A RESOLUTION relating to the Department
of Parks and Recreation. endorsing the 2002
Joint Athlctic Faciliies Development

Program (JAFDP) identifving prioriv athleuc

ficld improvements on City and School
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NOTICE: IF THE DOCUMENT IN THIS FRAME IS LESS CLEAR THAN THIS NOTICE
IT IS DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE DOCUMENT.
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JAFDPres
June 10, 2002
V #1

RESOLUTION IO/ 92

A RESOLUTION relating to the Department of Parks and Recreation, endorsing .ne 2002
Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP) identifying priority athletic field
improvements on City and School District property.

WHEREAS, by Resolution 28763, the City Council approved the Department of Parks and
Recreation 1993 Functional Plan (COMPLAN) which established distribution guidelines
and proposed improvements throughout the park system including projects to improve
athletic fields at City and Seattle School District-owned sites for the purposes of enhancing
the city's athletic field system; and

WHEREAS, by Resolution 30181, the City Council adopted the Seattle's Park and
Recreation Plan 2000: An Update of the 1993 Parks COMPLAN, that affirmed the policy
direction for increasing the inventory of safe, quality athletic fields; reviewed distribution
guidelines; and updated proposed athletic field improvement projects at selected sites; and

WHEREAS, by Resolution 29681, the City Council endorsed the 1997 Joint Schools/Parks
Athietic Facilities Development Program identifying priority athletic field and gymnasium
improvements on City and School District property consistent with previously adopted plans
and public process; and

WHEREAS, the 38 neighborhoods throughout the city involved their community members
in developing plans to guide investment in public facilities and several of these plans make
recommendations for improving athletic fields; and

WHEREAS, the demand from field users for increased access to scheduled field time has
increased from 62,237 scheduled hours in 1975 to 125,371 scheduled hours in 2001; and

WHEREAS, the Joint Use Agreement between the Department of Parks and Recreation and
the Seattle School District, which gives first priority to each agency for use of the other’s
buildings and grounds after its own scheduling requirements are met, was renewed in 2001
for another 5 years; and

WHEREAS, the primary opportunity to expand the number of sports fields available to the
public is by improving the existing publicly owned fields that are currently underdeveloped,
and

WHEREAS, there is increasing interest in communities as to how athletic fields are
developed, maintained, and scheduled; and

WHEREAS, in Resolution 30063, the City Council adopted the Sand Point/Magnuson Park
Conceptual Design Plan based on the recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Committee; and

WHEREAS, the citizens of Seattle have approved the 1998 Buildings, Technology,
Athletics (BTA) school levy, the Building Excellence Il school levy, and the Neighborhood
Parks, Green Spaces, Trails and Zoo levy, all of which included funding for improvements
to athletic fields; and
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WHERBAS,d\eDepmuofPuksdeeauﬁonoonduaedlpubﬁcptmdm
included a citizen working group, extensive written public input, three public meetinzs in
SeptanbuZOOl,andnhuﬁngbefmtﬂwBoudofPumeiuimmmlm 24,
2002, in order to solicit public comments on the plan update;

WHEREAS, a public process consistent with Seattle Paiks and Recreation Fublic
Involvement Policies and SEPA will occur for each city-owned site cited in the 2002
prommaehnmﬂsmdﬂnbepumnwilluﬁliuﬂnProjeanimTum(PAn
structure to gain public input on projects where the capacity of a field is proposed to be
significantly increased by installing synthetic turf or field lights;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SEATTLE, THE MAYOR CONCURRING, THAT:

Section 1. The 2002 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program outlined in Exhibit 1
will guide the City's investment in improving the quality and scheduling capacity of

the athletic field system.

Section 2. In adopting this program, the City does not commit to providing funding, beyond

that previously approved by the C".y Council, for any or all of the projects proposed

therein
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SeuionB.ThSuﬂeDepuununome:ndkeaeuioniswdnﬁndwwmimw
identify options for funding the projects oroposed in the 2002 JAFDP including
possibleﬁxmreCitymdSchoolDisuictm:pprovede

¥ 4

Cumulative Reserve Subfund (CRF), and other possible funding sources.

Adopted by the City Council the day of 2002, and signed by
meinopmsessioninunhunicaﬁonoﬁtudoptiomlﬁs day of _,2002.
President of the City Council
THE MAYOR CONCURRING:
Mayor
Filed by me this_____day of ,2002.
City Clerk
(Seal)

/
/

Exhibit/{: 2002 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program
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JOINT ATHLETIC FACILITIES
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM:
A Program of the Seattle Department of Parks and
Recreation and Seattle Public Schools

Prepared by the Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation

June 14, 2002
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Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program
2002 Update

SECTION I: Purpose of the 2001-2002 Update

The 1997 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP) identified priority athletic
facility projects that would increase the amount of capacity and improve the quality of play on
city fields for youth and adults. The goal of the 2002 update is to increase the scheduling
capacity of the city's athletic fields and examine the field system as a whole in order to make
improvements for both field users and neighbors throughout the city. Seattle Parks and the
School District are partners in this effort jointly providing facilities and programming to meet
the growing demand for more field time and more facilities.

The 2002 update of the 1997 JAFDP is a result of a series of events. First the 1998 “Building,
Technology, Athletics” (BTA) school levy brought significant resources to the development
and improvement of school athletic facilities. This funding coupled with efforts by Seattle
Parks, field users, and communities to secure grants and other funding for athletic field
improvements resulted in significant successes in achieving the 1997 program. Second, the
development of more intensively used athletic field projects raised concerns with some

' l , community members and the public process in the development of these projects resulted in

‘ modifications to the original project scopes. Generally, there is now a greater public awareness
about athletic facility development. Third, advances in technology have raised new possibilities
regarding field surfacing and lighting that will be considered in planning and design of future
field projects and these advancements potentially can address some of the issues raised by
resideats adjacent to fields.

The 2002 JAFDP update incorporates (1) an overview of the policy and planning that guides
field development; (2) an assessment of trends seen among field users; (3) an overview of
emerging considerations in field development including innovations in technology and
identification of good neighbor issues; and, (4) a list of proposed projects and a scope of work
for each site. The proposed projects are divided into three categories: Attachment A contains
field improvement projects that are fully or partially funded (funding for these projects comes
from a variety of sources including grants, voter approved measures, major maintenance, and
private donations); Attachment B lists unfunded projects that would increase the field system
capacity throughout the city; «nd, Attachment C lists unfunded projects that would enhance the
quality of play and/or reduce impacts on surrounding neighborhoods. Besidcs a desire to
complete funded improvements, the JAFDP does not set priorities among these categories or

projects.
("o
Joint Atb'etic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update \j&y
Page 2




1, T IR N Y s T Y e - . 5

.. st o O "

SECTION II: Seattl: Parks and the Seattle School District - A Partnership

Sports have always been an integral part of the mission of Seattle Parks. Increasing attention to
physical fitness aad a focus on youth activities have resulted in a large and vibrant community
of sports users and organizations. From kindergarten age to senior adults, Seattle citizens are
seeking opportunities to get involved in recreational «nd organized sports.

The partnership between Seattle Parks and the School District is a natural one. There is
significant evidence that participation in sports provides a positive experience for our youth
and a strong foundation to develop important physical and life skills - goals of both Seattle
Parks and the School District. Participating on a team builds cooperation, a respect for others
and encourages healthy habits. Athletes for a Better World (ABW) is a national orgenization
that supports coaches and young athletes to connect their performance on the field as an
individual and team with making a positive difference as a member of society. One aspect of
their curriculum is a “Code for Living” that coaches use to reinforce this connection with
athletes. This Code is used in the Seattle Parkscoachtrainingandcoachesareencwngedto
incorporate this code as part of their team strategy. In 2001, Seattle Parks expanded this
program to include parents as partners in reinforcing the code with their children, to strengthen
further the connection between athletic participation and success in society. The result has been
a marked decline in game ejections from 10-15 a few years ago to three in each of the past two
years. Seattle Parks will continue to expand this training.

By the early 1990’s, the Department of Parks and Recreation had seen a tremendous increase
in use of athletic fields, from 62,237 scheduled hours in 1975 to 125,371 hours in 2001. In
1994, the Department created the Sportsfield Review Committee (SRC) to work with the
Seattle Sports Advisory Council and School District staff. SRC’s initial role was to look at the
policy statements and field development recommendations in the 1993 Parks COMPLAN, and
to improve field maintenance, scheduling, and coordination among user groups. As a result of
their analysis, SRC developed the 1997 JAFDP and conducted a public process that included
six neighborhood meetings and one Board of Park Commissioner hearing. In Resolution
29681, the City Council approved the 1997 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program.
This program identified priority athletic field and gymnasium improvements on City and
School District property. The recommended improvements were consistent with previous
planning efforts and were accompanied by planning level cost estimates.

Several years ago, the School District convened the School Athletic Facilities and Education
(SAFE) group that included a variety of representatives of organizations interested in the
development of school athletic facilities. This group advised the District on athletic facility
programming and on the development of the BTA levy. This levy, approved by ~ote1s in 1998,
provided important fuading to athletic facility development in the city. The work that went into
developing the 1997 JAFDP assisted SAFE and the School District in focusing potential levy

Joint Athieti< Facilities Devziopment Program 2002 Update
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resources into the innovaiive recommendation of sports complexes at Denny/Sealth,
Addams/Hale, Rainier Beach, Ingraham, and Wilson-Pacific school facilities. These complexes
are a major achievement of the 1997 JAFDP and increase the quality of play for school sports
as well as for community field users. Voter approva! of the 1998 BTA school levy resulted in
millions of dollars for sports complexes at these schools. The program also enabled the Seattle
PuksandtheSchmlDisuiawmfommersandneighbmsandmseekmndin;forodu
projects. Seattle Parks and the School District, in partnership with community and user groups,
were successful in securing funding for major elements of the 1997 program. Funding came
from a variety of sources, including voter approved measures, grants, the City’s General Fund,
private sources, and Cumulative Reserve Funds.

Another critical element to coordination of athletic facilities development and scheduling is the
JoimUscAgreeuwntbaweentthepumcmOfPubandRecmﬁonandtthankSchool
District. The School/Park Joint Use Agreement was renewed last year for another 5 years
Under this agreement each agency will make its buildings and grounds available for use by the
other agency on a first prior ity basis after the scheduling requirements for its own programs
have been met. Each user will maintain its joint use spaces and equipment and will cooperate
in expediting repair of damag.. Where possible, Seattle Parks and the School District will
pursue opportunities to develog and improve joint use facilities and equipment to support
programming by both agencies.

