
FAQs for the Proposed Facility Renovations  
 
What Is the Board Recommending? 
How Much Will This Cost? 
Why Now?  
How Will the Cost Impact Taxes? 
How Does This Expense Fit Into the General School Budget? 
Does This Tax Count Against the 2% Property Tax Cap? 
Why is the Renovation of Reynolds Field in the Same Proposal as the Renovation of the 
Buildings? 
Why Not Have a Multi-Part Vote? 
If the Proposal is Approved, Can the Money Be Spent on Projects not Listed in the Bond 
Resolution?  
What Happens if the Proposal Is Not Approved? 
How Did the District Identify the Projects?  
Have there been changes to the Building projects since this proposal was first presented to 
the community? 
Have There Been Changes to the Reynolds Field Project Since this Proposal Was First 

Presented to the Community? 
Where Can I See Examples of What You Are Proposing? 
How Will The District Finance This Proposal? 
What Is The Timing Of This Process?  
Will Community Access to the Track and Field Be Changed? 
Has the District Engaged in the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) Process?  
How Does the Footprint of the Regulation Track Compare to the Existing Track?  
Why Change the Shape of the Current Track? 
What Existing Trees/Undergrowth Will Be Impacted by the Proposed Work?  
How Will the Tennis Courts be Affected?  
Why Not Put the Track on the Burke Estate?  
Are Any Changes to Parking Planned?  
What Kind of Seating Will Replace the Existing Cement Bleachers? 
Will There Be More Games/Events on Reynolds Field? 
What Lighting Is Proposed? 
What Problems Do We Have with Our Fields? 
What Has the District Done to Support the Growth of Grass on our Fields? 
Why Not Use a Sand-Based or Sand-Capped Natural Turf Field? 
How Will Synthetic Turf Change the Usage Across the District Fields?  
Doesn’t Synthetic Turf Pose Environmental Concerns?  
What Will Be the Policy on Usage to Prevent Heat Stress in our Students?  
What About the Possibility of Staph Infections?  
Are Injury Rates Higher on Synthetic Turf Fields?  
How Long Does a Synthetic Field Last?  
How Is Synthetic Turf Maintained?   
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To view the answer to each question, simply click on the question to be taken to the response paragraph. To return to the list of questions, click in the response paragraph and you will be returned to the question list.

genauerj
Typewritten Text

genauerj
Typewritten Text



48%

25%

15%

12%

Building

Renovations

In-Kind Track and

Field Replacement

Add Geo-Turf

Synthetic Field

Add Regulation

Track

What Is the Board Recommending? 
The Board is recommending a number of projects, including work in each of our three buildings 
– Hillside Elementary, Farragut Middle School and the High School – and a renovation of 
Reynolds Field.  The specific projects are noted below. 
 

At Hillside Roof Replacement on the K-2 wing of the building 
 36 Univents to improve air quality and heating in classrooms 
 Classroom and Fire Doors to meet current safety standards 
 Floors of the Café and the All Purpose Room (large gym)  
 Exterior Masonry – repointing of brick work 
 Electrical Upgrade 
 Ceiling and Wall finishes 

At Farragut Roof Replacement on the Middle School Auditorium 
 Exterior Masonry – repointing of brick work and parapets 
 Electrical Upgrade 
 Boiler Burner – Replacement of 50-year old equipment  
 
At High School Roof Replacement on the Cochran Gym  
 Renovation of the High School Auditorium including Seating, 

Lighting and Sound Systems, Flooring, Curtains, Rigging, and 
Stage Resurfacing 

 Interior Ceiling and Wall finishes 
 
At Reynolds Field Install a Regulation 400-meter track 
 Install a Geo-turf synthetic field 
 Install a sidewalk on Chauncey Lane 
 Replace bleachers in similar style 
 Add 15-foot pole lighting around track – NO stadium lighting 
 Refinish all tennis courts (one being relocated) 
 Relocate playground to grassy area south of tennis courts 

 
 
How Much Will This Cost? 
The total cost of these projects will be no more than $8,645,477, paid for by using $500,000 
from our Capital Reserve Fund and issuing a bond for the balance.   
 
As shown in the chart below, roughly three-quarters of the total amount covers the cost of all the 

building projects and a replacement 
of the track, bleachers, and field as 
they are currently configured.   
 
The remaining quarter would allow 
us to address two longstanding 
problems: the track’s shape and lack 
of field event facilities, and the poor 
shape of the district fields that 
results from the high volume of use.  
A regulation track along with areas 



for jumping and throwing events would address the first problem.   A synthetic turf field would 
address the second.  Synthetic turf can handle much more wear and still provide a consistent 
surface than can natural grass.  Using the Geo-turf infill, which is a combination of natural cork 
and coconut husks addresses two concerns raised about synthetic fields by removing the toxicity 
concerns of rubber and greatly mitigating the heat effects of the synthetic blades.  Installing this 
type of field at Reynolds will allow us to hold both our heaviest-use sports – football and boys’ 
lacrosse – at that location, though other teams will also use the field, particularly for games.  Not 
only will the surface be better at Reynolds Field than what we can currently maintain, but it will 
decrease wear on the Burke Estate fields and allow us to improve their condition.   
 
