MINUTES

THOMPSON ROAD ATHLETIC COMPLEX

RECREATION & PARKS SUBCOMMITTEE

AVON ROOM TOWN HALL

AUGUST 7, 2014
I. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 AM by Chairman Peter Ponziani in the Avon Room, Town Hall Bldg. 1. Members present: Chairman Peter Ponziani and David Jadovich. Member absent: Todd Donovan. Alternate member absent: Donald Droppo. Also in attendance were town staff members Town Manager Brandon Robertson, Assistant Town Manager Steve Bartha, Town Engineer Larry Baril, Director of Public Works Bruce Williams, Recreation & Park Director Ruth Checko and Director of Athletics and Student Activities Gregory Ferry. In addition were BSC Group Landscape Architect Jesse Harris, Manager of Landscape Architecture and Project Manager Luke McCoy, President of Avon’s Taxpayer Association Flo Stahl and several residents. 
II. MINUTES OF PRECEDING MEETING – July 8, 2014

VOTE: Mr. Jadovich motioned, Mr. Bartha seconded and Mr. Ponziani agreed to accept the July 8th minutes as presented. 

III. COMMUNICATION FROM AUDIENCE

Comments and questions will be discussed after the landscape architect’s presentation. 

IV. COMMUNICATION FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS
None at this time.

V. ARCHITECT UPDATE a. Project Timeline and Milestones (Phase I), b. Site Conditions Update, c. Presentation and Conceptual Designs, d. Committee and Community input on presentation

Mr. McCoy began his presentation with the project’s timeline. He noted that we are in the evaluation and programming stage with the schematic design, taking input from a number of schemes, resulting in a master plan. He continued that the purpose of the meeting is to take everyone’s wants and needs in order to arrive at the desired plan for the project. From there, he said we’d move into the referendum stage where we’d bring it to a vote in order to appropriate the money for the project. If approved, the project will move into Phase II which is the actual design and construction documents and permitting which need to be in place before it can go out to bid and be constructed. He continued that the goal is to go into fall for a referendum and late fall and early winter with the design of the project. Mr. Bartha clarified that the key for this group is to present a schematic design to the Town Council for approval and that a referendum would only be needed if the Council decides to go through with this project. He also said the role of the architect would be to conduct meetings in order to provide information about the project if approved. Mr. Bartha summarized that we were currently in Phase I of the project with a timeline of the fall and Phase II would occur if the Town Council decided to go forward, and that there was no plan for a referendum at this time. Mr. Robertson offered that the referendum process could go fairly quickly but that it’d need to through the Town Council with the approval of the Board of Finance and that we didn’t have a project yet to give it a timeframe. Mr. Robertson concurred with Mr. Bartha that the timeline presented was for illustrative purposes at this time. He added that a decision would have to be made first whether to go forward with the project. Mr. McCoy stressed that the plan would involve everyone’s input before it would go to Phase II. 
Mr. McCoy presented an aerial shot of the site showing the location of an existing storage building. Working with the Engineering Department produced several archived surveys of the site. He continued the presentation by discussing the original master plan and statement of needs, stating that the main piece was to provide a multi-purpose all-weather field to support football, soccer, lacrosse, field hockey (high school and below) and community sports (those who’d want to rent it) and youth groups. Needs also included lighting, utilities, bleachers, a press box and scoreboard. A natural grass practice field would replace a baseball field – full or half size. Mr. McCoy continued with pedestrian and vehicular circulation around the site, access to the bike path and adequate parking, which could include overflow off the site parking at the school(s). A concourse and gathering space, playscape and ticket booth were to be considered. He continued with fencing, public restroom(s) and concession facilities, irrigation, proper buffer zones (considering aesthetics as well), ADA compliance and storage options (renovate the current building, placement of locker space or new). The wish list included home and away locker rooms and an eight lane running track. 