SECTION III: The Policy Basis for Athletic Facility Development

The 2001-2002 JAFDP reflects the Department approach to athletic field development based on
the policies and principles which are part of the 1993 Parks COMPLAN, the 1997 JAFDP, and
the 2000 Seattle Park and Recreation (the recent update of the Parks COMPLAN). The 1993
Parks COMPLAN and subsequent 2000 Plan outlines the policy basis for decision-rz2king and
set priorities among all the functions of the Department. The JAFDP specifically addresses the
Department's goal of providing safe, quality athletic facilities.

Athletic fields have always been an important part of the parks and recreation system. The
1993 Parks COMPLAN provided policy direction and lists of desirable projects throughout the
parks system, including athletic fields. The 2000 Park and Recreation Plan, an update of the
1993 COMPLAN, affirms the desirability of cost-effective athletic fields that improve and
expand the playing experience while balancing the nceds of surrounding communities. The
2000 Park and Recreation plan addresses athletic facility development in a number of ways:

» Included among our Fundamental Responsibilities is our role in joint planning and shared
use with other public agencies; improving the health and well being of Seattle citizens by
providing open spaces, recreational facilities, and programs to fit their needs; and, helping
to achieve park and recreation goals in manner consistent with the City's growth
management goals and policies as outlined in the City Comprehensive Plan.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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> AsaPartncrforRecraﬁoninmeDevdopmenlofhrkandWFm,w
Policies include:

- Consider the following in siting park and recreation facilities: the need for
thcfaciliticsinaparticularareaorloationbasedondunonsu'atedor
anﬁcipateddcmandanddistribuﬁonguidelines.thepotemialkm:softhe
facilities on the local area, and specific site conditions relating to cost of

- Improve sportsfields to i ve playability. Improvements such as synthetic
turf and lighting on selected fields will be considered to increase scheduling
capacity where appropriate and where adverse neighborhood impacts as
identified in public involvement processes can be mitigated. Such
improvements will be identified ir an update to the Joint Athletic Field
Development Program.

. Assist the Seattlz School District in the improvement of selected school
fields for community sports use, as requested by the District.

- Conside: function, sustainability, durability, security, and barrier-free access
in design of a!l facilities.

» As a Partner for Recreation in the Management and Maintenance of Park Facilities, our
Policies include:

- Operating hours will be flexible and dependent on local conditions and needs
but sensitive to potential impacts on facility neighbors.

- Turf sports fields will be managed to encourage single use with sufficient
recovery time, maintenance resoarces, or reduced scheduling to protect the
field. Selected fields will be evaluated for conversion to synthetic to
maximize playing capacity.

- Scheduling practices, and to a certain extent redevelopment, of existing
facilities will be adjusted based on changing population characteristics that
affect demand for such facilities.

» As a Partner for Recreation in Recreation Programs, our Policies include a variety of
references to creating partnerships in providing programming, giving priority in scheduling
to organizations that serve diverse populations, and balancing instruction and tournaments
with access for general use.

There is also significant reference and guidance on athletic facilities development outlined in
the primary and secondary Roles and Responsibilities throughout the 2000 Plan including
providing an equitable geographic distribution of facilities (details regarding soccer, football,
softball/youth baseball, senior baseball, etc. are also included in the Plan), creating
partnerships to increass programming opportunities, participation in regional planning for
sports complexes, maintaining facilities for safety, balancing program, league/organization,
and drop-in use.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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of athletic facilities. For example. the distribution guideline for soccer fields is "...desirable
within one to two miles of all Seatile households.” The 2000 Plan makes reference to a number
of selected ﬁcldsmainninedasall-wwher(atcrmthnimhxdusandbaseduﬂsymhe&mm
ﬁcldsbutdoumtpmvidedimihnionguidclinesformesetypesofm;hﬂmhy facilities.
Soﬁballandyouthbaseballguidelimarethesameasforsocca. Adult baseball guidelines are
as follows "a limited number...are desirable citywide with sufficient quantity to meet
scheduling needs."

Citizens involved in neighborhood planning efforts throughout the city also indicated support
for improved athletic facilities in some areas. Several projects, supported in neighborhood
plans and subsequently adopted by the City Council, are included in the JAFDP. Improvements
to sites mentioned in neighborhood plans include: Georgetown Playfield, Magnolia
(Elementary) School and Judkins Playfield.

SECTION IV: Considerations that Guide Athletic F Dev

Seattle Parks has provided opportunities for recreational sports activities throughout its history.
Specific considerations and policies developed over the years generally guide planning for
athletic fields in Seattle (in alphabetical order):

e CALENDAR: Namralgrassﬁeldsdonotholdupundcryearroundusemdm
traditionally closed from November through March for restoration. As such, it is desirable
to limit use of such fields to a single sport. All weather or synthetic fields can be used
heavily throughout the year.

e CLIMATE: Seattle's rainy climate and early darkness from fall through spring have a
significant impact on field use and make synthetic turf fields with lighting very desirable.
Lighted synthetic fields provide for year round and evening play. Even without lights,
synthetic turf provides for year round play for soccer and other field sports because of
good drainage and durability. As a result, it provides a safer and improved playing surface
in addition to increasing the scheduling capacity at a given site.

« COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGE: The city’s existing field system does not provide
facilities that provide optimal development opportunities for a player’s abilities. Seattle’s
youth often compete against suburban youth who often have far better fields on which to
play and practice.

e CONVERSION: Many of Seattle’s existing fields are antiquated. It is far less expensive 0
redevelop existing fields with higher scheduling capacity than to purchase and develop new
sites. Conversions are a priority where it is possible to develop safe and quality fields in
existing parks. Converting all existing fields is not possible because of topography, size,
neighborhood impacts, and other park uses.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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COSTS: Development costs for the synthetic field surfaces are higher than for natural
grass surfaces. Thcmaimcnamecostsforsyn(heticﬁeldsurfaoesmlowsinoemeyc not
requirethedailyauentionneededforallwutherorgnsssurfw&s.Generally.itdoesnm
tnakescnsctoinstaﬂeitheraﬂwamcrorsyntheticsmfacewithoutﬁeldligmswxhicvc
extended use. Conversely, it does not mak sense to light natural grass surfaces, other than
selected baseball or softball fields, bec-.. [ the limited scheduling capacity on natural

grass.

DEMAND: Beginning in the late 1970s, demand was significantly altered by increases in
adult sports and participation by women and girls. This trend continues today. In addition,
demandisbcmgsigniﬁcanﬂyimreasedbyparﬁcipaﬁonmwmespommhusocw.
ultimate frisbee, rugby, and lacrosse. Finally, there is increasing interest in participation on
a year round basis rather than a single season. The peitia' reintroduction of middle school
sports has also had an impact on demand.

FIELD SIZE: Most of Seattle's park athletic fields were developed in the 1950’s and
1960’s for youth sports. Youth play has changed over the years. There is a greater demand
for larger fields for youth because the playing experience on regulation size fields enhances
youth player development. Larger fields are also more suitable for adult play.

FUNDING: Funding for athletic fields comes from a variety of sources. Improvements to
or replacement of existing facilities can be funded through the Department's major
maintenance program. Improvements to athletic facilities compete with the needs of other
park facilities. Typically, priorities are set through condition assessments. Voter approved
measures, private donations, and grants often make up the bulk of funding for projects that
would increase field capacity. Major maintenance funding may be part of a larger
improvement project if an element of a project was appropriate for that funding source.

JOINT USE: Seattle Public Schools use most available scheduling time during the
respective sports se- sons from after school (3 p.m.) to early evening (5-6 p.m.), in
accordance with the School-Park Joint Use Agreement. Non-school youth organizations and
adults are generally accommodated in the evening hours.

LAND AVAILABILITY: With the exception of surplussed military property, the amount
of undeveloped land available within the city for new fieids is almost non-existent.
Therefore, joint planning and use of school and park fields is the only practical approach to
attempt to meet a majority of the increasing demand.

LOCATION OF PLAY: Due to the nature of use and amount of demand for athletic
fields, field scheduling is accomplished on a citywide not a neighborhood basis. Some
effort is made to accommodate youth sports and local adult leagues on loca! area fields but
this is not always possible.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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« NEIGHBORHOOD ISSUES: There is increased attention to the development and use of
athletic facilities by surrounding communities. Spill and glare from lights, increased traffic
and parking from increased field use, noise, and occasional issues with player behavior are
some of the concerns expressed by neighborhoods. Synthetic and all weather field with
lights generate significantly more hours of use than other types of fields and have been the
focus of concern for some communities.

e PRIORITY USE: The Department policy gives priority to youth in most programming and
scheduling. For exampie, in 1999, youth were scheduled for a total of 89,159 hours of
field use and adults for 22,142 hours of use.

e SCHEDULING: Youth sports organizations schedule time in the early evening, following
public school use. On week nights, adult use is accommodated after the youth in the mid-
evening hours until about 10 or 11 p.m. Historically, weekend use was lighter but as
demand has increased in recent years, weekend scheduling has become relatively heavy.

e SURFACES: Natural grass fields are probably the most popular field surface for all sports

but the new synthetic turf field is quickly gaining popularity. Sand and other all-weather
surfaces, are generally not as popular with users.

SECTION V: The 1997 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program

The 1997 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program represented the first coordinated
effort to look at the need for athletic facilities and opportunities to develop new or improved
facilities throughout the city. Several proiects from the original 1997 program are complete or
have funding to accomplish a significan: phase of the project as envisioned in the original
program. Through public involvement processes, changes in scope or mitigation of impacts in
response to community input are an important part of the pracess. Several projects
recommended in the original JAFDP are under construction or undergoing a public
involvement process to determine specific site improvements such as lighting. The outcomes of
the discussions with user groups and neighborhoods may result in changes to project scopes,
particularly about lighting of fields, which could affect the overall capacity of the system.

The passage of the 1998 BTA school levy represents an important step in providing improved
facilities to youth and adult athletic facility users throughout the city. The update of the
School/Parks Joint Use agreement includes commitments to allow community use of these
facilities. However, the extent to which these projects mitigate an overburdened field system is
not yet fully known. While these fields will provide improved field use year round, final
decisions about lighting the fields and expanded School District use make it difficult to estimate
additional scheduling capacity for other user groups. For example, the Seattle Parks estimates
that the completed improvements at Chief Sealth/Lenny Middle School should increase the
time available for scheduling at that facility to approximately 7200 hours per year assuming

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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that the field is lighted. Approximately 3500 of those additional hours will be made possible by
the addition of lights at that site.

SECTION V: Trends in Athletic Field Usage

The 2002 update of the 1997 JAFDP seeks to respond to emerging trends. New issues and
considerations are seen in several areas including types of sports and demand for year round
play, trends in scheduling patterns, and trends in facility demand. The following section seeks
to capture these trends and how they impact the proposed improvements in the athletic facility
system.