Why Now?  
All of these projects have been under consideration for years, but the 2008 economic collapse put 
them hold.  Certain projects can’t remain on hold forever though. The H2M engineers who 
analyzed our building conditions (as part of the development of the state mandated five-year 
facility plan) recommend that these projects be addressed in the near future – either for safety 
reasons or to prevent damage.  
 
This includes the basic track replacement at Reynolds Field, where the underlay is about 30-
years old and has deteriorated so that it can no longer be resurfaced.  And, since we must do a 
major renovation, it makes sense to consider alternatives that address some significant 
shortcomings of our current athletic facilities; most importantly, the overuse of the fields and 
their resulting poor condition.  In addition, we lack a track and field facility that provides our 
students with the ability to practice field events, to train on the same kind of track on which they 
will compete, and to allow the teams to hold home meets.    
  
From a fiscal perspective, there are a few reasons to finance these projects now. First, interest 
rates are very low. Second, the district continues to have reserves and a good credit rating. Third, 
the state is still providing building aid, which pays for about 40% of these projects.  The building 
and field projects are together in a single proposal because any outdoor facility projects must be 
combined with building-related projects to be eligible for this state aid.  Given the tightness of 
state finances, we can’t be sure that aid will always be available at this level, particularly as the 
State views our village – and others in our general area – as high wealth districts in need of even 
less assistance than they currently provide.   Finally, we are in a good position to take on a new 
bond since the two bonds we have had outstanding over the past decade are about to mature; one 
in 2014 and the other in 2016.  If this proposal is adopted, our outstanding debt will move from 
the current $13.9 million to under $8.2 million in 2016. 
 
How Will the Cost Impact Taxes? 
The change in taxes related to borrowing is a combination of the maturing of our existing debt 
and the issuance of the new bond to finance these renovations.  The district currently has two 
bonds outstanding: one matures in 2014 and one in 2016.  If this proposal is approved, our 
outstanding debt will drop from the current $13.9 million to under $8.2 million in 2017.   
 
In line with the debt level changes, the annual tax payment for the average home (assessed at 
$18,000) will change.  It will decrease almost 40% from the current level of $270 to $165 per 
year in 2017.  
 



How Does This Expense Fit Into the General School Budget? 
Schools typically pay the cost of large capital projects through borrowing. Our district has issued 
two bonds in the past 15 years, for a total debt of $13.9 million.  Each year the cost of paying 
back the principal and interest on these bonds is included in the general budget discussion (listed 
as Debt Service, which is part of the Undistributed Category of Expenses) and the taxes that 
cover the payments are collected as part of the regular school tax collection.  It is not a separate 
tax.  This past year the tax to cover the debt expense was about 2.8% of the total amount 
collected.  By 2016, when only this new bond of $8.2 million remains outstanding, this would 
drop to about 1.5% of the total school tax. 
 
Does This Tax Count Against the 2% Property Tax Cap? 
No.  Borrowing costs (principal and interest repayments) are not counted as part of the tax levy 
change that is capped at 2%. This means that no other portions of the district’s regular costs – 
including salaries, programs, and general maintenance – need to be reduced to offset the cost of 
capital projects like the one proposed.   
 
Why is the Renovation of Reynolds Field in the Same Proposal as the Renovation of the 
Buildings? 
The State provides our district with 42% building aid, which means that for each $100 dollars of 
expense the State will pay $42 and the residents of Hastings pay $58.  An outdoor facility project 
– like a field – must be linked with indoor building projects in order to be eligible for this 
reimbursement.    If the Reynolds Field renovation were a separate proposal, Hastings residents 
would pay the total cost of the project.  
 
Why Not Have a Multi-Part Vote? 
First, Board members are elected to consider the information and make decisions on behalf of the 
community as a whole, and we think this proposal balances the various concerns we have heard 
from residents and deserves the community’s support.  After looking at all the information, 
almost all board members think that this proposal is the best way to address the issues and 
deficiencies in our facilities; including the condition of the buildings regarding improvements to 
air quality and safety; the upgrades to the high school auditorium – where the seats, lighting and 
sound systems are old or inadequate for current purposes; and, to the athletic facilities, where the 
track is at the end of its useful life and the fields are strained due to the amount of use they get 
from the school and community.  
 
Second, we want it to be very clear what a “yes” or “no” vote means.  Breaking the question into 
parts becomes very difficult as the expenses of a particular element can be dependent on whether 
certain other work is approved.  For example, if a regulation track is approved, one of the tennis 
courts will have to be relocated.  If the track is not approved, then the courts would only be 
refinished – and there is a difference in cost.  The bond resolution has to be specific about the 
work to be done and its cost and the language of the resolution becomes very difficult to follow 
if we start breaking out all the elements.  In addition, several residents spoke about this – either 
at our meetings or in emails – specifically requesting that we not have a “menu” of options, for 
the above reason.     
 



If the Proposal is Approved, Can the Money Be Spent on Projects not Listed in the Bond 
Resolution?  
No, bond resolutions must be fairly specific about the work to be financed and the projects listed 
must be completed.  Also, any money remaining after all projects are completed is returned to a 
fund and used to pay off the bond.  
 
