Sprague Field Task Force Meeting Minutes – October 10, 2007
Wellesley High School Library Conference Room

Task Force Members Present: Chris Guiffre (Chair), Donna Dankner, Todd Himstead, Barbara McMahon, Suzi Littlefield, Richard Morse, Tom Brown, Carl Fleisher, Bill Charlton, Greg Mills, Tom Harrington, Curt Smith

Invited Guest: Brenda Barry, ENSR

The meeting was called to order at 7:08. Mr. Guiffre introduced Brenda Barry from ENSR, a firm specializing in consulting, engineering and remediation services in the field of environmental and energy development. Mr. Guiffre had contacted ENSR because of the SFTF desire to gain more information from an independent risk assessor. Ms. Barry shared her resume with the task force and discussed her experience with environmental health and risk assessments, particularly in relation to school issues. The task force provided Ms. Barry with some of the questions that have arisen in regards to synthetic turf use at the Sprague Fields. Ms. Barry described the process of information gathering and analysis she would typically follow and pointed out the report provided would be a risk evaluation.
After the meeting with Ms. Barry, Mr. Guiffre asked for approval of the minutes of the October 3 meeting.

Mr. Guiffre then reported on his conversation with Bill Seymour of Gale Associates to discuss Gale’s ability to perform design work for the area in need of remediation and its flexibility on the master planning proposal presented. Mr. Guiffre reported that Gale would be willing to complete the necessary remediation design work as well as the master planning desired for $21,000. Mr. Guiffre indicated Gale would be able to provide the engineering/design work necessary for the remediation area in time for the Annual Town Meeting in the spring. The SFTF discussed the possibility of securing funding for (a) design work for the remediation area, (b) a master plan for the rest of Sprague Fields, and (c) a health and environmental risk evaluation from a variety of sources, one of them being the School Committee.
Mr. Mills then reported on his conversation with David Dinwoody of the CPC regarding the use of CPC administrative funds for this phase of the project. CPC has been clear that CPC funds be used only for work associated with remediation.  Accordingly, CPC expressed a willingness to consider allocating funds for the design work for the remediation area. Mr. Mills pointed out that the CPC does not need Town Meeting approval for use of administrative funds, but a precedent for using a town meeting approved appropriation exists. For that reason, the School Committee did not pull the place holder from the warrant for the Special Town Meeting, so that the question of whether CPC would provide funds from the administrative fund or via a town meeting approved appropriation could be further explored.
This lead to a discussion of which firm should be selected for the master plan. After discussion, the SFTF agreed, subject to securing funding, to hire Gale for both (a) design work for the remediation area and (b) a master plan for the rest of the Sprague Field Complex, and the SFTF agreed to remove the risk evaluation from Gale’s tasks.  The SFTF agreed that Gale will not provide a recommendation regarding synthetic v. grass turf.
The SFTF then discussed hiring Brenda Barry/ENSR to complete the risk evaluation. After discussion, subject to funding, the SFTF agreed to hire ENSR for the risk evaluation.
Ms. Neilson and Mr. Himstead then began the report from the Usage sub-group with a detailed report on the daily usage of the fields by the Sprague community, as reflected in the report attached hereto as Exhibit A.  The need for field space as well as other perceived playground deficiencies were outlined, some of which could potentially be addressed by a master plan. Mr. Harrington reported the youth soccer program now has approximately 1900 participants in the spring and 1600 in the fall. The soccer program has had to cut back on usage at Sprague because of the field conditions (and refs refusing to work there.) He also reported that the lease at Elm Bank is tenuous, that Wellesley youth soccer teams are being allowed to use the fields with no real lease at the moment.  If the lease renewal fails, 800 kids will have to come back to town fields to play, with the result being the likelihood of moving to a reduced program with more try-outs for teams. Sprague fields are used extensively by the boys’ lacrosse program with between 80 and 100 boys in each of the three age groups using the fields for practices and games. Mr. Smith outlined the youth baseball leagues need for full-sized diamonds that don’t overlap with soccer fields, citing safety as an issue. Mr. Fleischer reported that the Sprague fields are the preferred location for Recreation Department’ s summer programs and are also used by a number of private camp program run through the Rec. Department. Neighborhood uses include walking, jogging, dog walking and recreational activities. It was pointed out that the fields are never rested. A usage report of the Sprague Fields by the Middle School and High School programs will be shared at a later meeting.
Mr. Fleischer gave an overview of how the SFTF can begin to think about possible financing options for the remediation of the Sprague Fields. He pointed out that the approach this year is completely different from last year where one option was proposed and the CPC was willing to fund 1/3 of the cost of the project.  This year the different town entities will be looking at three different options and each of the town boards will have to decide what portion of which option they will be able to fund. A new application will have to be made to the CPC; user fees will have to be discussed and agreed upon by the youth athletic boards; the Town will have to decide whether the project can be funded within the Prop. 2 ½ limit or if the Town will have to raise and appropriate the money outside the limit.  The importance of knowing the bottom line for each of the different options was stressed so that a clear picture can be presented to the Town.
The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 p.m.