Trends in Interest

Recent years have seen an increasing interest in girls’ sports - most notably in soccer and fast
pitch softball. Several other field sports have experienced growing popularity, including soccer
(all ages), ultimate frisbee, and rugby. There are also consistent levels of involvement in other
sports such as baseball, track and field, etc. There has been some decrease in the demand for
softball. We are seeing the introduction of new sports such as lacrosse through school
programs. The city does not have sufficient capacity with the existing field inventory to
accommodate the increases in soccer and other field sports. There are limited facilities in the
city where new sports activities can find time to play. The Department is aiso now faced with a
demand for year round access to fields for youth and adult soccer without sufficient facilities to
meet this demand. These trends impact the athletic facility system by putting pressure on
existing natural grass surfaces that need a seasonal respite from play, and increasing demand
tor all weather or synthetic fields.

A few additional considerations that have an effect on Seattle Park's ability to respond to
trends in use include the following items. Middle school sports are being reintroduced in
Seattle schools. While this increased access to organized sports for youth is welcome and meets
a need among middle school youth, it has resulted in decreased availability of field time for
youth organizations not affiliated with a school and for adult play. The City also provides some
limited facilities for certain sports such as Samoan cricket. While City facilities are critical to
these field users, the 1997 JAFDP and 2002 update do not recommend expansion of these
facilities.

The JAFDP proposed improvements would provide acditional capacity for baseball, softball,
soccer, and other field sports through the improvements to selected fields by installing
synthetic turf with iights. The program also proposes improvements to enhance quality of play
and decrease impacts to nearby neighbors. The attached proposed improvements increase the
overall inventory of fields available for these sports and the hours/months that specific fields
can be scheduled for use. At Sand Point Magnuson Park a rugby field is specifically proposed.

Trends in Scheduling
The significant increase in demand for fields can be observ=d in the total scheduled hours of
these athletic facilities. Scheduling patterns indicate that the system has reached capacity during

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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high demand times - between 3 PM and llPMonweeknightsandbefore6PMonweekendsin
peak seasons. Seattle Parks schedules fields in a manner consistent with the Department's Use
and Scheduling Policy. This policy was most recently updated in 2002 after an extensive public
regarding this program and related athletic field issues.

Thereisanhnpactonscbedulingfromthcchangingmndsindifferemwom. For example,
girls’ fastpitch softball tends to have longer game times and track and field events cannot be
scbeduledauhesameﬁmcassoecerinamnlﬁ-uscfacnitybeuuseofsafetycom. These
considerations affect the approach taken to scheduling athletic fields and impact the overall
capacity of the field system.

There is also greater pressure on regulaiion size fields. In addition to adult groups, many youth
organizations are eager to practice and play games on regulation size fields because of the
improved playing experience and because regulation size fields provide a better challenge to
player development.

Finally, it has been the experience of Seattle Parks and Recreation that most adult play is better
accommodated on all weather or synthetic turf fields because the intensity of use by adult
players is not appropriate for grass surface. The need to make scheduling decisions based on
limited available surfaces has an impact on system capacity. The 2002 JAFDP update
recommends a significant future investment in synthetic turf at selected sites.

SECTION VII: Meeting a "Reasonable" Level of Demand

In preparation for the 2002 JAFDP update, the Department mailed a survey to our user groups
in an effort to assess unmet demand for fields. We received a 23% return on our written
surveys, demonstrating a great interest in the topic. There is clearly significant demand for
additional field time, particularly for practices. Leagues and other organizations often indicated
that it is their desire to schedule multiple weekly practice times throughout a season.

Although Seattle Parks does not believe that it can or should meet the high level of demand
expressed in these surveys, the JAFDP proposes field improvements that would reduce the gap
between existing capacity and a reasonable accommodation of field user demand.

In the development of this program, the Department sought to develop a working definition of
reasonable accommodation. Table 1 below represents this working definition as it relates to the
information we received from the field user surveys. This table should be seen as an
illustration of the goal of reasonable accommodation as there are many factors that could
influence the City's ability to meet this goal including growth of existing sports organizations
and accommodation of emerging sports.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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! Assumptions: Each game is one team from the league playing against another.

city limits. Analysis does not include pre-season or play-offs.

AHION
v

ONLL

3

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
Page 11

TABLE 1: [ILLUSTRATION OF REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION
 Practices and games are for the Practices “Games Totals
regular season by sport
SURVEY  Approximate No.|Number per Hour Weeks TOTAL Annual | Number Hour Weeks TOTAL GAME | ANNUAL SCHEDULED
RESPONDENTS  of Teams week Hours Practice HOURS ' HOURS TO MEET
Represented in Time REASONABLE
Survey ACCOMMODATICN
e A GOAL
ADULTS By Sport Each Team
Soccer 700 Callinbasis N/A N/A 3500 1 15 39 15 9,350
|Baseball 6 Callinbasis N/A NA 1500 1 3 20 30 1,680
Softball 33 Callinbasis N/A N/A 1500 1 15 15 " 1,871
SUBTOTAL 12,901
YOUTH Each Team
Soccer 364 1 15 12 18 1 2 12 12 10,920
Baseball 109 2 1.5 11 33 2 25 11 28 6,595
Softball 52 2 15 11 33 2 2 11 22
SUBTOTAL 20,375
TOTAL 33,276

Appoximately 50% of adult soccer games and 100% of adult baseball games are played within

+




TABLE 2: YEAR 2000 USE - SURVEY GROUP DATA

Year 2000 Scheduled Hours for Survey Respondents

ADULTS
Soccer 7.544
Baseball 23
|Softball 650
YOUTH
Soccer 2,839
Baseball 4,927
Softball 1,576
| TOTAL 17,559

A comparison between the last column in Table 1 and Table 2 illustrates the significant
difference in actual hours scheduled and the number of hours of scheduling capacity necessary
to meet this reasonable accommodation goal in this illustration.

If the projects as proposed in Attachments A, B, and C are implemented as described, the 2002
JAFDP update will provide additional facilities to increase the ability for youth to practice and
for adults to play more games in the city with limited hours for practice. Please see Attachment
D for more details about increased capacity at proposed funded sites. The Department
estimates if every project were built exactly as proposed in the program, the overall increase to
the athletic field system would more than double, allowing approximately 100,000 hours for
soccer/field sports, 73,000 hours for baseball/softball, and 3,500 hours for track and field.
Given the constraints of funding and the public involvement process, it is unlikely that all of
theprojectsproposedinthisprogrambcﬁmdedamldcveloped in the manner proposed.

SECTION VII: Emerging Considerations In Athletic Facility Development

Field Lighting - Existing Conditions

Seattle Parks and Recreation has only made very limited improvements to field lighting in 25
years. As a result, the Department only has 18 fully or partially lighted athletic field sites that
can be scheduled for evening and night use.

In order to assess the current state of field lighting and to develop lighting standards, Seattle
Parks commissioned a lighting study in 2001 with the engineering firm of MacGowan Broz
(Attachment E). The results of this study show that all the existing field lighting throughout the
system, with few exceptions, requires replacement. The factors that lead to this conclusion are

as follows:
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o The great majority of “eld lights are located on wooden poles that have twisted over
time, resulting in poorty aimed lights that affect field users as well as increasing spill
and glare problems for surrounding communities.

a Current electrical systems that support field lights cannot handle the increased load
necessary to improve the uniformity lighting on most fields.

o Spill and glare that affect neighborhoods can only be mitigated with additional
equipment on the tops of the poles. However, the existing poles cannot safely handle
the additional wind load created by this equipment.

As a result, the City’s existing lighted fields generally do not meet the desired requirements for
users and often have negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood (MacGowan Broz,
2001 Ballfield Lighting Study).

There are high costs associated with installation of new lighting systems. In response to the
information gleaned from the Lighting Study, the 2002 JAFDP includes replacement of all but
one of our existing lighting systems. Generally, we expect to address the replacement of field
lights through the major maintenance program. However, if the JAFDP proposes field
enhancements at a currently lighted site that will improve quality of play, increase scheduling
capacity, and/or mitigate neighborhood impacts, the 2002 JAFDP includes replacement of field
lights as an additional item in the proposed scope. The Department will also seek to use lighting
systems that allow for independent operation and local on/off control of lights for each field at a
site so that field lighting is limited to only the field(s) actually in use.

Seattle Parks receives its major maintenance funding through the City's budget process and
most lighting replacement projects are likely to be funded through this source over many years.
Funding for large improvement field projects (some of which propose new lighting systems),
comes through a variety of sources including grants, voter approved measures, private
donations, and can include major maintenance funds as well if the project has a
replacement/improvement of an existing facility component. Therefore, the replacement of
existing lighting and installation of new field lights are not likel» 0 compete for the same

funding and the JAFDP does not attempt to make one a higher p iority than the other.

Field Lighting - Proposed New Lighting

Seattle’s climate and early sunsets in the fall, winter, and early spring, mean that any
successful effort to address the growing demand for more athletic field use will include
strategic use of lights at additional locations to increase scheduling capacity. New lighting
technology offers options for improved playability and decreased community impacts by
significantly decreasing the glare from field lights and improved controls over the lighting
system. New technologies will be part of the solution in developing new, lighted fields as well
as the replacement of lights at existing sites. New lighting technology often requires poles of a
significant height. In some cases, these poles will be higher than the ones currently in use. The
advantage of higher poles is the ability to direct light onto the field in a more precise manner,
thereby reducing spill and glare onto surrounding residences.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
Page 13




The MacGowan Broz report includes a recommendation for future lighting standards. In
developing their recommendation, the consultant examined available standards in other cities,
the standards considered desirable from organizations such as the Illuminating Engineering
Society of North America (IESNA), the Dark Sky Society, and the International Little League
organization. Generally the consultant recommends field lighting levels based on the IESNA
suidelines for Sports and Recreational Area Lighting and Lighting for Exterior Environments.
In addition to this recommended standard, new lighting will informed by the best technology
available and public involvement efforts on a site specific basis. All lighting decisions will be
subject to City codes. TtheparuncmWillinstallanyneworreplaccexistinglightingina
manner consistent with the adopted Lighting Design Guidelines, developed in 2002.