What Happens if the Proposal Is Not Approved? 
The Board will conduct an exit survey during the vote and will use information from that survey 
to modify the plan if this proposal does not receive a majority approval.  There would likely be at 
least a three-month period before a new bond proposal could be brought back to the public.  
 
How Did the District Identify the Projects?  
Three years ago, the district hired H2M, an engineering firm, to evaluate all our facilities in order  
to comply with the State mandate that districts have a five-year facility plan identifying both 
necessary and desirable facility improvements.  Certain projects that were not included in the 
renovations funded from the District’s last bond were top of the list for repair or replacement.  In 
the past two years, the facility subcommittee of the Board worked with a group of community 
volunteers, the district’s business official, and the Director of Facilities to prioritize the projects 
identified in the plan.  
 
Most important were projects that address safety concerns and/or structural integrity of the 
buildings. Then, as the track at Reynolds field began to rapidly deteriorate last fall, the Board 
agreed with the administrators that we should look more broadly at our athletic facilities given 
the chronically poor condition and limitations of our playing fields, the track, and the cement 
bleachers.  In 2008, the Board had formed a field study committee, which included a dozen 
community members, and their work formed a basis for developing this field proposal.  
 
Since we need to replace the track in some form, and the area will be under construction for this 
purpose, now is the right time to look at addressing the whole of Reynolds Field, as it is unlikely 
that any other changes would be made once a new track is in place.  Furthermore, it is the 
condition of the fields in the district overall that we need to address.  The Burke Estate fields are 
also heavily used and show the resulting wear in their condition.  In the fall the upper field (or 
New Burke) is now used for the modified, JV and Varsity Girls’ and Boys’ soccer teams, which 
use two fields running in an east/west orientation.    In the spring, the Boys’ lacrosse teams – 
modified, JV and Varsity – run their field in a north/south orientation.  Even though we change 
the orientations of the field layouts to reduce the wear in particular portions of the field, we still 
have fields in very poor shape by the end of the seasons, as shown in the photo below – Upper 
Burke early this past June.  Installing a synthetic turf field at Reynolds will allow us to hold both 
our heaviest-use sports – football and boys’ lacrosse – at that location.  Not only will the surface 
be better at Reynolds Field than what we can currently maintain, but it will decrease wear on the 
Burke Estate fields and allow us to improve their condition.   
 
 



 
     Burke Estate 
 
Have There Been Changes to the Building Projects Since This Proposal Was First 
Presented to the Community? 
Yes.  Based on discussions with the music department and theatre directors, we added $170,000 
to the auditorium renovation, which now includes improvements to the sound and lighting 
systems, replacement of all the seating, flooring, additional storage, new curtaining, upgrade of 
the rigging, and refinishing of the stage.  The scope of all other building projects have remained 
the same, though we did increase the cost estimate for roof replacements, given changes in 
construction pricing that the architects are currently seeing. 
 
Have There Been Changes to the Reynolds Field Project Since this Proposal Was First 
Presented to the Community? 
The Board began talking about these projects late last winter and originally presented the 
Reynolds Field renovation as a variety of options rather than a definitive plan, specifically 
because we wanted to get community input before making a final decision.  The significant 
choices were between replacing the track in its current shape or installing a regulation track, 
between using natural or synthetic turf for the field, and the possibility of lights on the field that 
would allow it to be used in the evening.    
 
With respect to the first two choices, we have decided to propose a regulation track with 
synthetic turf using a natural infill material made of cork and coconut husk (Geo-turf) for the 
field.  The fill type was selected because it addresses some of the environmental and quality 
concerns raised by residents.  Specifically, Geo-turf –as a natural, untreated material– poses none 
of the toxicity or water quality issues that rubber fill may have.  It also stays significantly cooler 
than other types of synthetic fields.  There also is no risk of a problem with disposing or 
recycling the fill at the end of its useful life, as it can be composted.  For more information on 
Geo-turf, please look at the sections below in this document regarding synthetic turf, the reports 
posted on our website under Facility Updates, or go to www.geoturfusa.com for pictures, video 
and other information.   
 
Regarding lights, we decided not to use the tall field lights, which would have a significant 
impact on the surrounding neighbors.  Instead, we are proposing the use of pedestrian style 



lights, mounted on 15-foot poles, along the perimeter of the track.  This will allow the public to 
use the track for walking and running beyond daylight hours.  Similar lights can be seen at the 
Master’s school or at the Ardsley High School track.  We anticipate that these lights will be used 
between the hours of 6 a.m. and 9 p.m. to supplement natural light and allow students and 
residents to walk or exercise on the track at the beginning or end of their days.   
 
Based on feedback and suggestions, we have also made a number of decisions regarding parking, 
the type of bleachers, location and number of tennis courts, sidewalks, playground, and drainage.  
Specifically: 
 

• No changes in parking spaces along Chauncey Lane.  (We will ask team buses to use the 
school parking lot rather than park on Chauncey Lane.)  

• The bleachers will be of a type similar to the existing – cement risers with wood seats 
built into the hillside.   

• There will continue to be four tennis courts.  One court will be relocated from the spot 
closest to the track to the other end of the row of courts, in the area where the playground 
currently stands.  All will be resurfaced.  

