts with funds expected from Placer County Park 
Dedication fees and County Service Area assessments for Parks & Rec. services and facilities. 
 
The District’s enabling legislation (Water Code; Div. 12, section 31130) allows the District to 
construct, maintain, and operate Park & Rec. facilities. That said, the District’s previous 
attempts to own and manage Squaw Valley Park have not come to fruition. In 2011, the District 
agreed to provide maintenance and snow removal services on the Squaw Valley Bike Trail 
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during the winter months only. This expansion in service was, and continues to be, contingent 
on receiving 100% of the funds required to provide the service from grants from the County’s 
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) administered through the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association 
(NLTRA), and donations from local businesses as well as Squaw’s property owners and business 
associations. 
 
On March 5, 2015, the Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) formed a Parks & 
Recreation Sub‐Committee to address Parks & Recreation issues in the valley. This group will 
interact with the community and Placer County to address impacts and mitigations associated 
with Parks & Rec facilities in Squaw Valley from SVRE’s VSVSP. The goals of the sub‐committee 
are to conduct a community survey for input on how Park Dedication Fees anticipated from the 
VSVSP should be spent in Olympic Valley. 
 
The District doesn’t receive any property tax revenue dedicated to provide Parks & Rec. 
services. Placer County is responsible for providing Parks & Rec. services in Squaw Valley and 
receives tax revenue from property owners in Squaw Valley specifically for that purpose. 
Without additional revenue, any work evaluating or performing Parks & Rec. services will be 
funded from the District’s allocation of property tax revenue. The consumption of property tax 
revenue adversely impacts water and sewer rates.  
 

Mr. Geary recommended the Board continue its practice of listening to the community within 
the context of the District’s Mission Statement. He also recommended not assuming additional 
responsibilities without identifying dedicated and secured funding for the services.  
 
Director Sheehan said the District should not proceed too robustly until the results of the 
Incorporate Olympic Valley are known.  
 
Director Wilcox gave the history of the formation of the Squaw Valley Park.  He said he feels the 
park is more of a regional park than a community park as he rarely sees Squaw Valley residents 
using the facility. He said under the present conditions, with lack of funding and hardly any of 
our constituents using the park, it does not makes sense for the District to get into the park 
business right now. With the Village at Squaw development and additional park facilities coming 
on-line with potential funding available, then it would make sense to get in the park business. 
He does not think it is a high priority at this time. 
 
President Cox said he agrees with Director Wilcox’s comments regarding non-residents using 
the Squaw Valley Park. He feels more urgency for the District to get into the park business. He 
feels if the community doesn’t have a proposed project or organization in place, the community 
will not benefit from these funding opportunities and those funds will be funneled into other 
places.   
 
Mr. Geary said at the last Squaw Valley Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) meeting, a Parks and 
Rec sub-committee was created. The goal of that committee is to create a forum to solicit 
community input. 
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Director Poulsen said the county requires a developer to pay park fees. He said much of those 
fees go into a fund and Squaw Valley loses those fees to other areas. He said the District does a 
very good job providing water, sewer, garbage and fire/EMS services and has a way to pay for it 
with user fees.  He believes the District doesn’t have the funds to get into the recreation 
business at this time. To do so, the District needs community buy-in and the means to pay for it. 
He suggested that District staff talk to Tahoe City Public Utility (TCPUD), who have a very 
successful Parks and Rec Department, and inquire how they are funding their department. He 
said before the District gets into the Park and Rec business we need to have a plan, funding and 
community support. 

 
Director Gustafson said he thinks it would take a lot of effort and resources to do what TCPUD 
does. He believes the District should focus on the services we currently provide and doesn’t 
want the District to get sidetracked or dilute District resources. 
 
Mr. Archer said this is a broader community discussion and that moving forward there should 
be a community forum rather than putting the burden on the District.  
 
Director Wilcox suggested that since the MAC formed a Parks and Rec committee to pursue this 
further let some leadership and direction develop from that committee. The District can 
indicate our interest and if the community wants the District to get into the Park and Rec 
business, it would be given serious consideration. However, the initial discussions and planning 
for what the community wants would be better achieved through the MAC than the District.
  
Mr. Geary said it would be prudent to talk with the TCPUD and gather information regarding the 
management of their Park & Rec Department, especially the revenue and expenses associated 
with providing those services and also talk to Andy Fischer of Placer County about park 
dedication, maintenance and TOT funds.  
 
