Woodside Elementary School District

Update on Field Renovation Project

Background on the Field Renovation Project

The following provides background information about the open and public process, which

took place over the course of a year, by which Woodside School determined that the fields should

be renovated with synthetic turf. Additional information regarding environmental and safety

questions is presented in the Questions and Answers below. At the Woodside School Board meeting

in May 2006, the Board approved the formation of a Field Advisory Committee to assist the district

in determining the size and type of renovated fields. The Committee was asked to study the issues

and make recommendations to the School Board. The May 16, 2006 Wednesday Bulletin reported

this information to the school community. At the August 2006 School Board meeting, the Board

approved the committee members which included the representatives from eleven different school

and community organizations. Seven of the eleven representatives have children who play on the

fields. They included the following people:

CYSA (Dene Rowell)

AYSO (John Novitsky)

Lacrosse (Jane Russell)

Alpine-Menlo Little League (Dave Denier)

School Physical Education program (Kathy Jones)

School Middle School sports program (Steve Frank)

School Climate Committee (Kevin Kinsella)

Town of Woodside resident (Frank York)

Woodside Recreation Committee (Richard Mainz)

Woodside School Foundation (Bret Waters)

Woodside School Parent Teacher Association (Chris Schumacher)

Woodside Assistant Superintendent (Tim Hanretty)

Woodside Superintendent and Principal (Dan Vinson)

Carter Warr, Architect of Record

The Field Advisory Committee studied the issues and received input from a number of

outside organizations, including the California Department of Fish & Game (responsible for

protecting fish and wildlife in the creek), a local organization chartered with preserving creeks in

Woodside, and schools in the Central Valley who have installed Field Turf (to discuss mitigation

during very hot weather). Committee members gathered information and met three times in

September and November 2006. The November 15, 2006 Wednesday Bulletin reported that the

Field Committee was studying the costs and benefits of installing synthetic turf versus natural grass.

The School Board, at their regularly scheduled public and open monthly meetings (agenda items are

posted in advance at the school office) received monthly updates on the school construction project

including the field renovation project. Updates relative to the field project included financial

information, design presentations by the project architect and the manufacturer of the synthetic turf

and input from environmental organizations regarding water run-off to the nearby creek. Field

Committee Members also made presentations to the Woodside School Foundation Board and the

Parent Teacher Association during this time. After several months of study and deliberation, the

Field Advisory Committee unanimously recommended that Woodside School renovate the two

fields using synthetic turf. (The natural grass field which is part of Willie McCovey baseball field

will remain natural grass.)

The Committee’s decision was based on the following findings.

1. Woodside fields are in constant demand and continuous use by both Woodside School

students and Woodside community members, and the heavy field use takes a toll on the

grass and field conditions and requires continuous and costly maintenance.

2. During the winter and spring months, the grass fields are closed for at least two to three

months so the fields can repair themselves from the heavy fall playing season. In

addition, after this rest period the fields are closed whenever they become wet from rain.

The intent of these additional closures is to protect the fields against destructive

conditions and protect children from slipping and hurting themselves. Even with this

care, it is often necessary to rest the fields for another 4-6 weeks in the summer.

Synthetic turf drains very quickly, and can be played on even right after a torrential

downpour. The fields would be open to children and the community year round and

would not be off limits during the rainy winter months. The fields would also be in

much better shape, without ruts and holes.

3. Winter months are especially hard on primary students in grades 1-3 who find their play

area greatly reduced when fields are closed. Synthetic turf would keep their play space

less crowded and safer during the winter months, both on the less crowded blacktop and

on the drained, non-slippery field.

4. Even with all the closures and other care taken to preserve the existing fields, natural

grass fields become rutted and uneven in just a few years. Woodside’s P.E. teacher

spoke to the Committee about how the uneven surface of our grass fields (often damaged

during the winter) causes a lot of twisted angles and knees. The artificial turf would

remain safer and reduce injury for the life of the field.

5. The Committee also concluded that the expensive monthly and annual maintenance costs

to water, fertilize, mow, and re-seed the grass fields would be eliminated if turf fields

were installed. Right now, it costs the school more than $50,000/year to have an outside

firm maintain the grass fields. And even with that expense, our fields are frequently in

poor condition. This doesn’t even include the cost of the water. The maintenance of

synthetic fields can be performed by WES’s existing maintenance staff and will be a

fraction of the cost.

6. In addition, the Field Advisory Committee highlighted the many environmental

advantages of turf fields over grass fields. Committee members also talked to the

Department of Fish & Game and a Bear Creek watershed organization who pointed out

that synthetic fields do not require fertilizers or herbicides, which contain nitrates and

other chemicals that pollute both groundwater and the Bear Creek behind the field.