• A new playground will be built in the grassy area further from the street and Chauncey 
Lane entrance.  The Village will  convene a playground design committee.   

• We added a sidewalk along Chauncey Lane to improve safety along that street.  It will 
run along the northern edge of the property from Croton Ave. up to South Drive.  

• We added an allowance for replanting to offset the loss of some trees due to the new 
track shape. 

• We moved the location of a booth for coaches and officials from the bleacher area to the 
opposite side of the field and it will be built into the hillside.  This provides a sheltered 
spot to run audio and video equipment as well as the scoreboard and removes the need to 
erect scaffolding at every football game. 

• We increased the capacity of the drainage system under the field to accommodate a 200-
year storm level, not because we have a history of drainage issues, but rather with an eye 
to possible climate change.  (NY State Department of Conservation requires a 100-year 
storm system.)   

• We will relocate the Village’s water and drain lines that currently run under the field to 
the  perimeter of the track so that, if needed, they can be accessed without disturbing the 
new facilities. 

 
Where Can I See Examples of What You Are Proposing? 
The field at the Master’s School is a good place to go– the bleachers, lighting type, and general 
look of the track and field are similar to what we are proposing.  The field itself has a different 
fill than the Geo-turf we are proposing (which makes that field hotter), but from a distance of a 
few yards, it is similar in appearance.  You can also check the manufacturer’s website, 
www.geoturfusa.com, for pictures of their fields and a video of its installation at Riverdale 
School in the Bronx.   
 
How Will The District Finance This Proposal? 
In anticipation of the number of capital projects facing the district, the Board created a Capital 
Reserve Fund in 2011.  The balance is currently $1.4 million.  We are proposing that we use 
$500,000 from this fund to help pay for this proposal.  The balance will be funded through an 
$8.145 million bond.  



 
What Is The Timing Of This Process?  
On August 27th, the board officially adopted a proposal that will put the question of whether to 
spend money on these projects up for a community vote.  There is a required period of at least 45 
days between this official adoption and the date on which a vote can be held.  This allows the 
official notice to be published several times in our local papers.   
   
The vote will be held on October 22, 2013 from 7 a.m. to 9 p.m.  The only voting location will 
be the Cochran Gym in the High School.   
 
An application for an absentee ballot can be requested from the District Clerk, Ms. Jeanine 
Genauer, by calling 478-6206.  Requests must be made by October 15th so that the ballot can be 
mailed to the voter.  (Absentee ballots can also be picked up in person from the District Clerk.)  
All ballots must be returned to Ms. Genauer by October 21st.   
 
Depending on the community’s vote, the architects will then draw up construction plans that will 
be submitted to the state for approval.  The approval process can take several months, but we 
anticipate that at least some of the work will begin during the summer of 2014.   
 
Will Community Access to the Track and Field Be Changed? 
No.  The community will continue to have the same access to the field and track that it does now.   
 
We do plan to install 4’ fencing along most of the outer perimeter of the track.  This is to allow 
for a safe distance between the athletes and spectators as well as to protect the field and track 
surfaces.  Since the fence is NOT intended to prevent the community from using the facilities 
when not in use by the school, the fencing will have entry points along its perimeter. 
 
Has the District Engaged in the State Environmental Quality Review (SEQRA) Process?  
Yes.  The district filed a Type 1 SEQRA, which is the more detailed level of review.   A Type 2 
is the typical form for a proposal such as ours, but we chose to do the longer form as Reynolds 
Field abuts the Old Croton Aqueduct and proximity to an historic site is a trigger for the review 
process.  The SEQRA filing required that the District coordinate with other interested agencies.  
For us this meant coordinating with the NY State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
the State Education Department, and the Historical Preservation Office.  The Board requested, 
and was given, the role of lead agency, which means that we are responsible for determining the 
environmental impact of the proposal.   
 
With the help of our architect’s environmental engineer, we prepared a Negative Declaration 
regarding the impact.  This means that the Board thinks the proposal’s impact is not significant 
enough to warrant a full Environmental Impact Statement, such as would be required for a large 
project like the Ginsburg Development on RT 9A in Hastings.  (Significance for purposes of the 
SEQRA is defined by the legislation.  We are, of course, well aware that there are environmental 
and aesthetic impacts of the proposed changes that are “significant” for residents, and we have 
tried to address the impact of the proposal through our choice of infill, bleacher design, minimal 
removal of trees, and a replanting allowance.) 
 
If you are interested in reviewing the SEQRA documentation, it is available in the Facilities 
Update section on the district website. 
 



How Does the Footprint of the Regulation Track Compare to the Existing Track?  
A regulation track would share one side in common with the existing track: the long southern 
side (closer to the school buildings) would remain in the same place and the existing paths down 
to the field would not change. The long northern side (by Chauncey Lane) would shift so that it 
is parallel to the southern side. The eastern curved end would push into the hill below Farlane 
Drive and a retaining wall will be needed (anticipated up to 8’ high at its tallest part and about 30 
yards long, stretching from the berm in a northerly direction over to the existing retaining wall, 
which will be removed.) The western curved end (near the tennis courts) would extend toward 
the lower level of Reynolds Field and require moving one of the tennis courts (see further 
explanation below).   