Seattle Parks also asked the consultant to develop criteria for the siting of new lighting of
athletic facilities. The following criteria are recommended for consideration when selecting
sites for ballfield illumination projects in the City of Seattle:

e Where possible, take advantage of year-round scheduling.
The City's capital investment can be maximized by selecting sites that have multi-use
facilities that can be used year round by a variety of sports or fields designated for field
sports that can be used year round.

e Whenever possible, the site should feature all-weather or synthetic surfaces.
All-weather or synthetic surfaces allow play to continue even during most episodes of
inclement weather. Compared to grass fields, these surfaces significantly increase the
durability and capacity of the field. Inclement weather is typical in the Pacific
Northwest, particularly during the fall and winter months when lights are needed. The
City will maximize capacity and realize maximum return on investment through lighting
all-weather or synthetic surface fields.

o s&usaeammmdmwphkmmmmwmor
lightedﬂeldsinareasofthedtywhuedumndism.
Ballfield lighting systems are a significant capital investment. Because balifield lighting
systems increase a location’s capacity for play, the City should attempt to provide
lighted ballfields in locations where unmet demand for additiona! capacity exists or is
likely to exist. The City should also consider new facilities into areas that currently lack
lighted ballfields. These considerations will help balance both the benefits and impacts
of such facilities.

e In selecting field sports fields to light, prelemgenmllysbonldbeﬁvuto
larger sites that closely approximate regulation play. The most cost-effective
approach for increasing athletic field capacity is to convert existing natural turf sites to
synthetic field with lights. Given the City’s field inventory, it will not be possible for
all lighted ficlds to be of regulation size. However, in employing this strategy, the City
can maximize its investment and provide the best player development opportunities by
considering the size of the existing (or proposed redeveloped) field and whether it can
provide play close to that of a regulation size site.
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» Sitesshouldbeulectedwhereimpoctstommundluneighboumbe
minimized and mitigation measures can be maximized.
Modern, properly engineered ballfield lighting systems control obtrusive light to levels
below that of typical neighborhood street lighting through the use of hoods and glare
mitigating louvers. Neighborhood impacts are one of the considerations in selected
athletic fields for new lights. Sites should be selected where impacts can be addressed
through technology, topography, buffers, consideration of existing ambient light levels,
etc.

. Mmumubeﬁvumdtumm:lﬂuoﬂdepﬂh(w
Sportsfields attract field users who typically arrive in private automobile- or buses.
The influx ofvehiclesimoaneighbomoodmrcsultinimpwslomidem who may
use on-street parking. The installation of lights may increase the duration of these
impactsmtotheeveningandthronghagratcrpmoftheyear.Proposedsitesfmnew
lighting should be carefully assessed for parking and traffic impacts.

“ Sitesshonldbesdectedthatallowlorappmprhumnim.cﬂvlﬂuh
minlmiudamngeanddisruptiontotheﬁeldphylngmm.
In developing field iighting, consideration should be given to the amount of space for
maintenance equipment such as bucket trucks to operate in a manner that does not
damage the field.

. GeotechnlcalconditionsshouldbeeonsideredwhensdecﬁudtQIorbanﬂdd
illumination projects.
Ballfields, whether illuminated or not, require stable soil conditions to prevent settling
of the playing surface which can adversely affect play and/or increase maintenance
costs as depressions require repair. Poor geotechnical conditions may require costly
and time consuming pre-loading of a site 10 stabilize soils, increased maintenance to
repair settling, and usually require costly foundations for lighting system poles.

While some of the above criteria provide some immediate guidance on lighting fields at a
program level, such as criteria relating to year-round scheduling and all-weather/synthetic
surfaces, most of the above criteria are issues to explore during the planning phase of a
proiect.

Field Surfaces

New technology has increased the options for field surfaces as well. These options present
trade-offs in terms of capital investment, routine maintenance Costs, safety, durability, and
player satisfaction. Most all weather surfaces have the advantage of providing year round piay,
but they require daily maintenance to drag and line the field and often as much water as grass
turf to reduce dust in the air. Grass turf is less expensive to maintain than all weather and
provides a higher level of satisfaction, but these fields should be dedicated to a single sport as
they need a recovery period from regular use, typically from the end of October to March.

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
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Synthetic turf provides year round play without requiring water or pesticides. It has the added
benefit because it does not attract geese as turf surfaces do, resulting in a more enjoyable
playing experience. Synthetic turf requires a significantly higher initial capital investment, but
amuﬂnminwmmecmmmmmhlessandmcsewfmmovidcaphym;expameqtm
to natural turf. As reflected in the proposed sites improvements in Attachments A, B, and C,
au-weamaandsynmaicmrfmmrwommndedamnysmmmcypmvidem
most opportunity for increasing system capacity.

neighbors of sports fields have become more interested in the field system. It is difficult to
addrasinagencrﬂumnmrmewmermnisedbywmeﬁcldneighbonbemseuchsite
poses different issues depending on the size of the site, topography, uses, etc. Communities
have voiced concerns that include light spill and glare (either existing or anticipated), lack of
sufficient parking, increased traffic, problems with player behavior, and community access to
unprogrammed open space (scheduled drop-in use). Impacts from field use could be reduced if
scheduling is limited on heavily used fields. There is a cost to limiting scheduling, particularly
during peak seasonal play as that demand needs to be accommodated elsewhere

As funding is secured for each project proposed in the JAFDP, Seattle Parks or the Seattle
School District will conduct a public involvement process to determine the final scope and any
mitigation measures. Seattle Parks public involvement process will occur for any project on
Parks-owned property whether a major maintenance (replacement of existing lighting and/or
conversion to synthetic turf) or new development projects such as new lighting on a previously
unlighted field. The public involvement process will guide the Department's response to the
issues outlined below as necessary. In addition, new development projects such as the addition
of lights require a State Environment Protection Act (SEPA) checklist. The SEPA checklist
provides another tool inass&ssingmeimpactsofaﬁelddevelopmcmprojectonthe
environment, nearby habitat and the surrounding community. The determination on a SEPA
checklist may also lead to mitigation measures.

o Lighting Spill and Glare: As stated in the above seciions on lighting, it is one of the
Department’s goals to replace out of date existing lighting systems in order to reduce the
spill and glare from athletic field lights. New technology should also benefit the
neighborhoods on sites with proposed new lighting. Through a public involvement process
and/or SEPA review at each site (depending on the type of project), Seattle Parks will
assess neighborhood concerns and issues about field lights and work to accommodate these
issues. For example, some communities have expressed an interest in structuring lighting
systems to provide some level of illumination on adjacent streets because of a bus stop or
parking area used by both field users and other residents after dark. The Department’s
Lighting Design Guidelines will guide field lighting installation on Seattle Parks'
properties.
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o Parking: The use of many parks, whether for athletic field use, playgrounds, or gardens
often rely on street or other off-site parking to accommodate its users. The 2002 JAFDP
focuses on gaining capacity and improving the quality of play on existing fields. Because of
the cost of land acquisition in Seattle, field development is generally limited to current
inventory and the opportunities for new or additiona' parking may be constrained by
topography, existing site conditions or uses. Often there off-site parking is available such
as the parking lot at an adjacent school.

| TthJAFDPaddrmswmabmnparkingintwoways.Thcloulparkingsimaiou

. willbecarcfullyreviewedonacascbyascbmis.TheDepaﬂtnentwillwkwimm
organizatio .ﬁcldusers.andommnunityorganizaﬁonswprovidepukinginfommhnon
a site-specific basis. We will explore alternatives such as the need for a parking
mnagcmentplanincludingperiodicuscofaparkingmonitortodirectwstotheduired
parking area at times of heavy field use.

m
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o Traffic: Increased scheduling of an athletic facility may cause periodic traffic congestion.
One of the strategies for addressing the problem of increased localized traffic impacts for
neighbors is to work with sports organizations, field users, and community organizations to
provide site-specific information as to preferred traffic routes to parking areas. In addition,
the public involvement process and/or SEPA analysis will allow for an assessment of traffic
impacts and guide work on solutions if necessary.

P |

: ‘ I I l o Player Behavior: Scattle Parks requires certain standards of behavior on our fields. Failure

| to comply with these standards can mean revocation of field use privileges. Over the years,
the Department has received comments from field neighbors that there are occasional
problems with the behavior of a few players. Problems range from incidents of profanity, not
using available bathroom facilities, poor sportsmanship, garbage on field, etc. The

ent is working with coaches to affirm positive player behavior through the “Athletes

for a Better World” program In addition, the Department will continue to support the leagues

y in their efforts to ensure appropriate player behavior. The Department's expectations of
player behavior are outlined in the Sports Participation Policy, revised in 2002. We will also
work with player organizations to identify sites where bathroom facilities are not already
available (mostly our smaller fields) and determine the best strategy for addressing this
problem.

"ANSINNOO0A 3HL 40 ALITVND 3HL OL
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o Community Access to Unprogrammed Park Space: Often playfields include a play area
or other types of space and activities besides the athletic field, but some do not have these
additional spaces and activities. In a few communities, the nearby playfield provides most
or all of the available park space. Many playfields are available until 3 PM on weekdays
for unstructured play. Depending on the season and type of facility, there may also be
evening and weekend times available. As part of our public involvement process, the
Department may consider providing scheduled community use of the field. In making this
decision, Seattle Parks will consider a number of issues including the availability of nearby
park space and the impacts that the loss of scheduled sports use time will have on the
capacity of the field system.

AL TINL
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a Improving Commuuication: Seattle Parks and Friends of Athletic Fields are interested in
working with communities to create site maps with parking and traffic instructions for field
users. Thistoolcanalsobeusedtoencouragccarpoolingandreinforcingexpeaed
standards for player behavior. The Seattle Parks website is another tool to communicate
similar field use information. Additional options include signage that reminds players of
expected standards of behavior. Community members have expressed an interest in better
understanding for how to register complaints or grievances to the Department as well as the
repercussions for field users if problem behavior is not corrected.

SECHONVHI:GMB:MG!!___M‘MINMMI-WJAPDP

Tbel9971AFDPhadabasisinwlierphnningeffoﬂssuchasthel993ParksCOMPLAN.
However.tbcl997pmmmdidnotstatespeciﬁcgoalsﬂmmepmgnmhopedwwhieve.m
following goals and guiding principles guide the 2001 JAFDP update (not in order of priority).

Goal: Quality Facilities
Provide safe, fun, quality athletic facilities throughout the city.

Guiding Principle 1: Consider the best use of limited funds to achieve maximum
benefits with the intent of increasing capacity, increasing quality of playing experience,
and decreasing impacts to surrounding communities.

Guiding Principle 2: Design and redesign of athletic facilities should ensure an
improved playing experience in terms of safety and player develc ment, and should
multinafacilitythatcanbemainuinedatamsonableoostformongoingposiﬁve
play.

Guiding Principle 3: Ensure that athletic facilities are developed with reasonable
accommodation for people with disabilities.

Guiding Principle 4: Incorporate public safety design principles into the design of new
or improved athletic facilities.

Guiding Principle 5: Maintain existing and new fields to the highest standards possible
within the Department's budget.

Goal: Increased Capacity
Increase scheduling capacity by making changes to field surface and/or lighting where
feasible and pursue opportunities for new facilities.

Guiding Principle 1: Focus efforts on increasing field system capacity primarily through
the improvements such as installation of all weather or synthetic turf and lights on
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existing athletic fields rather than conversion of unprogrammed open space t0 athletic
field use.

Guiding Principle 2: Seek to light fields that currently have all weather or synthetic
surfaces.

Guiding Principle 3: Seek to install all weather or, preferably, synthetic field surfaces
on sites that already have lights.