Mr. McCoy presented several concepts A – H based on the statement of needs. Each concept showed placement of a main field with a full or half practice field in various configurations, discussing the advantages and disadvantages. The number of parking spaces, buffering, location of concession or playscape, orientation of the playing fields, keeping the existing storage building or creating new, access to the bike path, entrances and exits were among the factors that would change with each layout. Mr. McCoy noted the front setback as being 60’ which would provide a nice buffer between the facility and the roadway. Concepts G and H included a wish list item which is to add a track and team rooms which increase the size of the main field but would reduce the space for a full practice field. He noted the question of whether the track would be a full event size or a secondary one relying on the high school to hold the full events which do include shot put, discus and javelin. 
Mr. Ponziani noted that most of the schemes had two entrances. Mr. McCoy said that entrances could be redesigned as preferred. Mr. Williams noted that there’d have to be enough space for truck trailers to access the storage building as this was not reflected on the concepts. Mr. Robertson reminded that team rooms would have to meet Title 9, 6 and ADA regulations. Mr. McCoy noted that Title 9 means that everything is equal for both the men and women. 
A member of the audience (unidentified) questioned the cutting of trees in order to fit in closer to the south end of the property line. Mr. McCoy stated that trees could be cut in order to fit in all of the amenities of the statement of needs. He added that they were not going all the way to the property line in that direction as there were wetlands in that area. He added that he’d be able to show better, given a detailed survey later and that a survey showing wetlands will be necessary for zoning and wetlands approvals. Another member (unidentified) asked if Concept H would provide room for discus, shot and javelin. Mr. McCoy said some changes would be needed and that javelin requires lots of room and could possibly be played on a turf field as well but was not recommended. He added that they like to keep those outside of the main field because of possible injury to other players not paying attention, and space would be lost in accommodating these sports. Ms. Davenport (92 Somerset Drive) asked what these would cost. Mr. McCoy said he couldn’t say at this point as we’d need to narrow down one plan. He added too, that he didn’t want cost to drive the design but would rely on feedback to come up with a plan and then decide from there where to add or subtract. Mr. Ferry of the High School commended Mr. McCoy on the designs particularly liking the two full fields, as this concept would allow the greatest diversity for use. He added that Concept D would allow more parking where bigger events could be held. Mr. Ponziani clarified that the hopes were to present one of the plans to the Town Council. Mr. Bartha reminded those present that the charge was to bring back a recommended layout or layouts with associated costs, but not detailed cost estimates for every schematic design. Mr. McCoy concurred as the plans presented were to address the statement of needs first and foremost. Mr. Bartha remarked that many of the features – field, parking, utilities, etc. – would likely not vary much in cost from one concept to the next, but that rebuilding vs. renovating vs. constructing a new storage building or adding the playscape could pose a larger variance. Mr. Bartha added that asking for eight price proposals was not part of this conceptual phase of the project.
Ms. Stahl questioned if the presentation would be again given to the Town Council at their August 12th meeting. Mr. Ponziani said no, that the purpose of this meeting was to agree on one plan for presentation, with the help of the community. Mr. Bartha clarified that this was the first meeting where there were drawings to see and that it could take several meetings for the committee to feel comfortable to present to the Town Council, who could then say too much and come back with a different option. Ms. Stahl asked if it was fair to say that a recommendation would not be presented to the Town Council at their next meeting. Mr. Bartha clarified that it was correct but that they would get an update on the status of the project. He added that the next meeting would see a slightly different set of drawings to discuss and eventually have one concept with which to move forward. Ms. Stahl asked Mr. McCoy if he could give an umbrella cost or estimate. Mr. McCoy said they could provide a range but that it’d take time, time providing a wide range of scenarios for a plan that hadn’t even been chosen. He added that they were not at a point where they could put costs to it. Mr. Bartha assured Ms. Stahl that a cost would be coming but that it was premature to speculate. 
Ms. Davenport asked if road construction would or should be a part of the project if the road would have to be changed to accommodate the facility. Mr. McCoy said that it would be a separate project and that typically a full traffic study wouldn’t be done until there is a full designed plan which wouldn’t happen until after the referendum. He added that the number of parking spaces and not being located on a highway were under the threshold of having to consult the State Traffic Commission as well. Ms. Herbst (110 Thompson Road) asked for clarification as to what point can the residents make an informed decision on a plan that does not include a traffic study that could possibly include road improvements. Mr. McCoy said you won’t necessarily get that from a traffic study as they only study traffic flows, peaks and dips. His design will include sight lines with driveways coming in and out. Mr. McCoy reminded that this site was previously used by a manufacturing company with driveways in it. 
Ms. Herbst had two concerns: 1) noise and 2) concepts C,D,F and H don’t show a tree buffer. Mr. McCoy said the amount of buffer is what will affect the amount of noise. Ms. Herbst vehemently objected to the placement of the playscape in Concept C as closest to the road, as this is an invitation to predators. Ms. Davenport questioned the distance the press box could be heard. Mr. McCoy said he hadn’t gotten that far and if a sound system was in it or not. He reminded that today’s meeting was to get feedback to what was liked or missed and then get into further details. Ms. Stahl asked if all of the options included lighting and their placement. Mr. McCoy answered yes; it was included and placed at the game field and not the practice one, parking lots and walkways for an event with enough to meet the code requirements, with an eye to reducing spillage, white wash and glare. Ms. Stahl asked if burying conduits were factored into the costs. He answered that the plan was to have all of the utilities underground but that it could be brought up from the Town as a way of reducing the costs if they felt the cost was too high. Ms. Stahl questioned the sewage connection. Mr. McCoy said they were looking in to tie to the sewer system and looking to the electrical system as well in estimating their costs. 
Mr. Ponziani remarked that to get the maximum use of the space the half fields don’t make sense. Mr. Jadovich would like to have all of the parking in one area. Mr. Prete (58 Meadow Ridge) asked Mr. McCoy which concept was the best fit for the space, given his expertise. Mr. McCoy liked the idea of sacrificing some parking spaces for more room for the green space or buffers, given that people could park at the schools and be shuttled, aware that there’d be an added cost to the shuttling. He continued that half sized fields give the towns a limited benefit and don’t get used as much. Mr. McCoy likes the concourse and bus drop off, using the space for booster space or concession area. Cost wise, it’d be advantageous to keep the storage building where renovation square foot cost is better than new. He’d like to incorporate the team room storage under the bleachers to save site space. He continued that orientation is important to prevent impairing one team or the other by looking into the sun. Mr. Ponziani suggested Concept D and asked Mr. McCoy what changes could be done to maximize his preferences. Mr. McCoy said the parking could shrink to allow the playscape to be incorporated into the concourse area which would also preserve the buffers and keep the parking all together and still connect to the bike trail. Mr. Ferry cautioned that shrinking the available parking presents the complication of shuttling to and fro when big events are scheduled. He reminded too that the equipment to groom the turf field would have to be stored somewhere as well. Mr. McCoy said that all of these things would be considered.
A member of the audience (unidentified) said she was under the impression that the facility would accommodate all of the athletics and cautioned the switch over from the NCC to the CCC for track leaves the high school as inadequate to hold home games. She continued that to keep this in mind in the design, that a lack of track would impair the teams to participate in home games if they are not included in the new facility and that this will become an issue. 