 
Why Change the Shape of the Current Track? 
The track currently has an unusual shape that was originally designed to allow for a baseball 
diamond (removed a few years ago) in the southeast corner. Its length, shape, and number of 
lanes prevent its use as a regulation track. As a result, Hastings track teams have not been able to 
practice on the type of track they compete on.  We also have not been able to host a home meet 
in over 25 years, and we do not have adequate facilities for practicing track and field events such 
as jumping, throwing and vault.  Track is the one sport that accommodates a wide range of 
abilities in the athletes; some can run fast or for long distances, some can throw far, some can 
jump high.  Almost everyone has the capacity to participate – no one needs to be cut from the 
team because of a limited number of spots on the field.  An improved track and field venue can 
really support our current athletes and encourage more to become involved.   
 
What Existing Trees/Undergrowth Will Be Impacted by the Proposed Work?  
The district worked with an arborist to determine the condition of all trees on the property that 
might be impacted by the work.  His full report is listed among the resources in the Facilities 
Update on the district website.  Each tree that was analyzed is marked with a small numbered 
tag, which is used to identify it in the report.   
 
The placement of a regulation track requires lengthening the footprint of the existing track, i.e., 
the east and west ends closest to Farlane Drive and the tennis courts respectively.  As a result, 
some trees and undergrowth on the eastern end will be removed to allow for the curved portion 
of the track. Note that the berm in the southeastern corner of the field (the part closest to the 
pool) will not be affected.  The small area between the existing track and the tennis courts will be 
cleared, but the slope between the end of a new regulation track and the remaining courts will be 
reconstructed and planted.   
 
Along Chauncey Lane, the area next to the tennis courts will need to be partially cleared so that 
the sidewalk can be installed.  Further east, along the current fencing, trees will only need to be 
removed based on their health as there are no longer plans for any additional parking spaces.    
 
No plants will be removed on the southern side of the track (closer to the school buildings and 
adjacent to the property lines of Hillside Avenue homes).  
 
How Will the Tennis Courts be Affected?  
Extending the track to meet the regulation sizing requires that at least one of the courts be 
moved.  We did consider adding a fifth court, but decided against this for two reasons.  First, 
after discussions with our physical education department and coaches, we determined that four 
courts are sufficient for school uses.  Second, a fifth court would use up most of the grassy area 



on the lower portion of the field, which would reduce the amount of space available for 
playground activity.  
  
The proposed change for the courts was finalized following discussion with the Village, which is 
responsible for the playground equipment.  The court closest to the track will be relocated to the 
other end of the courts – in place of the existing playground.  A new playground will be built in 
the grassy area on the other side of the basketball court.  This leaves the hill and lawn area in  
Lower Reynolds basically intact, and allows for improved visual supervision of children in 
different parts of the playground.  It also improves safety by moving the playground further away 
from the gates onto Chauncey Lane. 
 
Why Not Put the Track on the Burke Estate?  
The Board’s Facility subcommittee and the architect did consider using the upper Burke Estate 
as a location for a new track. However, that location currently holds two rectangular fields, 
allowing for multiple practices or games to be held simultaneously.  In the fall, all six of our 
Girls’ and Boys’ soccer teams use those fields.  The footprint of a new track and field is too large 
to accommodate two fields in that area and would therefore reduce our field space. Installing 
synthetic turf on the Burke to address the overuse and poor condition of the grass fields was also 
considered, but the cost would more than double that of adding synthetic to Reynolds Field given 
the size of the area and the large retaining wall that would be necessary.  
 
Are Any Changes to Parking Planned?  
No designated parking spaces will be constructed along any of the adjacent streets.  The only 
parking change is to have team buses from other schools park on the middle school playground, 
rather than on Chauncey Lane. During events when there is heavy traffic, we can assign staff to 
work at Reynolds Field directing visitors to parking at the middle school playground area.  
 
What Kind of Seating Will Replace the Existing Cement Bleachers?  
Initially, aluminum bleachers with a “press box” were shown in the drawings by the architects.  
However, the Board decided that something more similar in size and appearance to what 
currently exists on Reynolds is more appropriate.  The design now specifies cement risers with 
wooden seating, built into the hillside along the Chauncey Lane side of the field.  Given the 
change in the location of the track on that side, the bleachers will be built a little further away 
from the roadway than their current location and will run close to, and parallel with, the track 
perimeter.   
 
The current proposal also includes a booth for use by coaches and officials to be located in the 
southern hill opposite the bleacher location.  The booth provides a location for permanent 
electrical hook up and a place to run audio and video equipment and control the scoreboard.  It 
also eliminates the construction of scaffolding, which we currently erect for home football 
games.  
 
 
Will There Be More Games/Events on Reynolds Field?  
At most, we will be adding three home track meets to the current sports schedule.  Without the 
tall lights, we will not be able to add evening games or add more hours to the day when the field 
might be used.  And, as the community already uses the fields on weekends for youth athletic 
programs, there is limited capacity.  We do not intend to increase the field usage by outside 
groups. Nor did we factor in any income from renting the field, when we created this proposal.    