Nitrates adversely impact water quality in Bear Creek and degrade the aquatic habitat for

fish and fauna. Synthetic fields, on the other hand, eliminate the need for fertilizers,

herbicides, and other polluting chemicals. In addition, since synthetic fields do not

require constant irrigation, like grass fields, substantial water conservation would result

providing a positive impact on the environment. A subsurface drainage system below

the turf field will increase the percolation of natural rainfall to groundwater and reduce

sheet-flow runoff from the field to Bear Creek behind the fields, resulting in less erosion

of creek banks.

7. The Committee also considered the issue of heat on hot days, where the field surface can

be hotter than the air temperature. Committee members spoke to schools in the Central

Valley (where it gets really hot) that have installed Field Turf and discussed ways in

which they mitigated the heat. Based on these discussions, the Committee learned that

the installation of sweeper sprinklers around the fields would reduce the temperature on

hot days and recommended that sprinklers be installed on the Woodside fields, which

has been done.

8. The Committee discussed the aesthetic issue of renovating the fields with synthetic turf

at great length because everyone wanted to preserve the unique, rural character of

Woodside. The Committee concluded that the fields would not degrade Woodside’s

beautiful campus and that when the project is complete, with all the portable classrooms

removed, the whole rear of the campus will be opened-up, and will be spectacular (wide

open green space (the entire McCovey Field area will remain natural grass) - no fences,

just beautiful oak trees, green fields, and the creek watershed behind. In addition, the

Committee decided to have very limited permanent markings on the fields so as to

maintain a more natural look of grass.

In the end, it was the unanimous decision of the Field Committee that the community

benefits from renovating the fields with synthetic turf were very compelling, and they

recommended to the Board that both fields be renovated with synthetic turf. The Committee

reported that it had weighed the benefits of synthetic turf with the one downside of a hotter field on

some limited days, and concluded that Woodside has few really hot days (far fewer than the Central

Valley schools they talked with which have synthetic turf fields and are very happy that they do)

and the heat issue would be further mitigated by installing a perimeter sprinkler system.

During this process, no one ever expressed any opposition to renovating the fields with

synthetic turf at any of the open and publicly held School Board meetings, and based on the

recommendations of the Woodside District administration, the Field Committee, and presentations

made at Board meetings, the School Board unanimously voted to approve the budget and design for

the field renovation project including the installation of synthetic turf at the March 13, 2007 School

Board meeting. The School then entered into a contract with FieldTurf to install the synthetic turf.

After the Board had approved the renovation of the fields with synthetic turf, the Board received

communications from one Woodside resident expressing opposition to renovating the field with

synthetic turf, including a guest editorial, by the same person, in the Country Almanac. Even after

the editorial in the Country Almanac, only one other Woodside resident communicated to the

School Board opposition to the synthetic turf fields.

At this time, Field Turf has already removed the grass, leveled the fields, installed the

subterranean drainage system, installed the perimeter irrigation system, and prepared the soil to

install the synthetic surface. The fields were specifically designed and engineered for the

application of a synthetic surface, and most of these specifications are not appropriate for a grass

field. The turf fields will be available for use by August when school begins. In the last few days,

the School Board received an email raising health and safety concerns with synthetic turf surfaces.

We hope the following information addresses the questions raised. If you have further concerns or

questions, please contact Dan Vinson at dvinson@woodside.k12.ca.us or 851-1571 x297 or

Kimberly McMorrow at kmcmorrow@wsgr.com or 565-3520.

Questions and Answers:

What is the environmental impact of FieldTurf?

This was one of the drivers behind the decision to put in synthetic turf. Bear Creek that runs behind

Woodside School is an environmentally sensitive ecosystem (one of the last remaining steelhead

runs), and our fields drain directly into the creek. Right now, that runoff includes chemical

fertilizers and pesticides used on the grass. With the new surface, the runoff will be pure rainwater,

drained through percolation rock and collected in caches under the field. The environmental

advantages for the creek will be tremendous, which was one of the primary concerns of the school's

science teacher and the Department of Fish and Game. There will also be an environmental benefit

in conserving water and a substantial reduction in irrigation water usage (non-native grass requires

lots and lots of irrigation). In addition, less energy will be used in mowing the grass fields.

Will the rubber pellets wash into the creek?

The rubber pellets used by FieldTurf are constructed using a mixture of cryogenic rubber, Nike

grind (recycled athletic shoes) and sand. These two materials bond together and keep each other

from leaving the field. The sand acts as ballast for the field, since it is heavier than rubber, keeping

everything from rising up when saturated. Also, cryogenically processed rubber is round, (as

opposed to shredded tire rubber), which means less nooks and crannies for air bubbles to attach to.