SPRAGUE SCHOOL USAGE OF SPRAGUE FIELDS

Interviews:

1. WCCC After-School Site Coordinator, Sprague, Lily Kruskal 

2. Inclusion Support at Sprague (ISS, a townwide program for kids with sensory and motor needs) Director, Kathy Reilly (more detailed conversation to come)
3. Sprague PE Teacher, Margaret Flitsch

4. PTO Co-President, Jen Bowman

5. Past Member of Sprague School Council, Jessica Fixler

6. Environmental Science Coordinator, Nancy Perlmutter

7. Past Committee Chair, Playground Committee, Chris Pasko

8. A sampling of 15+ Sprague parents

Summary of Usage:

Regular, year-round uses:

1. Walkers cross fields to get to school

2. Before school play 

3. Morning classroom lineup

4. Recesses (2 or 3 per day for 18 classrooms)

5. PE (2 days per week for 4th- and 5th-graders)

6. Adaptive PE for ISS program (weekly during Spring and Fall)

7. WCCC after school program (for 53 Sprague and Hunnewell kids) has outside time daily and formal games on the fields weekly. 

8. Informal after school play (soccer, football, tag, baseball), often until 4:00 or 5:00

9. Walkers cross fields to go home

10. Parents use fields for dog playgroup during and after drop-off.

Seasonal uses:

1. Back-to-school picnic

2. 2 Field Days in the Spring 

3. Kinderkick Wednesdays in the spring

4. End-of-year parties for each of the 18 classrooms (ice cream, wiffleball, kickball, etc.)

5. WCCC year-end barbecue, relay races, etc.

6. End-of-school picnics

Sampling of Usage Concerns:

Competing after-school uses

1. WCCC uses the fields frequently after school.

2. WCCC has limited access to the gymnasium because of Kids’ Time activities and Winter Basketball and so needs the outside space.

3. Kids and their parents stay after school for play—using the structure, the picnic area, and the fields.  This is an important time for building school community.  A high-use field adjacent to Sprague would reduce this opportunity.

4. Elementary school kids shouldn’t have to play right next to Middle School or High School games for safety concerns.

5. Middle School athletes start using the fields before Sprague dismissal, sometimes during an end-of-day recess.

The need for more recess play space at Sprague

6. Sprague hosts the ISS but does not have a handicap-accessible play structure (just one swing.)

7. Recess behavior has been a problem because schoolyard has so few “features” such as swings, structures, trees, etc.  

8. The current play structure is built for K, 1st- and 2nd-graders; it’s too low and small for 3rd- 4th- and 5th-graders.

9. Sprague has added an optional “inside recess” because there are few outside play options.

10. Sprague needs more play structures and the only place for them is the field area.

11. The play area can get extremely crowded during school; at times two-thirds of the 380 kids are outside at the same time.

Environmental and health concerns

12. Synthetic turf would reduce habitat for ground rodents and their predators such as red-tail hawks—a common sight during 1st-grade Nature Walks focused on birds.

13. A known poisonous material should not be so close to elementary schools.

14. Keeping kids off of a synthetic field—even set one field-width away from the school—would require too much policing by teachers.

15. The only natural environment at Sprague is the grass...we have asphalt and rubber surface...turf would eliminate the grass.

Wellesley Elementary Schools’ Play Areas
	School
	Enrollment
	Play Structure Area*
	Available Fields*
	Other Features

	Bates
	354
	11,147 sf
	169,599 sf
	Boulder brook reservation, creek, woods, sledding hill

	Fiske
	430

(incl. 101 Pre-K)
	34,191
	50,976
	Wooded corner of play area, courtyard, many structures

	Hardy
	285
	20,964
	74,595
	Woods, extensive structures, shade trees

	Hunnewell
	324
	43,366
	48,013
	Creek, Japanese garden, shade trees, many structures

	Schofield
	380
	13,080
	101,841
	Full-size basketball court, 3 tennis courts, woods, sledding hill

	Sprague
	394
	3,411
	Depends on SFTF
	2 hoops

	Upham
	252
	19,785
	29,235

(not including back baseball field)
	Woods, near baseball field

	*Estimates based on GoogleEarth measurements