Ms. Stahl asked Mr. McCoy what his firm had worked up for drainage impact. Mr. McCoy explained that the turf field acts as a large bathtub or retention pond. Water is retained and then infiltrated back to the ground to recharge the wetlands. He continued that in the event of a large storm the water is collected and then discharged at a slower rate, than as a bombardment, through a series of pipes and stone layers under the field. Ms. Herbst commented that they are on wells. Mr. McCoy said that the system mimics what happens now but without the sheeting that takes place in a major rainstorm. Ms. Herbst asked what impact the rubber had on the water system. He said there were a number of studies that show there are no adverse effects, as it is collected and seeps back into the ground. Mr. Harris added that reducing parking spaces could create more space to add rain gardens and soils that could help to filter rainwater as well. Ms. Stahl commented that basically the flows from the fields and parking lot would go south towards the wetlands. Mr. McCoy clarified that yes it would but would also get infiltrated and down. 

Ms. Davenport feared the safety and cost that shuttling would bring. She said children will not wait for the shuttle and will walk along the darkened road or on people’s property and she’d like to see more parking spaces on the site. 

Mr. Burns (104 Thompson Road) offered that he could narrow the decision by 50%. Concepts A,C,D and H are not acceptable because of the entrance and exit because of the gully in the road between the two where sight is impaired.

Ms. Stahl offered that she has gone on the internet and viewed both sides of artificial turf surfaces, saying that either side stands behind their opinion and that the jury is still out on this.

Mr. Bartha summarized that there seems to be consensus that Concept D appears to be the best fit with the statement of needs. Mr. Ponziani thanked everyone for coming to the meeting offering their input. Mr. Bartha will notify everyone with the next meeting date by e-mail and asked if anyone else would like to be notified.
VI. NEW BUSINESS

None.

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

None.

VIII. ADJOURN

VOTE: Mr. Jadovich motioned, Mr. Ponziani seconded and agreed to end the meeting at 8:50 AM.
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