Guiding Principle 4: Seek to develop new facilities that include both synthetic or all
weather surfaces and lights for soccer, football and other compatible sports, and turf or
symhcticsurfwesandlightsforbaseballandsoﬁhall.

Goal: Be A Good Neighbor
Mmkvdopmtmdmwupodndghhnbybdumebﬁe“ﬂw

users and neighbors.

Guiding Principle 1: Follow the Department’s Public Involvement Policies in
developing or redeveloping athletic facilities. Use the Project Advisory Team (PAT)
structure to involve interested stakeholders in advising the Department on projects
where the use of the field would increase because the proposal involves converting an
existing seasonal surface to all-weather/synthetic or where new lights will be installed.

VDN A T T A P T A

PO ANERSeN

Guiding Principle 2: Minimize the potential impacts of field use on surrounding
neighborhoods to the extent possible given site considerations, resources, €tc.

Guiding Principle 3: Consider the specific characteristics of the field and community in
planning for mitigation of potential impacts. Consider the current uses of the site and
how, if at all, the proposed improvementswouldimpacuheseuses. Issues to explore in
the public involvement process and/or SEPA review at each proposed site may include
parking, traffic, scheduling intensity, lights, noise, impacts to habitat, etc.

*INSINNOOQA 3HL 40 ALINTVND 3HL O 3Na 81 U
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Guiding Principle 4: Department’s Lighting Design Guidelines based on the 200!
Ballfield Lighting Study should inform replacement and new lighting of fields.

Guiding Principle 5: Consider location of field ana proximity to residences. Seek to
develop lighted fields where there is a buffer between the neighborhood and field,
where a buffer can be created and/or lighting impacts can be mitigated through
available technology.

Guiding Principle 6: Work with leagues and other organizations to communicate clear
expectations to field users, coaches, and spectators.
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Goal: Durable Fields
Develop facilities that are durable over time and use.

Guiding Principle 1: The development of new or improved athletic facilities should take
into account the relative capital investment of improvements and the costs of ongoing
maintenance costs of these projects.

Guiding Principle 2: Field scheduling practices should reflect the durability of the field
surface: in particular, natural turf, single use fields should be given sufficient
opportunity to recover from seasonal use. Additional scheduling capacity should be
developed within the athletic facility system that allows for this recovery time in order
to protect these resources.

Guiding Principle 3: The development and major maintenance project budgets should
include appropriate levels of funding for quality field infrastructure including good
drainage, etc.

Guiding Principle 4: Replace aging lighting systems as possible either through
incorporating existing lighting replacement into a major capital development project or
through the Department’s major maintenance plan.

Goal: A System that Works For Everyone
Give priority in development and use to youth sports while trying to achieve a system that
serves both youth and adult sports well.

Guiding Principle 1: Continue to base scheduling on the Department’s Use and
Scheduling Policy and Procedures and Joint Use Agreement between the Department of
Parks and Recreation and the Seattle School District.

Guiding Principle 2: Recognize the demand for increased scheduled hours for youth
from school and community athletic groups.

Guiding Principle 3: Seck to balance and accommodate the growing demand from both
youth and adult sports organizations, while recognizing that the athletic field system
within the city cannot provide sufficient facilities to meet the entire demand of users.

Goal: Respond to Trends in Demand
While monitoring trends and demand, manage facility development, redevelopment, and
use to achieve a balance of opportunities for a full range of sports activities.

A
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Guiding Principle 1: Use available information to anticipate demands from emerging
sports such as lacrosse.

Guiding Principle 2: Seek to accommodate growing demands in particular sports,
including girls’ fastpitch softball, soccer, ultimate frisbee, track and field, etc.

Guiding Principle 3: Seek opportunities to develop multi-use sports complexes and
fields that can accommodate a range of sports uses.

Guiding Principle 4: Give priority to sites accommodating full size track and field
events and second priority to sites that provide opportunities for practice rather than

. 4 -

L competition.
s
oh
Goal: Benefit from New T g
Use new technology to improve playability of fields and reduce impacts on surrounding
communities.

Guiding Principle 1: Use pilot sites to test new technology in developing and
redeveloping athletic facilities.

Guiding Principle 2: Expand the use of new technology based on proven successes in
the climate of the Pacific Northwest.

Guiding Principle 3: Seek to convert selected fields to synthetic surfaces throughout the
city to achieve goals of increased capacity, improved durability, and enhanced safety.

" ANSNNO0A ML 40 ALITVND 3Kl Ol

Goal: Player Development
Provide fields that challenge and enhance player development.

Guiding Principle 1: Recognize the importance of quality playfields to the experience of
school age youth in developing pride in their teams, schools, and city as well as the
benefit that a quality playing experience fosters teamwork and sportsmanship.

Guiding Principle 2: Seek more opportunities to provide youth with athletic facilities
that promote their development as players through such means as providing regulation
size fields for practice and games as often as possible.

Guiding Principle 3: Seek opportunities to provide a playing experience that is
comparable to other nearby jurisdictions.
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Goal: Joint Use

Facilitate joint use and cooperation with
Guiding Principle 1: Continue partnership with the School District in looking at the
entire system of athletic facilities and developing a strategic approach to developing
joint use facilities.
Guiding Principle 2: Seek opportunities with other partners, such as the community
college system, to increase facility capacity available to Seattle’s youth and adults.

theScboolDinrktndotberjm.

Guiding Principle 3: Work with organizations, including private schools, sports
organizations, etc., 10 seek funding for field improvements throughout the city.

Guiding Principle 4: Planning for improvements on Seattle School District property will
be managed by the District with involvement from the individual school and will take
intoaccounnhcneedsofschoolprogramsaswellasthencedsofall field users for
additional scheduled athletic facilities.

Goal: Equitable Distribution of Facilities
that the most cost-effective means of providing an increased inventory of quality athletic
fadﬁﬁahmwnvmmﬂddswhighuupedtymnthuthnwrchduw
property.
Guiding Principle 1: See
considered deficient per
update).

Guiding Principle 2: Take advantage of existing facilities for upgrades to improve the
facility and meet other JAFDP goals as appropriate.

k opportunities t0 develop facilities in areas of the city
the 2000 Seattle Park and Recreation Plan (COMPLAN

Guiding Principle 3: Try to balance the distributi~ of heavily scheduled and lighted
synthetic turf facilities throughout the city.
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ATTACHMENT A:
Fully or Partial Funded Field Improvement Projects

thmmhveM;lwdumththoﬂh
mj«hl&dbehwm%bm&eupdydﬁemwmm
mmw.mmwmuummmmmwuh
capacity of the city’s athletic field system.

mmuﬂmpdwﬂumhsmkhrhm&hhuuﬂhww
.mhmmmmnmwmmm,w
Mw,mm,mmmucmw«cuycm
mhwmbb&nﬁk&hﬂb&hnﬂﬁuhnm“ﬂhn&whh
Wmmmmn.mm,mmmmm-pb&m.

Brighton Playfield: Design of field improvements scheduled for 2002. Proposed JAFDP improvements
include surface replacement to synthetic, baseball, softball / little league and soccer / multi-usefield sport

field development, replace existing field lights, misc. site furnishings.

Chief Sealth High School: Improvements funded by the Seattle School District’s 1998 Building,
Technology, and Athletics Levy. Development of sports complex to accommodate use by the school and
public for soccer, football, softball, baseball, track and field on synthetic turf. Construction is complete.
Seattle Public Scboolsalsohashmdingwlighnhecomplexmdwillpumnethepermiuingpmcusfm
lighting of this facility.

Garfield High School: Fundingforsomeimpmvcmculsmaybeprovidedhytheﬂuildingﬂxceuemell
Levy. Proposed JAFDP improvements include practice synthetic football/soccer / multi-usefield sports,
and field and track facility.

mmm:mmmuVyproviduﬁmdMgmimpmelmmmdﬁeMmﬂm.
Proposed JAFDP improvements include replace existing surface with synthetic, replace field lights,
fencing, landscaping and site improvements, eic.

Genueel'layﬂeld:'l‘hcl’rohrksl.cvy.agnmfmmKinngmy.andtheCity'sCRFhavcﬁmded
lighﬁngforbothﬁelds.convcrsimofﬁcldnﬁommmlgnssmsymhaicmrf.mdimpmvememw
the parking lot and pedestrian pathways. Construction of all elements other than lighting is scheduled for
summer 2001. Designofthelighﬁngsymmwillbegininmmerl(!)l.ConversionoftheFieldﬂ
sand:urfwetosynlheﬁcmrﬁsalongtermgoal.maiscmrenﬂyunﬁnﬂed.

High Point: Replace existing field lights.

lnmhmlllghSchod:lmpmvcmuﬁmdedbynnSunlcSchaﬂDimict's 1998 Building,
Technology, and Athletics Levy. Developmanofspomcomplexloaccommodacmebylheschoolmd
public for soccer, football, softball, baseball, trackandﬁeldonsymheﬁcmrfiscomplae.mm
:‘choolsalsohasmndingtolightnxcomplcxandwmpumwthepermmingpmasfaﬁghﬁngofmis
facility.

/o ot

Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program 2002 Update
Page 23




J-eAM_INuhmﬂ*:lmovmﬁMbymeSankScMM's 1998 Building,
TW.MAWW.Wofmwmpkxwmmmbymwm
public for soccer, mwn.ww.mmw.mmﬁeumqmmuwu.
mmmmmmningmliwmewmpkxmwmmhpammiumfa
lighting of this facility.

Jmmmmyw:mmmwuommfamamlmma
M.WJAWPWWmewMM.MMM
mm.me.mpmlADAm.pMmsheﬁm.m

i /mm.mmm.ﬁm.mﬁmmmmma
exinin;ﬁeldmrfwetosymmiciulongmgml.

WWWMMII:FMMWWWMWW
include amenities, bleachers, windscreens, pitching mound, etc. for baseball cloverleaf. Field #1
impmvemewmlndenewﬁeldconﬁgunﬁon.covereddum, synthetic turf, drainage, irrigation,
mm.wﬁummmm.mwayw.wlmrwmm
newﬁeldlighshmdedlhroughﬂne&muhﬁvekmrvem.

wdmmm:mmmwmmmmwmwmm
M&Idmw.WlmemlmmwmwM.Ml
linlelcagueandsoccerlfootballlmulti-useﬁeldsponﬁews.mplweﬁddligms.mmm.

Madison Middle School: memmmvemmyuwﬁedbymemmw
Il Levy. Proposed JAFDP improvements include football / soccer / multi-usefield sport field, fencing,
portable backstops, softball and t-ball field development, comfort station. Project may include synthetic
turf if funding is available.

MM)SM:WMWWWMMMMMMONWM.
gathering area, etc. PropooedJAFDPimpmvancmimludesymhcﬁcmfymnhﬁeld.modmmdt-
ball facilities, landscaped areas, irrigation, focal point, parking, fencing, basketball court, jogging /
bicycle path.