Public Comment –  
Dave Stepner via email dated March 21, 2015 - Unfortunately, I cannot be at the PSD meeting on 
the 24th as I had already committed to teaching a CPR class in Reno for REMSA.  
 
I noticed that one of the agenda items is "F-5, Parks and Recreation Services. Information only; 
review item and accept public comment".  I know that I was the one that raised this subject 
again at the past PSD meeting. You also talked with me at the MAC meeting (I believe) about 
how the formation of a MAC P&R committee would affect the discussion at the PSD. My feeling 
is that the PSD is the natural place for this activity, as the PSD has the capability to reach all 
members of the community (you have all their addresses), and can be the long term steward of 
any park lands brought into the community. The MAC (acting as our de facto town council) can 
help in setting up outreach sessions to get the sense of community on what they feel is wanted 
and what they are willing to pay for. But the formation of one, in my mind, should not hinder the 
discussion at the other. 
 
Ed Heneveld said he’d like to see the District be part of the community workshop and help 
spread the word.  He would like to see a community survey and have it ask the community if it is 
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willing to pay an assessment for recreation. Also ask the question “Does the community want 
ownership transferred either with the town or the District?”  
 
Directors Wilcox and Poulsen volunteered to be on the MAC’s Parks and Rec forum and 
President Cox indicated his support of this effort. 

 
F-6 Property Lease of District Facility to Squaw Valley Preparatory School– 1810 Squaw 
Valley Road. 
The Board reviewed the item, accepted public comment, approved lease of space at 1810 
Squaw Valley Road to the Squaw Valley Preparatory School (Squaw Prep) and authorized staff to 
execute the agreement. 
 
Mr. Geary provided a review of the item. Squaw Prep requested a 39‐month (three years and 
three months) lease of the administrative office facility for the purpose of educational 
instruction and office space. The lease period is proposed as April 1, 2015 to June 30, 2018 with 
the option by to terminate after the first 15 months. The primary lease terms negotiated by 
staff with Squaw Prep are as follows: 
 
• Rent: $3,230.50/month which will increase to $3,727.50/month starting on July 1, 2016 if 
lease is not terminated. Rent for last tenant was $3,295.42/month. 
 
• Utilities: propane, power, sewer, water, trash removal = $500/month for the initial 15 month 
period with a potential increase at the end of the initial 15 month term if lease is extended. 
Another adjustment will be made should the lease be extended an additional year. 
 
• Snow Removal: $100/month. The amount collected for snow removal services will be 
reviewed and adjusted to reflect the actual costs at the end of the initial 15 month term if lease 
is not terminated. Another adjustment will be made should the lease be extended an additional 
year. 
 
• Parking: non‐exclusive right to use of six (6) parking spaces for Lessee, its employees, invitees 
and guests, upon a first‐come/first‐served basis. 
 
• Security Deposit: $6,461, which is double the initial rental rate. 
 
Mr. Geary said we are still working on some minor changes with wording in lease at the request 
of the school.  

 
Director Poulsen asked how the utility billing amount was determined. Mr. Geary explained that 
the utility charges are based on the past history of leasing to the Board of Realtors. He asked if 
the insurance is adequate. Mr. Archer felt the insurance is adequate as required.  
 
Director Poulsen asked if the lease rates were competitive and researched. Mr. Geary said the 
rates are a little below market but felt comfortable with the amount and the District will not 
lose any monies. 
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Placer County Parks and Recreation - Andy Fisher 

In 2003 the County adopted a policy of imposing fees on new residential 

development to offset the impact on parks & recreation facilities of the new 

residents. It was established as 5 acres of active park land and 5 acres of passive 

park land per 1,000 residents. The fund created from these fees cannot be used for 

maintenance of these facilities, just their establishment.  

To establish a monetary value to these acres, the policy also specifies the costs per 

acre in the various sections of Placer County. While these numbers are updated for 

inflation, they have not been updated since 2003 to reflect real land values or 

construction costs.  

The fees collected by the County from new residential developments may be applied 

for use by Placer County itself, Schools, and Special Districts such as North Tahoe 

PUD or Tahoe City PUD. The Board of Supervisors makes the final yes/no decisions 

on funds dispersal.  