FieldTurf has never had a problem with rubber pellets floating away. In fact, fields that have

flooded, (such as New Orleans), were simply brushed and ready for use after the flood waters

receded. Because the system drains vertically and the sand/rubber mix does not float it doesn’t

leave the installation. The backing of the FieldTurf carpet is a micro-porous membrane that the

sand and rubber cannot go through; only the water goes through the membrane. The drain system

under the fields will tie into large water retention pipes which allow the rainwater to slowly return

to the aquifer below the school campus.

Will run-off from the fields negatively impact the creek?

A study done for King County Water and Land Resources Division in Seattle, Washington by

AMEC Environmental, Inc. demonstrated that the water runoff from two Field Turf fields had no

effect on or toxicity to the test organisms and met all State and Federal water quality standards. An

article cited in http://www.collegenews.org/x1939.xml which describes a preliminary study done

by Alison Draper, formerly of Bucknell University did not study cryogenically processed rubber

pellets. Draper tested actual used tires and ground tire tread from a company in Mississippi that

uses the tire powder to make concrete. (Conversation with Allison Draper 7-11-07). Her study is

not relevant or applicable to determining the impact on fish from cryogenically made rubber pellets.

Both the California Department of Fish & Game, the regulatory agency charged with responsibility

to protect fish and wildlife and the local creek protection organization spoke of the benefits to Bear

Creek of converting the grass fields to synthetic fields.

Is the artificial turf surface combustible?

Flammability research identifies two possible ways in which building materials might become

involved in a fire situation. The first situation is where the material is the first item ignited, and the

possibility of propagating flame from a small igniting source; for example, where the flame from a

dropped match would spread across the floor to ignite furniture, draperies, wall coverings, etc. It is

generally accepted that this situation is adequately measured and controlled by Federal Standard FF

1-70, which was enacted into law in 1970. This standard, is now under jurisdiction of the Consumer

Product Safety Commission (CPSC) and is referenced in 16 CFR 1630. This is the Pill Burn test

and when run through this test FieldTurf meets this standard.

The second flammability situation associated with building materials is the behavior of the material

in the presence of a fully developed fire radiating heat down onto the material in conjunction with

an advancing flame front. This is called the Radient test and it has been adopted in the Basic

Building Code of Building Officials and Code Administrators International, Inc. (BOCA), the

Standard Building Code of Southern Building Code Congress International, Inc. (SBCC), the Life

Safety Code of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), and the Uniform Fire Code of the

International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO). The test method has also been accepted by

the American Association of Testing and Materials (ASTM) and the National Fire Protection

Association (NFPA) and is identified as ASTM E-648 and NFPA-253 respectively. Moreover, the

test method has been adopted by virtually all federal agencies. When submitted to this test,

FieldTurf passes at the level appropriate to carpet installed at day care centers, hotels, dormitories,

and apartment buildings.

Are synthetic fields warmer than natural grass fields?

Similar to a rubber-surfaced or asphalt-based tennis courts, the FieldTurf fields will be warmer than

the air on a hot day. As experienced on a tennis court or the black top, this is most noticeable when

the ambient temperatures approach or exceed 100. The cause of this heat is the UV rays of the sun

heating up the surface. Once the sun is no longer shining on the surface the heat dissipates quickly.

In the late afternoon, when our fields are in the shade, the surface won’t be any warmer than the

ambient air. The Field Committee consulted with schools in the Central Valley on strategies for

mitigating the heat on hot days. Watering the fields prior to these extreme heat conditions reduces

the heat. According to test done by Penn State Department of Crop and Soil Science

http://cropsoil.psu.edu/mcnitt/infill8.cfm, the base of the fields (without the benefit of irrigation)

were typically 30 degrees warmer than the air temperature; however, temperature readings 3 feet

above the surface were the same as the temperature three feet above natural grass. When the field

was watered, the temperature dropped significantly.

There will be days in August, September, May and June that air temperature could potentially be in

the 90’s while school is in session. When such weather is forecasted, it will be possible to irrigate

the fields prior to use at lunch when and if necessary. This is a trade off in exchange for the use of

the fields December through March. Grass fields have to be closed during the winter months to

protect them from being destroyed when they are wet and to allow them to ‘rest’ from heavy fall

use. In addition, these fields have to be irrigated and ‘rested’ from June to August in order to

recover from the spring use.

How is artificial turf cleaned? Do synthetic turf fields contain higher bacteria counts than

natural grass fields?

As discussed above, spilled beverages and animal droppings occur on synthetic fields just as they

do on grass fields. The subterranean drainage system of the synthetic turf field is designed to drain

at a very high rate--52” an hour—much faster than a grass field, so any liquids will drain quickly

down into the subsurface. Maintenance of the fields includes brushing the fields with a grooming

machine that sweeps up and removes garbage and waste. The sprinklers will cleanse off the fields

and diluted matter will percolate down into the subsurface drainage system. FieldTurf can be

cleaned using any soaps or cleansers we believe appropriate.