 
What Lighting Is Proposed? 
We are recommending the installation of 10 pedestrian-style lights to illuminate the track for 
community and school use in the morning and evenings.  These lights will be mounted on poles 
no more than 15-feet high and will be selected for minimal light spillage and glare.  We have 
drafted a lighting policy that allows the lights to operate between 6 a.m. and 9 p. m. to 
supplement natural lighting.   
 
After consultation with the police department, we plan to have up to four of the lights remain on 
overnight for safety and security reasons. These replace the existing security lights, which are 
mounted on taller poles at the western end of the track.   
 
What Problems Do We Have with Our Fields?  
In looking at the district fields, we considered the following issues: 
 

• Our fields are heavily used by school sports teams.  We have more than 20 teams using 
the fields for practice and games over the course of the school year.  In addition, 
community groups – including youth programs in soccer, football, and lacrosse run by 
the Village Recreation Department and regional programs, such as AYSO and 
Rivertowns’ Soccer – use our fields.  Adult sports teams are also intermittent users of the 
fields.  School personnel and the Village Police do try to control unauthorized use by 
groups or individuals, however, it is difficult to prevent completely given the level of 
staffing and the openness of the fields. 

• Grass fields suffer a lot of damage when they are used during or following a rain.  The 
best approach to minimizing problems is to restrict access to the fields – rescheduling 
games and/or practices when possible.  The downside is that the time cannot always be 
made up.  

• Resting a grass field, particularly during the active growing seasons of spring and fall is a 
significant part of maintaining the grass surface. However, rest is almost impossible since 
we have no extra fields to switch the activities to. 

 
What Has the District Done to Support the Growth of Grass on our Fields? 
Over the past few years, the district has maintained the fields using an organic feeding approach 
along with regular aeration, over-seeding, and blanketing the fields in winter.  This was based on 
the advice of Mr. Chip Osborne, of Osborne Organics, who was consulted with in 2009.  (NY 
State now prohibits the use of pesticides and most non-organic fertilizers.)  However, due to the 
current levels of usage we lose consistent grass coverage and the surfaces become compacted.  
Football and boys lacrosse, in particular, are very tough on field conditions. The compacted dirt 
on our fields creates a poor surface for playing on and contributes to a higher possibility of 
concussions and other injuries than a softer surface would.  
 
Why Not Use a Sand-Based or Sand-Capped Natural Turf Field? 
These types of natural turf fields are an upgrade to the native-soil fields that we have in our 
district.  They have improved drainage, because of gravel and sand bases and modified growing 
medium on the surfaces for the grass to root in.  The board has spoken to several sources on how 
these types of fields might address our situation of poor surfaces created by the heavy usage and 
the resulting difficulty to significantly rest the fields.  Our sources include professors of Turf 
Sciences at Universities of Michigan and Missouri, field installers, and facility directors.  The 
benefit to a sand-based or -capped field is that they use natural grass.  However, there are 



increased installation and maintenance costs and no indication that they will handle the wear as 
well as the synthetic turf alternative.  Based on these conversations, we do not think that this 
approach provides the best solution for addressing the kind of field conditions and use that we 
have.  
 
How Will Synthetic Turf Change the Usage Across the District Fields?  
The two sports that do the most to wear down grass surfaces are football and boys’ lacrosse.  
Because of the heavy wear, it is likely that boys’ and girls’ lacrosse would switch their practice 
fields. Girls’ lacrosse would move to Burke and the boys would be on Reynolds. Games 
schedules could alternate.  Reducing the wear on the Burke will allow the District’s grounds staff 
to do a more effective job in maintaining those natural grass surfaces, which will benefit the 
soccer programs in the fall and the lacrosse programs in the spring.  
 
Doesn’t Synthetic Turf Pose Environmental Concerns?  
Health and environmental concerns were raised concerning the use of synthetic turf.  Health 
concerns included: 

• Possible release of harmful gasses from recycled tire crumbs 
• Heat difference between natural and synthetic turf.  
• Infection as a result of abrasions on synthetic turf. 
• Possible differences in the rate of knee, ankle, and other injuries.  

Environmental issues include:  
• Added carbon footprint  
• Possible water contamination and runoff 
• Disposal/Recycling Costs  

 
Most of the literature about the potentially harmful exposure to toxic chemicals refers to the use 
of crumb rubber, which led the Board to eliminate it from consideration as an infill material.  
Two clean alternatives, EPDM rubber and thermoplastic, also had the same raised heat profile 
that crumb rubber had and made them less appealing.   
 
The Board spent a lot of time researching each of these concerns and we decided to recommend 
Geo-turf as a fill material because it does the best job of addressing each of the above issues.  It 
is made by an Italian company – Limonta – and has been installed in over 400 fields worldwide 
though only a few are here in the United States.  Three years ago, Riverdale School in the Bronx 
installed a Geo-turf field and several board members, the Superintendent, and our Director of 
Facilities visited that field this past June.  (A very positive interview with students and staff from 
Riverdale can be seen on www.geoturfusa.com.)  The field does get warmer than a natural turf 
field, but it tests 15 degrees warmer compared with the up to 60-degree difference that can be 
seen on other synthetic surfaces.  This heat mitigation is the result of the fill’s capacity to absorb 
moisture, which allows for evaporative cooling of the field.  
 