Squaw Valley is part of Area 2, when considering Parks & Rec areas within the 

County. From 2005-2013, about $600,000 of these funds have been spent Area 2, 

of which 15% has been spent in Squaw Valley (eg Squaw Valley Park), with about 

$56% going to the Tahoe Basin.  

In the case of Squaw Valley, there are two Placer County Parks & Rec maintenance 

functions – for the bike trail and for Squaw Valley Park. The bike trail costs are paid 

for out of TOT funds and funds from a Special Assessment District (CSA) whose 

residents (some number of Intrawest and Resort at Squaw Creek Condos) pay a ~$25 

fee per year. SV Park maintenance budget is about $30K/year with funding from 

TOT, the CSA, and users’ fees.  In comparison, $45K is spent just to remove snow 

from the bike path.  $200K from Area 2 funds will be spent constructing 3 pickleball 

courts in the SV Park this summer.   

The money coming into the fund has varied widely from a high of $107,000 in 2007 

to a low of $25,000 in 2010. It was reported that income so far this year has been 

low. There is currently $108,000 in the fund.  

However, for developments covered by a Specific Plan like the proposed Village at 

Squaw Valley, the actual current costs for buying and constructing the active and 

passive park land are used and the total fees negotiated between the developer and 
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the County. The result of the negotiation is spelled out in the Development 

Agreement, which is approved at the same time as the Entitlements. For such a 

development, the fees are collected ~15% at the time of the lot creation (when the 

Specific Plan is approved) and ~85% as building permits are approved. So, the total 

fee payout by a developer of a 20 year project will be over an extended period of 

time.  

As an example, for the HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT (254 residential and 80 

rental units) the total fee negotiated between the developer and the County is 

~$1.5Million, to be paid out over 20 years. Of this $1.1M would be used for on-site 

recreational facilities and the remainder going to the County.  

If an entity wanted to establish a new Parks & Rec district, funding it could be done 

one of two ways. An assessment district can be established by a majority vote of the 

registered voters in the district, but funds collected could be used for supporting 

amenities only to the extent (percentage) they are focused on/used by the district 

participants (established by doing a benefit analysis, often a tricky calculation to 

distinguish general vs. special benfit). The other method is via a Community Facility 

District (so called Mello-Roos CFD) which requires a two-thirds vote of the 

registered voters in the district. It does not require the benefit analysis for use of 

funds. In both cases, the tax would be part of the property tax paid by residents of 

the district.  

If such a thing were ever contemplated in Squaw Valley, LAFCO would most likely 

insist that the P&R district be merged into the existing PSD, since that infrastructure 

already exists.  

The dilemma of the second homeowner – Registered voters would decide if Olympic 

Valley would become incorporated.  They also would decide if one of the above 

parks funding mechanisms should be established in Squaw.  However, there are 

about 500 registered voters but about 1500 total property owners.  Many of these 

belong to homeowner associations that already have recreation amenities (swimming 

pools, tennis courts, etc.). 

 

Tahoe City Parks and Rec (part of Tahoe City PUD) - Bob Bolton and Cindy Guftason   
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The TCPUD district boundary extends along Lake Tahoe, from just north of Emerald 

Bay to about Dollar Point as well as the Truckee River corridor. Starting with a 

community demand in 1967, they now offer a wide variety of recreation (sports 

teams, after school programs, summer camps, swimming and boating, free concerts 

and movies, etc) and park facilities (22 miles of trails, athletic fields, playgrounds 

and parks, beaches, campgrounds, tennis & pickleball courts, golf course, Nordic 

center, public plazas, and  5 community buildings). They estimate about 1 million 

people use the parks and about 75,000 users per year use the recreation facilities,  

Their recreation costs run about $450,000 per year and their parks costs run about 

$1.6+Million per year – total of about $2.1Million.  Their revenue comes from 

several sources – user fees at ~$480,000, taxes at ~$1.1 Million, contract revenue 

(eg running fee classes) at ~$310,000 and other at $210,000 (including TOT funds). 

There are about 7,660 customers (getting some combination of water and sewer 

services (fire protection is separate)) paying into the PUD from their property tax and 

about one-half goes to P&R; this is about 7.5% of their property tax bill (15% total 

for PUD also includes water and sewer ).    

In Squaw Valley currently, only residents of the IntraWest Village and some of the 

Resort at Squaw Creek units pay $25/year fee into CSA 162.  No one else in Squaw 

Valley pays anything for parks and recreation! 