Mmmmm:mmmwimnmmmfammmmemmm
bununﬁemandeomidcmionofimprmemmwdnm;e.mipﬁon.lighﬁu.m. Proposed JAFDP
immovmmsimludemfnmvaﬁomhxknopdwing&mu.mmm.phym.
maintenance equipment and storage facility, fencing, (not field lighting) etc.

Miller Playfield: Replace existing field lights.

Rainier Beach High School: lmprovcmemaﬁmdedbymcSunleSchoolDimict's 1998 Building,
Tthhy.MAMswy.Devcleofmcmpkxmmmwbymwm
public for soccer, foothau.soﬁbau.baseban.mckmdﬁeldon:ymhaknnfiscomplae. Seattle Public
SchoohabohuﬁmdhgwligmthempkxaMwmnnmmepumimngmfuli;hﬁngdmh
facility.

MW&M:memmeyumwwmmwn
Levy. PropooedlAFDPimptovemcmsinclude multi-purpose soccer/football, track facilities, misc. site
utility improvements, etc. Abilitywincludeadditiomlﬁeldcapacitywﬂldepmdonabﬂityof&hool
District to acquire additional property.
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MMIMMM:WMMWMWM(MM&MJM
adnﬂkﬁem(mmbenndtypcwbedetcmimd)uwcuaanmbaofaherimpmmmwdn
m«ﬂlpﬂ.hwowdimmwememsimlﬁellwﬁgh&dsymhﬂkuﬂﬁel&fww.m.
soﬁball.mdmgbyuwellutheremvaiono“exiningmnlgrmﬁdds.

wwmw:mmmwmlmmumwmfxmfa.mmyor
nﬁveuminclndinamkmdﬁeldfonvaﬂetyofmckmdﬁeldm.MJAFDPW
include renovation of existing grandstands, restroom/concession facility, maintenance facility, new
chm.hnmwmm.diummac.mbepumwﬂlwmopﬁmmawﬂldbwfuum
complimctIofuackmdﬁeldem:uweﬂumintheSudhmmenHme.

mmmmzpmmfmmwpmwwummmm.
MAMW.WJAFDPWMlMeW.MMMMM

pmu.Mhvasmmdepsibhhyambﬂdhndhgmm&eGm
mcmmm,meNmmmmmmm,ummm.umm
result of significant community initiative and contributions.

Projects in this category include:

CmﬂNScbod:mProPublxvywmymvideﬁmdingwimpmwmeeximphyﬁewby
renovating the turf, impmvin;itrigaxiouanddnimge.mdmhenimhnpmvm.

McGﬂmw:Siwimpmvmmﬁmludeinnﬂmofam:ymmmyfwM.
stmmpmvmmlmddevmofmw”phyﬁdd.

Sanislo Elementary: Siteimprovcmemmclwedconvmionofmuphltphygmmdmam
playfield.

Loyal Heights Elementary: Site improvements included conversion of an asphalt playground to a grass
playfield.

Graham Hill Elementary: Site improvememsincludedconversionofanasphahphyymmdwa;rm
playfield.

Pinehurst AS #1 Elementary: Site improvements included conversion of an asphalt playground to a
grass playfield.

TT Minor Elementary (completed): Site improvements included development of an improved grass
playfield.
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ATTACHMENT B:
Unfunded Priority Projects that Increase Field System Capacity

mmhmmmmwwwmmwuumu
phyhgm&mofﬂeﬂmbymm,phywy,m.ndmmw
hpwmwrmdhgmm.mmjemmmbmmm-dmu
listed in order of priority.

mmsmmmwummmmmﬂu—u
mmmmwmmm,ﬂmmmw.ﬂum.

MMW:WWWMWMeMn‘WWMMM.W
lights, and other field and site improvements.

Bobby Morris Playfield: hnpoaedimptovemenﬂincludeuplweexhﬁngﬁddmfwewithsymm.
baseball, softball / little league, and soccer / multi-usefield sport field development.

Boren School: Proposed improvements include irrigation, drainage, turf renovation, ADA improvements,
parking lot renovation, lighting, baseball and soccer fields. Convert existing field surface to synthetic (long
term goal).

Cleveland Playfield: Propooedimpmvemmincludesymheﬁcmrffombaﬂ/mcet.mckmplm.
track facility renovation, lighting, comfort station, maintenance / storage facility, fencing, street
improvememsfmparking.mmmxm.mﬁeuiswmdbymmmmemhmm
area by Seattle Public Schools. Some funds may be available from the BEX Il levy.

Decatur Elementary: Propooedimpmvememshcludeirrigaﬁon.dnimge.mrhcnovnion. soccer fields,
softball fields, fence, and comfort station.

mmw:wwmmmm&m. irrigation, drainage, turf
renovation, wﬁbﬂl/limeleag\tfwlddevelopm.yanhmpncﬁoeﬁdds.jouin;mk. etc.

Mhmw:?mmsedcmsidaabnfmﬁmmwopingimluksmvmmenmm
surface to synthetic, field lights and other amenities.

wmm:nwmvmmmmmemmﬁmqm.wm
lights, other site and field improvements.

Interbay Playfield: Proposed improvements include field surfacing conversion including baseball, softball,
soccer / multi-usefield sports, lighting, backstops and site furnishings.

Interbay Stadium: Replace existing field surface with synthetic.

Jefferson Park: Proposed improvements include conversion of Jefferson Field to synthetic turf, add field
lights and other site furnishings. Other field improvements in the park mayoccur with the abandonment and
lidding of existing reservoirs. The potential development of these fields would be consistent with the current
and future public planning process in Jefferson Park.
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mmw:wmwmmwmnmmm.m.m
mmbuehllandweccrﬁeldspuhn;mfonm

lights, other site and field improvements.

mmmcwmpnaamofwwmfmmmmmw.
Toduetheyhvemdetemﬁwdmetypeofﬁen

MMW:WWEMWMWMMM.W
ligm.mdothcrﬁeldmdxiwimpmvanem.

WWWWmlwmmmummmmw
and other field and site improvements.

wmmm:wwmmmmmwmm.mmmm,
replace backstops, fencing, etc.

MMNM:WWM!&WMWW&MM.“W
lights, and other field and site improvements.

Van Asselt Elementary: Propooedimprovemcmshnhﬂeirriwion.dtm'e.mfmovaﬁon.mﬁeld
development, play area relocation.

WdMNM:WMMMI&&M.WW.MWMb
nonhﬁeld.rephceﬁeldlightinsonsouthﬁeld. repheebacknopnndgoabonnonhﬁeld. Convert existing
ﬁeldmrfaceofso\nhﬁeldtosymheﬁc(longtemgml).

wmmmzwcmmfmmmmmmvmaemw
mfacemcymhetic.ﬁeldlighumdomenmeniﬁu.

Potential Acquisition

SdthCove.lpmpatyownedbytheUniwdSumNavy.isnptopenydntthebepammmdmmlh
community have wanted to i forpukp\nposa.Sommmbasoftheeommityhveexwemdwfm
thedcvclopmntof:n.ctiveywd)ﬁeuOthelsmppmmedevelopmtofpmivep-tkw.mﬁmemof
this site will be subject to a public process.
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ATTACHMENT C:
Priority Projects to Enhance Quality of Play on Seattle ’s Athletic Fields And/Or
Reduce Impacts on Neighborhoods

Thetoﬂowingprojectswiﬂimpmvethequﬂtyofphyonnhaed.thhﬁcﬂelds.Oleolthc
prhmmmluhh@nhmkamykwmmmw“umu
mmpmmkwkwnﬁﬁummmrmhmwwhwemwymdmm
mmmmmmmmwmmmsﬂ«dmmmubwm
mnendyﬁeldswhhannd/smmnu.mmmmmmmvmmmumsym
mhwwemequﬂkyofphymmwm.MmMmmwnd
pot listed in order of priority.

MMWWMWMWWRMMM&HWMMMW
technology. lmprovedﬂcldlighlswﬂlhmu!etyforphymndnduespﬂmddnnfa

neighborhwds.ManyofmesenphumemmMmmrthnn;hmomh;-ﬂu
maintenance program.

Mnmhmtkmww;uidemqjorhvmthimmvmmmkkmddﬁum
whkmﬁumﬂmmmhhhsmmhuamwomdbymsmdbhrktu
Seattle Parks and Recreation.

Ballard Playfield: Replace existing field lights. Reconfigure existing multi-purpose baseball/football field to a new
multi-purpose configuration to be determined as funds become available.

Dahl Playfield: Replace existing field lights.

Delridge Playfield: Proposed improvements include replace existing field surface with synthetic, replace lights, other
field/site enhancements.

Garfield Playfield: Replace existing field lights.

Lower Woodland #2 and #7: Proposed improvements include replace existing field surface with synthetic, replace
lights, other field/site enhancements. Replace existing field lights on fields #3, #4, #5, #6.

Miller Playfield: Proposed improvements include replace existing field surface with synthetic and other field/site
enhancements.

Queen Anne Bowl: Proposed improvements include renovation of existing cinder track, ADA access, comfort station
renovation.

Riverview Playfield: The south half of the site is under construction. Improvements to the north half of the site are not
funded but are proposed to include drainage, Irrigation, turf restoration, softball / little league fields, soccer / multi-
usefield sport field, backstops, goals, fencing, turf maintenance equipment.

Thurgood Marshall Elementary: Proposed improvements include turf renovation, youth soccer and t-ball field
development.