Science News Online http://www.sciencenews.org/articles/20050205/fob5.asp did not conclude that

artificial turf was the source of staph infections suffered by professional football players. The source

of the staph infections was not found and the medical liaison for the NFL noted that football players

can come into contact with bacteria in the locker room and in the community at large. In fact, a

recent August 2006 Penn State Study concluded that fewer bacterium were present on the fibers of

synthetic turf than on natural turfgrass. The Penn State Study found low overall microbial

populations in the synthetic turf systems. The microbe population of the natural turfgrass far

exceeded anything found in the synthetic turf fibers. The lack of irrigation and periods of warm

temperatures make the synthetic turf surface much less hospitable to the growth of bacteria than

natural turf. Staphylococcus aureus bacterium were not found on any of the playing surfaces tested,

however, staphylococcus aureus bacterium was found on towels, weight equipment, and blocking

pads used by athletes in the locker rooms of natural fields. The evidence shows that bacteria are

more prevalent on natural grass fields.

Is artificial turf abrasive?

Artificial turf has come a long way since it was first developed years ago. FieldTurf has developed a

surface based on a proprietary polyethylene “alloy” fiber engineered specifically for this

application. This fiber has a very low Abrasion Index. When tested it performs like grass. It is

important to remember there are many types of artificial turf on the market. One of the reasons

FieldTurf was selected was because of its low abrasiveness.

Is the rubber toxic and harmful to people?

The rubber pellets used in Woodside’s fields will include Nike Grind (rubber recycled from athletic

shoes) and recycled rubber tires which have been cryogenically processed. Synthetic turf pellets are

made with either an ambient or cryogenic process. Field Turf uses only the more expensive

cryogenically processed rubber because of its superior performance. Cryogenic processing involves

cooling down rubber tires or tire chips with liquid nitrogen to a temperature of below -80 C (-112

F). The rubber becomes brittle and steel and fiber are easily removed using magnets, screens and

density techniques. The extensive recycling process eliminates all metallic and polyester residues.

Scrap tire is used for roofing material, mats, footwear, bedding, shoe soles, and athletic surfaces

such as running tracks, riding arenas, playgrounds and racetracks.

The study done for the King County Water and Land Resources Division in Seattle, Washington by

AMEC Environmental, Inc. demonstrated that the water runoff from two Field Turf fields had no

effect on or toxicity to the test organisms and met all State and Federal water quality standards. A

study by Dr. Junfeng Zhang of Rutgers University has been cited to state that a Field Turf surface in

Manhattan contained toxic metals. However, the sample was not from a Field Turf field. The

sample was collected from a competing product, A-Turf from a field in New York City. See

http://www.precaution.org/lib/06/prn_toxins_in synthetic_turf.060831.htm. Moreover, the rubber

pellets were tested by applying a solvent (nitric acid) on the rubber and then extracting out the

substance and cooking it in a high-efficiency microwave oven. This study is not relevant or

applicable to determining whether the rubber pellets in their ordinary condition and use will leach

out chemicals. The rubber pellets in the turf field will not be subject to extraction by chemical

process or extreme heat. If the pellets were to be ingested, they would pass through the body

untouched as the human digestive system is unable to breakdown the material.

An air monitoring study done at La Jolla High School’s FieldTurf synthetic field in March 2001

looked at whether quartz silica dust is generated from the field while in use. Quartz silica was not

detected, and the certified industrial hygienist who conducted the study concluded that the Field

Turf product does not pose a reasonable risk of silicosis. A Swedish Study of KemI dated 3/06

looked at the use of recycled rubber pellets in indoor stadiums and found that the concentrations of

lead and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons were below the established safe guidelines for

occupational exposure and for the natural environment, and, thus that there are no risks involved

following exposure by air. The Swedish government has not phased out the use of synthetic turf

fields.

What are the other changes in the campus landscaping plan?

The cement in the inner campus will be replaced with natural grass, curved retaining wall seating

and pavers. The grass shaded by the existing trees will be available for children to use for relaxing

during recess and as an extension of the classroom. The large paved area in front of the library will

also be replaced with a combination of pavers and grass. The addition of all this grass and the

removal of the asphalt will cool down the areas closer to the buildings and provide children not

interested in playing on the fields or blacktop during recess a nice place to congregate. In addition

we still have the creek, garden, Willy McCovey field, and the unlandscaped rim of the campus.

Even with half the portables gone, it is clear we have many beautiful oaks, previously hidden or in

accessible, that can now be enjoyed.