For 2015, they have a list of 25 projects to be worked on, including the Truckee 

River Trail Pavement Rehab, which is the biggest project (cost wise) by far. Total is 

about $1.1-$1.2 Million. They do the maintenance on the Squaw Valley Park and the 

bike trail, and get reimbursed from the County.  

They conduct frequent surveys of the residents of their district to guide planning 

what infrastructure and amenities to offer. 

 

Squaw Valley PUD – Mike Geary 

The Squaw Valley PUD is reluctant to get involved in any Parks & Rec responsibilities 

unless there is a secure, identified source of funding for the activities which would 

not impact its ability to provide the other services it provides to its customers. If 

such a situation existed, it would strongly consider expanding its charter.  
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Squaw Valley Ski Holdings – Chevis Hosea 

Being a Specific Plan guided project, the proposed Village at Squaw Valley will have a 

significant Parks and Rec payment, to be paid out over the ~20 year building permit 

approval window. As currently envisioned, these fees would be used for six main 

elements  

- Squaw Creek Interpretive Park – landscaping, lookouts, signage, etc along the trail 

bordering Squaw Creek 

- Pedestrian and Bike Network – improvements and extensions to the existing bike 

trail, bringing to Shirley Canyon trailhead 

- Recreational Trail Network – improvements and extensions to the many trails on 

the mountains around Squaw, providing for a variety of loop (easy to hard) and 

hookups to Alpine Meadows trail and the Pacific Crest Trail. This is by far the 

largest cost item in their plans.  

- East Parcel (employee housing) Enhancements – park and recreation area 

- Squaw Valley Park Enhancements – lighting, signage, flush toilets 

- Seasonal Playground – removable children playground between members’ locker 

room and funitel.  

Discussion then shifted to the Mountain Adventure Camp (MAC). At present, the 

County is viewing this as a commercial endeavor and it will not count towards 

offsetting any of the developers’ P&R financial obligations. There is still nothing set 

about what will be inside the building, and Chevis implied that Andy Wirth would be 

taking community input as this decision is being hashed out. He also indicated that 

for valley residents, access to the MAC would be via some annual pass, day fee, 

addition to ski pass, etc. It was not asked as to whether condo owners in the current 

IntraWest village would be accorded the same privileges as New Village owners.  

 

Next Steps 

It was pretty unanimously agreed to that the next steps would involve some sort of 

survey of the Valley residents (primary and second home owners). This would assess 

their desire for Parks & Rec amenities, their preferences for what these might be if 

there is desire, and their appetite for some funding measure (eg property tax 
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element). Complicating this is the unknowns about the MAC- will the village be 

approved & built as proposed, what will be in the MAC, and what the access costs 

will be for Valley residents.  

As a comparison (and understanding the difference in financial structure and that 

the residents pay a hefty annual fee to maintain this facility) the Martis Camp 

development (of perhaps 700+ homesites) has an 18,000 sq ft community Barn. 

This contains pool tables, a full indoor court for basketball and floor hockey, a two-

lane bowling alley, a game room, an Art Loft,  a 44-seat movie theater, a family 

restaurant, and an old-fashioned soda fountain. Outside is a family pool, jetted tubs, 

soaking tubs, a sunbathing deck and a catch-and-release fishing lake. And 

throughout the summer the barn doors are open to a terraced, grassy amphitheater 

for a summer concert.  

 

The attendees at the meeting were asked to circle their preferences for amenities. 

Some sort of list like this will be part of the survey, and the list is included here to 

spur some creative juices.  

 

Sports Facilities 

·         Basketball 

·         Soccer field 

·         Tennis courts 

·         Pickleball courts 

·         Tetherball 

·         Running track 

·         Horseshoe pits 

·         Bocce ball 

·         Shuffleboard 

·         Par course     

·         Volleyball 

·         Batting cages – backstop/T-ball 

Trails (hiking, equestrian, biking) 

Disc golf  

Children Playground 

·         Swings 

·         Tot lot 

·         Sandbox 

Park Facilities 

·         BBQ grills 

·         Picnic tables 

·         Shelter/pavillion/gazebo 

·         Landscaped seating areas  

Dog park 

Swimming Pool (swimming, wading, 

water slides)(Indoor?/ Outdoor?) 

Rec center “barn” with indoor 

multipurpose court, bowling alley,  

table games,  fitness equipment 

 

 