Washington Park Playfield: Proposed improvements include replace existing field surface with synthetic, replace
lights, other field/site enhancements.
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ATTACHMENT D:
CAPACITY ANALYSIS BY SPORT FOR FULLY OR PARTIALLY FUNDED PROJECTS
MAXIMUM TED
BY SPORT %
Hours of use assume of
l listed projects as proposed; capacity may be lower for
PLAYFIELD/SCHOOL NAME SPORT(S) funded
(mnou
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 964
Youth and Adult soccerffield sports 2200
Basebaivsoftbal 1100
GENESEE
Partially funded project
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1,069
Youth and Aduit soccer/ field sports 4800
GEORGETOWN
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1,619
Youth and Adult soccer/ field sports No Increase Due To Improvements
JUDKINS
Partially funded project
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1,656
Upper Field Youth Soccer! field sports 400
Baseball 1462
|mmd Youth Soccer/ field sports No Increase
| LOWEF WOGBLANG 1)
Funded pr,ect
Year 2000 total hours of use: 500
Baseball 2100
Fﬂ.m
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1510
Socoer field sports 1800
Baseball/Softball 3000
MAGNOLIA (ELEMENTARY) PLAYFIELD
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 0
Youth Soccer! field sports 1500
MEADOWBROOK
Scupebravmmmwit:m
Current total hours of use: 1982
Baseball/Softball No Increase Due To Improvements
MILLER PLAYFIELD
Funded project
Year 2000 Hours of Use:
Soccer! field sports No Increase Due To improvements
Baseball/Softball No Increase Due To Improvements
SANDPOINT/ MAGNUSON
Seopebtavdlabbmmgpmdingpublicpmm
Year 2000 total hours of use: 3712
Basebal/Softball 11200
SoccerfField Sports 10400
Track and Field 600
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MAXIMUM ESTIMATED HOURS OF USE

Hours of use assume full funding and development of
listed projects as proposed; capacity may be lower for
PLAYFIELDISCHOOL NAME SPORT(S) partially funded projects
rVIBTSEAT'I’LEﬂM
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 664
Football 70
Track and Field
CHIEF SEALTH HIGH SCHOOL
Fully funded; Fieid lighting issue pending
Year 2000 total hours of use: 235
Youth and Adult soccer/Field sports 2300
BasebalvSoftball 4000
Track and Field 40"
RAINIER BEACH HIGH SCHOOL
Fully funded; Field lighting issue pending
Year 2000 total hours of use: 323
Youth and Adult soccer/Field sports 4000
BasebalvSoftball 4100
Track and Field 450
INGRAHAM HIGH SCHOOL
Fully funded; Field lighting issue pending
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1341
Youth and Adult soccer/Field sports 9300
BaseballSoftball 1000
Track and Field 200
JANE ADDAMS / NATHAN HALE
Fully funded; Field lighting issue pending
Year 2000 total hours of use: 1926
Youth and Adult soccer/Field sports 10000
Basebal/Softball 1200
Track and Fiekd 450
GARFIELD HIGH SCHOOL
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 0
FootbalVSoccer 1,300
Track and | @i 300
ROOSEVELT HIGH SCHOOL
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 136
Soccer! field sports 1,000
Baseball/Softbal 860
WILSON PACIFIC MIDDLE SCHOOL
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: N/A
To Be Determined To Be Determined
MADISON MIDDLE SCHOOL
Scope for available funding pending public process
Year 2000 total hours of use: 123 s 1,500
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ATTACHMENT E: 2001 Ballfield Lighting Study Executive Summary

The design team of McGowan Broz Engineers/DMD & Associates was commissioned by the
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation, under the Ballfield Lighting Study WC 050, to:

e Conduct a technical assessment of existing ballfield lighting systems for 19 facilities.

e Recommend sports lighting performance standards.

e Review available sports lighting systems and products for system improvements and
upgrades.

The above tasks have been completed, inclndingatelephoneintcrviewofpuksmdrecreaion
agencies on the West Coast. This report assesses existing sportsfield lighting in Seattle, and is
the first step of a multi-phase, system-wide planning effort intended to ensure that:

e The City provides high quality ballfield programs for a growing population of sports
enthusiasts demanding more playing time.

e The level of play on existing fields is enhanced through improved lighting levels with
less light trespass.

To this end, sports lighting performance standards have been developed that will bring
consistent designs to future projects. The daytime and nighttime condition assessments of the

Parks and Recreation fields confirmed what was already suspected about the age and condition
of the fields included in the study.

The major conclusions of this report are as follows:

 But for one exception, equipment in the City’s sports fields has served its useful life.
With the exception of High Point Soccer Field and Interbay Stadium, lighting systems do
not meet recommended light level performance standards.

- lmmsedcompeﬁﬁoninmemnketplaceaxﬂsuingemmvhonmennlperformame
requirements by informed citizens has resulted in development of new and improved
optical systems and more innovative products.

o Adherence to lighting performance standards, such as those standards identified at the
end of Section Two in this report, are a must to ensure that consistent designs are
developed for all fields.

o Retrofit of existing sports lighting systems is not practical or cost effective as compared
to installing completely new lighting systems. Retrofits can only provide approximately
10 years of additional service life.

e Additional luminaires and new glare mitigating equipment are required to meet higher
lighting levels for level of play.
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e Galvanized steel or concrete poles are the most cost effective type of pole for modern
sports lighting applications. Wood poles are no longer acceptable for sports lighting
applications due to rot, twisting and bending.

e Light trespass and glare are all-encompassing problems that must be more fully
addressed and integrated into design. Glare is typically the major concern amongst local
residents. Guidelines have been produced to dea! with spill light, but there is no
consensus among industry experts as to how to deal with glare.

e Five vendors provide “purpose-built,” latest technology, sports lighting systems
equipped to meet the City’s needs.

e Inasmuch as sportsfield lights have specific needs, specialized control optics/accessories
are needed for reduction of light trespass and overall efficiency.

Key recommendations suggested for the next phase of the planning should include the
following:

e Parks anc Recreation should move quickly to embrace these new standards, and proceed
with upgrades of sportsfields beginning with those in most demand and worst repair such
as Lower Woodland Field No. 2 and Brighton Field.

o Standardize on use of high quality integrated sports lighting systems, including
galvanized steel or concrete poles, lamp configuration, and engineered foundations. This
will serve to expedite upgrading, minimize maintenance, create consistent designs, and
optimize performance.

e In addition to 1000-watt systems, the City should seriously consider using 1500-watt
metal-halide lamps with fewer poles and fixtures.

e Advance planning is needed to look at features such as PA systems, scoreboards,
convenience receptacles, security systems, pathway lighting and spare conduits. Results
of this planning should be integrated into the sports lighting system design, where
applicable.

o In upgrading existing fields, consideration should be given to adequate pole placement
with regard to bucket truck maintenance access.

e Other environmental concerrs in residential areas that need to be evaluated include
parking, increased vehicular traffic, and noise.

o Retain a qualified electrical engineering firm with extensive background in sports
lighting to undertake a sports lighting project. The Engineer shall perform nighttime
performance verification testing.

Seattle’s sportsfield lighting systems are necessary long-term investments for the City, and
future enhancements must consider initial capital cost, energy costs, operating and maintenance
costs, quality, and performance. Improved lighting quality will increase overall energy
consumption, but state-of-the-art systems engineered specifically for sports lighting will
optimize the benefits from energy expended.
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Alix Ogden, Parks
2/15/02,2:31 PM

v. 1

Fiscal Note: 2002 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP)

Department: Contact Person/Phone: DOF Analyst/Phone:
Parks and Recreation Alix Ogden, 684-7046 Marilynne Gardner, 233-5109
Legislation Title:

A RESOLUTION relating to the Department of Parks and Recreation, endorsing the 2002 Joint
Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP) identifying priority athletic field improvements
on City and School District property.

Summary of the Legislation:

Thi- resolution endorses the 2002 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP), which
updates the 1997 JAFDP, a plan that was developed in order to guide investments in increasing
the quality and capacity of athletic facilities and properties owned by the Department of Parks and
Recreation and the Seattle School District. In adopting this legislation, the City Council would be
endorsing an approach to developing outdoor athletic fields.

Appropriations (in $1,000’s): N/A (This resolution endorses the JAFDP plan; it does not
appropriate funds to any project proposed in the program.)

Anticipated Revenue/Reimbursement (in $1,000’s): N/A (No revenue will result from Council
adoption of this resolution.)

Total FTE Created Through Legislation or Estimated FTE Impacts (TES, etc.): N/A (No
new positions will be created as a result of Council adoption of this resolution.)

Background: Evolution of the Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program (JAFDP)
Plan

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) undertook the 2002 JAFDP plan update to
account for the successes of the 1997 program, update the proposed project list to reflect
opportunities to improve existing fields with new technologies in surfacing and lighting, and to
identify the interests and concerns of neighbors adjacent to fields. The 2002 JAFDP plan takes a
comprehensive approach to athletic field improvement by examining the system as a whole,
making recommendations to increase the capacity of the field system, improve the quality of
play, and decrease the negative impacts that some neighborhoods experience from field use. The
program is structured to set policies for the development of fields, outline use trends and levels

of demand, identify potential neighborhood impacts, and propose improvements to specific sites.

| In the 1993 Parks COMPLAN (Resolution 28763), the City indicated its intent to develop

JAFDPfsn 1
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Alix Ogden, Parks
2/15/02, 2:31 PM
v. 1

selected athletic fields to increase the capacity of the field system. The COMPLAN also
proposed specific athletic field improvements at selected Parks and School District sites. The
update of the COMPLAN, the 2000 Seattle Park and Recreation Plan (Resolution 30181),
affirmed the direction of improving selected fields to create more scheduling capacity,
reeogrﬁnduwhnponmceofhrks’pmmslﬁpwhhﬂndedDiwicth\providing
recreational opportunities, and updated the proposed sites for athletic field improvements.

In l%?.ﬂwCiwandlaﬂomdﬂnoﬁgindlohnMNeﬁcFadﬁﬁaDwdopmaqugmn
(Resolution 29681). The 1997 program proposed improvements at 28 Parks and School District-
ownedpmpaﬁestohcrmeﬂlesd\eduﬁngupocityoftheuhleﬁcﬁddsym. As a result, a
numbetoftheprojectswa‘eﬁmded(mwholeorinpm)mdhnplen\amd. The passage of the
1998 Buildings, Technology, Athletics (BTA) School Levy provided $35.6 million in funding to
develop four District-owned athletic complexes and the Wilson-Pacific site. The four complexes
are complete and the District is involved in the permit process to install field lights. The School
District's Building Excellence II Levy 'daﬁ‘ndingforscl\oolﬁeldimprovemenuudoenhe
2000 Parks Levy (Ordinance 120024). These funded projects reflect the importance of certain !
development elements, particularly the installation of new field lights, in achieving a fundamental |
policy direction of the JAFDP, which is to increase scheduling capacity throughout the field
system. Projects have been added and removed from proposals generated in the 1997 program
primarily to reflect an increasing interest in lighted fields.

The Schools/Parks Joint Use Agreement was updated and renewed by DPR and the Seattle
School District in 2001. Under this agreement, each agency makes its buildings and grounds
available for use by the other agency on a first priority basis after the scheduling requirements for
its own programs have been met. Each user maintains its joint-use spaces and equipment and
cooperates in expediting repair of damage. Where possib!~ Seattle Parks and the School
District agree to pursue opportunities to develop and improve joint-use facilities and equipment
to support programming by both agencies. The Seattle School District is responsible for the
development and maintenance of its facilities.