It is a natural material, made of cork and coconut husks, and in appearance, is similar to peat 
moss.  It has no chemicals that can leach or gas out.  It can hold moisture, which helps with 
controlling heat as noted above, but also helps reduce the static problems that people note with 
rubber fill, which has a tendency to cling to clothes and shoes.  It is naturally mold resistant and 
fire-retardant. (Independent tests on these are included in the Facilities Update on the website.)  
At the end of its useful life, it can be composted or used as mulch rather that disposed of as 
waste.  Abrasion and injury issues are similar to other types of fill and these are discussed below.   
 



HEAT, INFECTION, AND INJURY ISSUES  
What Will Be the Policy on Usage to Prevent Heat Stress in our Students?  
Our district follows the policy of the NYS Public High School Athletic Association, which limits  
or modifies practices on any fields when air temperatures are above a particular Real-Feel level 
(e.g., 90 degrees).  Geo-turf can have surface temperatures that are about 15 degrees higher than 
natural grass surfaces and that will have to be recognized when we assess the real feel 
temperature.  If necessary, practices could be moved to the Burke or rescheduled for later in the 
day as temperatures drop.  
 
What About the Possibility of Staph Infections?  
As both the speaker brought in by the Conservation Commission and the studies we have 
reviewed confirm, synthetic turf does not carry an additional risk of infection.  Rather, unsanitary 
conditions in locker rooms and poor hygiene and wound care are the likely sources of infection 
in those cases that were studied. [click to view pdf 1, 2, 3, 4]  
 
Are Injury Rates Higher on Synthetic Turf Fields?  
This is a question where there are a number of conflicting conclusions from the studies.   In the 
latest generations of synthetic turf, the studies indicate that there are not significant differences, 
though there may be some tendency for leg/ankle injury on synthetic as a result of how the 
athlete’s footwear grabs the turf.  And, there is footwear specifically designed for synthetic turf 
to address this.  According to the speaker brought in by the Conservation Commission, artificial 
turf injuries tend to be more short-term, requiring less time before the athlete can resume play, 
while natural turf injuries tend to be more long-term recoveries, such as sprains, tears or breaks. 
A concern for our district is the potential for concussion on the harder natural surface that we 
currently have.  
 
SYNTHETIC TURF LIFE AND MAINTANENCE  
How Long Does a Synthetic Field Last?  
Turf fields are composed of layers including a drainage layer that is covered with stone, an 
underlay, and a grass layer, into which a fill is mixed. Warrantied life spans are 8-10 years, after 
which the underlay and the artificial grass are replaced. In our cost analysis, we assume 
replacement at 10 years. (Anecdotal evidence from districts that have installed such fields in our 
area shows that surfaces are lasting longer than 10 years. Some districts have also found that 
when the grass blade layer is removed for replacement, the underlays are in good shape and have 
not needed to be replaced.) Currently, the grass layer can be recycled, but the underlay cannot, 
though efforts are being made to develop recycling technology for the underlay. The original fill 
is reused after a new underlay, if needed, and grass surface are installed. The drainage and 
subsurface of stone are expected to remain for decades.  
 
How Is Synthetic Turf Maintained?  
Synthetic turf is groomed in a couple of ways. Light surface cleaning to remove litter and debris 
would be done by hand with regular garden tools as needed. Once a season, the fill must be 
cleaned using a special vacuum that pulls up the fill and runs it through a filter to remove debris 
that isn't visible or has become embedded. We can contract for these services, estimated at 
$7,500 annually, or purchase equipment and use existing staff.  Synthetic fields have permanent 
lines for the sports to be played – no other regular lining needs to be done.  
 



Would Any Chemicals Be Used on a Synthetic Surface? 
There is no need to spray chemicals on a synthetic surface. Studies have shown that water and 
sunlight are effective in removing fluids and bacteria.  The only 
thing that might be used is a hospital grade disinfectant on a spot basis.  
 
Is Additional Insurance Required for the Synthetic Field? 
Yes, an additional annual amount of $1,200 covers repairs up to full replacement of the field. 
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INTRODUCTION 


 


Staphylococcus aureus is a common bacterium 


found on human skin and is the causal agent of a 


number of relatively minor skin infections 


including boils, pimples, and impetigo (Marples 


et al, 1990).  Isolates of S. aureus that are 


resistant to commonly used antibiotics began to 


appear in the 1960s, primarily in health care 


settings (Panlilio et al, 1992).  Recently these 


methicillin resistant S. aureus (MRSA) isolates 


have been responsible for infections in 


otherwise healthy individuals, including athletes 


at all levels (Seppa, 2005). 


 


Ultraviolet light has been shown to be effective 


in the elimination of S. aureus from a variety of 


surfaces (Silva et al, 2003) and has been shown 


to reduce the population of MRSA bacteria in 


patients with infected wounds (Thai et al, 2002).  


 


More recently a device (GreenZapr, 


GreensGroomer Worldwide, Indianapolis, IN) 


has been developed that can be used as a 


maintenance tool for synthetic turf surfaces 


utilizing UV light as a disinfectant. The efficacy 


of this device in killing S. aureus along with the 


light intensity and required duration of exposure 


to this light intensity has not been previously 


reported in the scientific literature.  