Bac und for Pro Resolution :

The 2002 JAFDP plan proposes improvements to Seattle Parks and Seattle School District
athletic fields. It was prepared for use as a reference document for the City and School District
to use in pursuing improvements to athletic facilities over time. As the future funding for these
projects is not known, there is no timeline or priorities presented in the program. This resolution
does not commit the City to funding any or all of the projects proposed in the attachment beyond
those projects previously approved for funding by City Council action. Future funding will
depend upon decisions regarding voter-approved measures, Parks or School District major ‘
maintenance project funding, pursuit of grants from other jurisdictions, etc. B

The JAFDP identifies projects that provide the best opportunities for the City and District to |
JAFDPfsn 2
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work together. All projects proposed are subject to public and environmental reviews which
may alter the proposed scope or funding priorities. Information on the resolution provided
below includes:
¢ Funding and Costs of City Projects in JAFDP
e Ougoing Costs of City Projects in JAFDP (Annual Operations and Maintenance &
Major Maintenance)

FUNDING AND COSTS OF CITY PROJECTS IN JAFDP

Funding S for City Projects in JAFDP:
The following table reflects the City's funding sources for DPR projects. The School District has
funded 5 projects through the Building Technology Athletics (BTA) Levy and additional 3
projects from the Building Excellence II (BEX II) Levy. At this time, the District has allocated
$35.6 million from the BTA I Levy. The allocation for field development from the BEX II Levy
has not been determined.

Funding Source 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | Tt
(in 000s) ' Total
Parks Levy * 906 | 897 | 1,844 | 1628|6488 |7.866|1,039| 0 | 20,700
Cumulative Reserve Fund 1700 | 1,200 | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD
Other sources 100 | 1,150 | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD | TBD

TOTAL | 2,706 | 3,247 | 1,844 | 1,628 | 6,488 | 7,866 | 1,039 | 0 TBD
Figures as of June 2002

2The Parks Levy figure includes funding from the Playfields and Facilities subcategory and
relevant project estimates from the Neighborhood Park Development subcategory.

r Ci i in
Committed Funding by Project:
Seattle Parks Sites Estimated Cost Fund Sources Identified Comments
Georgetown Playfield $15M-$24M $1.6 M- Parks Levy
Genesee PlavSeld $32M-835M $2.2 M - Various Sources Base project is fully funded.
Judkins Park and Playfield $3IM-S49M $2.0 M - Various sources Base project is fully funded.
Loyal Heights Playficld SISM-$24M $2.1 M - Parks Levy
Magnolia (Elementary) SIOM-S20M $1.2 M - Parks Levy
School
Meadowbrook Playfield $0.7-S14M $0.7 M - Parks Levy
JAFDPfsn 3
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Seattle Parks Sites | Estimated Cost | Fund Sources Identified Comments
Miller Playfield $0.5M $0.5 M - Department CIP Assumes 2003-2004 DPR g
budget request approved
Sand Point / Magnuson TBD $9.3 M - Parks Levy The current estimate for the
Park development of Sand Point/
Magnuson Park is $59.2 M.
It is not known at this time
the cost of the athletic field
development.
West Seattle Stadium $I6M-832M $1.6 M - Parks Levy
i Playfield SI6M-520M $0.1 M - Department CIP
High Point $0.07M $0.07 M - Department CIP
Lower Woodland Park $1.35M $1.35 M - Various Sources
Field #1
. TOTAL S169M-523.7M "' $22.7M
Total docs not include an extimate for the development of Sand Point/Magnuson athletic fields. :
Unfunded JAFDP Projects (Summarized by element)
Number Proposed Estimated Cost TOTAL COST
Project Element (Seattle Parks Only) Per Element PER ELEMENT
New Synthetic Field Surface 9 $1L.OM-SI.5M $90M-S13.5M
New Synthetic Field Surface - Converted 12 $04M-S05M $48M-$60M
from Grass
| Lighting (new and replacement) 23 $0.4M-S0.5M $92M-S11.5M
Turf renovation 7 $0.6 M -$1.0M $42M-S7T0M
Field amenities (may include backstops, 15 $0.1M-$S04M $ISM-S6.0M
comfort stati ing fences, etc.)
TOTAL $28.7M-S44.0M
JAFDPfsn 4 -~ :
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ONGOING COSTS OF CITY PROJECTS IN JAFDP

Estimated Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs:

Proposed Project Elements | Number of Estimated Estimated New TOTAL
Projects Current Annual O&M Estimated
Proposed in | Annual O&M | Cost Per Site Annual O&M
JAFDP' | Costs Per Site ($000s) Costs ((S000s)
($000s) *
New Synthetic Field Surface 22 $0 $8 $176
New Synthetic Field Surface - 16 $45 $8 ($592)
Converted from Grass
| Lighting (new and replacement) 42 $0 $3 $126
Turf renovation 8 $45 $0 $0
Field amenities (may include 23 Depends on Depends on clement TBD
backstops, comfort station, wing element
fences, etc.)
TOTAL Estimated Annual O&M (52%0)

'Mwihmmuimhwamummm
’Fmin“dmdmﬁudu“mmwﬁﬁdmm“mﬂ“ummm

Key Assumptions For Annual Operations and Maintenance:

Operations and maintenance costs are provi
City is not committed to funding any or all o
projects previously approved for funding by
maintenance costs of a field converted from gras: 10 53
cost for a grass field. The estimated annual O&M costs provided for new fields does not necessarily
include the incremental additional cost of maintaining a field for year-round use. These costs may
include garbage pick-up, comfort station cleaning, etc. The field amenities category encompasses
many different site features ranging from wing fence replacement to comfort station.

ded by element. The timeframe is not provided as the

f the projects proposed in the attachment beyond those
City Council ac.on. The annual operations and

menetic will be significantly less than the annual
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Periodic Major Maintenance Costs for City Projects In JAFDP

Major Maintenance Item Frequency Number Cost per element | Funding
(in years) | Proposed in Source
Program
Synthetic Field Surface Replacement 15-20 " 38 $IOM-S1.5M TBD
Lighting Replacement 20 42 S04M-$0.5M TBD
Turf renovation 20 8 $0O6M-S1.0M TBD
Field amenities (may include backstops, Depends on 23 $0.1M-$S0.4M TBD
comfort station, wing fences, etc.) clement
TOTAL (Based on 20 year life cycle) S61.9M-5952 M

'MMﬁm&.ﬂﬂdl&Nmmhmmﬁmw&m'—lﬂh 1997 and 2002.
The Department does not have firsthand knowiedge as to the longevity of these products.

Funding sources for replacement of project elements:

Replacement of any given element could be funded through the Department of Parks and
Recreation Capital Improvement Program; future voter-approved measures, other public grants
or private sources.

Is the legislation subject to public hearing requirements:

Although this program is not subject to public hearing requirements, a public hearing was held
before the Board of Park Commissioners on January 24, 2002.

o




Roa. o . B

City of Seattle

Gregory J. Nickels, Mayor
Office of the Mayor

June 14, 2002

Honorable Peter Steinbrueck
President

Seattle City Council
Municipal Building, 11* Floor

Dear Council President Steinbrueck:
1 am transmitting the attached resolution for Council consideration.

mzmmmr&mwwmumnmn»muma
the City's athletic fields for field users and neighbors. In developing this program, we examined the
Mﬁdmqu»;wwemdmadmomuﬁnwumdnﬁ,
qulhyaﬂnleﬁcﬁelds,anddeacuethewpﬁwmpmdﬁeldnnmmnﬁwmw
adsﬁngﬁeldsandmhhniuthcimpadswneigbbmofﬁddspmpaedﬁlomnddm. The City
mdSuﬂeScbolmmmmhﬁseﬂunjdmlyptwidhgﬁdwuudthm
meet the growing demand for field time and facilities. The 2002 program is an update of the JAFDP
oﬁginallyendonedbytbeCityCmncilinl”7withRuolmion296ﬂ.

mupdnedJAFDPmﬂeanhenﬁmkfaMﬁcum,iduﬁﬁuhmm
ﬁeldmmmdbymmighbamwmmmmmudmd?lhd
School District-owned properties throughout the city. It is primarily a physical development
program. Thismolnﬁmdounm“nmitthecnymfnndiuuypvwbeymdﬁcﬁmﬁufa
prejects previously approved by the City Council. As projects are funded, the Department will
conduct public and environmental review (SEPA) processes to address issues of noise, traffic and
other potential impacts.

mMWMMMWJMMwmumm
awpuﬁdpaﬁmmnﬂeaahadmguwmemhmmc&ywhﬁdﬁ In
-ﬂtnmmﬂwoemmwmmwmmmmua
goals on ficld lighting levels and obtrusive light reduction. The intent of these three policy initiatives
ismﬁnﬂmmpmdmooumnnkymdﬁddusumabmuhdﬁcﬁdddawhpmmndm.

Thank you for your consideration of this legislation. Should you have questions please contact Ken
Bounds at 684-8'022.

B (O L
/

GREG NIRKELS .
of e el

i

An equal employment opportunity, affirmative action employer.

600 Fourth Avenue, 12 Floor, Seattle, WA 98104-1873

Tel: (206) 684-4000, TDD: (206) 684-8811 Fax: (206) 684-5360, E:mail: mayors.office@ci.scattle.wa.us 4t
Accommodations for people with disabilitics provided upon request.
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Resol .tion Number: 30492

A RESOLUTION relati totheDepamnentofPuksdeecmﬁon.endoninsthezmlointAﬁﬂeﬁc
Facilities Development Program (JAFDP) identifying priority athletic field improvements on City and
School District property.

Date introduced/referred: Jul 8, 2002
Status: In Committee

Committee: Parks, Education and Libraries
Sponsor: STEINBRUECK

Index Terms: SCHOOL-DISTRICT-1, INTERLOCAL-AGREEMENTS, FACILITIES, PARKS,
PLANNING, DEPARTMENT-OF-PARKS»AND-RECREATION, OPEN-SPACE -LAND,
RECREATIONAL-ACTIVITIES, RECREATIONAL-FACILITIES, ATHLETIC-FIELDS,
SPORTS=FACILITIES, PLAYGROUNDS-AND-PLAYFIELDS, SPORTS

References/Related Documents: Related: Res 30181, 28763, 30063, 29681

Text

Note to users: (- indicates start of text that has been amended out
-} indicates end of text that has been amended out
{+ indicates start of to-x+ that has been amended in
+) indicates end of text that has been amended in

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION relating to the Department of pParks and Recreation,
endorsing the 2002 Joint Athletic Facilities Development Program
(JAFDP) identifying priority athletic field improvements on City and
School District property.

WHEREAS, by Resolution 28763, the City Council approved the Department
of Parks and Recreation 1993 Functional Plan (COMPLAN) which
established distribution guidelines and proposed improvements
throughout the park system including projects to improve athletic
fields at City and Seattle School District-owned sites for the
purposes of enhancing the city's athletic field system; and

WHEREAS, by Resolution 30181, the City Council adopted the Seattle's
park and Recreation Plan 2000: An Update of the 1993 Parks COMPLAN,
that affirmed the policy direction for increasing the inventory of
safe, quality athletic fields; reviewed distribution guidelines; and
updated proposed athletic field improvement projects at selected

http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/~scripts/nph-brs.exe?sl=&32=&s3=30492&s4=&Scct4=AND&l... 3/9/2004
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