 


The objective of this study is to evaluate the 


efficacy of a UV-C generating device with 


similar light intensity and light exposure 


duration to the GreenZapr in eliminating S. 


aureus from synthetic turf surfaces. 


 


 


PROCEDURES 


 


Synthetic turf surfaces were established by 


adding 100% cryogenic crumb rubber infill to a 


monofilament fiber fabric to a depth of 3.9 cm. 


The backing and fiber system was Revolution 


from FieldTurf, Inc. (Dalton, GA).  


 


A S. aureus isolate obtained from American 


Type Culture Collection (ATCC) (Manassas, 


VA) that was originally obtained from a human 


lesion was maintained on R2A agar plates 


(Eaton, et al, 1995) in order to gain sufficient 


bacterial cells for use.  The cells were dislodged 


from the plates by washing the plates with 


sterile 0.1% peptone broth.  The concentration 


of bacteria was determined using a 


hemacytometer, adjusted to 4 x 10
5
 colony 


forming units (CFU)/ml using sterile 0.1% 


peptone broth and applied to the synthetic turf 


systems using a sterile needleless syringe 


(McNitt and Petrunak, 2008).  The 


concentration of bacteria on the surface was 


approximately 6000 CFU/cm
2
.    


 


Treatments consisted of a negative control with 


no bacteria applied, a positive control with no 


UV-C light applied, and a treatment with 


bacteria applied and UV-C light treatment.  The 


UV-C light was applied at 15 minute intervals 


with a total of four applications of light at a rate 


equivalent to the output of the commercially 


available light unit (6.558 mJ/cm
2
). 


 


The UV box (Fig. 1), which consisted of 4 UV-


C generating tubes mounted inside a 17.8 x 47 x 


19.1 cm stainless steel box with a handle was 


passed over the infilled turf surface in three 


directions: parallel to the stitching of the fibers, 


perpendicular to the stitching of the fibers, and 


at a 45
o
 angle to the stitching of the fibers.  


After each light cycle exposure, samples were 


taken from all treatments.   


 


 
Figure 1.  Light box used to treat test plots with 


UV-C light. 







Sampling occurred by pressing Baird-Parker 


(BP) agar plates directly onto the infilled 


surfaces.  BP agar is a medium that is selective 


for S. aureus (Bennet & Lancette, 1998).  This 


media was used to eliminate the culture of other 


organisms present on the synthetic turf which 


may interfere with the detection of S. aureus. 


Additionally, samples of crumb rubber were 


taken from all treatments.  The crumb rubber 


samples were collected using a sterile plastic 


test tube inserted directly into the crumb rubber 


infill.   The collected granules were mixed with 


10 ml of a sterile 0.1% peptone broth.  A 0.1 ml 


aliquot of this solution was plated onto BP agar.   


 


The plates were incubated at 36
o
C for 48 hours 


and evaluated for the presence of S. aureus. 


After a 48 hour incubation period at 36
o
C, S. 


aureus colonies appear as dark black, circular 


colonies on the media. 


 


 


RESULTS 


 


The results of this study are listed in Table 1.  


After the first application of light, bacteria were 


eliminated from both the fibers and the crumb 


rubber of the UV-C treated plots. No S. aureus 


was detected on the fiber surface of the 


synthetic turf and the data indicates that S. 


aureus populations on the fibers were reduced 


to zero in this experiment after the first 


application of UV-C light.  


 


The results from the crumb rubber sampling 


were similar to the results from the fiber testing, 


with no S. aureus being detected on the UV-C 


treated surfaces.  While the overall number of 


bacteria detected from the crumb rubber of the 


positive control was less than that detected on 


the fibers of the positive control, it appears that 


UV-C light was effective in eliminating S. 


aureus from the crumb rubber portion of the 


infill system.   
 


 


Table 1.  Number of bacterial colonies detected after treatment 


with UV-C light. 


  Fibers1  


Treatment Cycle 13 Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Cycle 4 


Control 0 0 0 0 


S. aureus only 38.8 23.3 16.3 14.0 


S. aureus + UV-C 0 0 0 0  


LSD (0.05) 17.7 18.8 21.3 11.2 


 


 Crumb rubber infill2  


Treatment Cycle 13 Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Cycle 4 


Control 0 0 0 0 


S. aureus only 0 0.3 1.3 3.3 


S. aureus + UV-C 0 0 0 0  


LSD (0.05) NA 0.8 0.8 3.0 
 


1
Fibers were sampled by pressing a petri dish containing 


BP agar directly onto the fibers. 
2
Crumb rubber was sampled by extracting a sample of 


crumb rubber from the infill system, mixing the sample 


with sterile 0.1% peptone broth and plated an aliquot of 


the liquid onto BP agar. 
3
One light cycle is equivalent to two passes with the UV-


C light box (parallel and perpendicular to the stitching to 


the fibers to the backing.) and brushing of the fibers and 


crumb rubber with a coarse comb between the two passes 


with the UV-C light box. 


 


In conclusion, the application of UV-C using 


light energy equivalent to two passes with the 


GreenZapr appears to be effective in eliminating 


S. aureus from the fibers and crumb rubber of 


an infilled synthetic turf system.  
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