Aquatics:  Three Modest Proposals for the Levy
Hello Levy Committee,

Project Seattle Pools has reviewed the existing levy planning documents available here.  We are concerned that pressing, affordable aquatics needs are not covered in these documents.  Please consider the three prioritized items in this letter for inclusion in the levy.  

Pools serve all ages and abilities.  The three items we recommend provide tremendous bang-for-the-buck.  They entail modest up-front investments while requiring small or scalable long-term costs.  All contribute to the health of our citizens, the health of our communities and the health of the natural environment through energy efficiency.  

Thank you for considering these requests.  We will deliver them in person next Tuesday at the Levy Forum at the Seattle Center.

--Elizabeth Nelson and Project Seattle Pools

www.seattlepools.org
Priority 1:  Fund a Long-Term Aquatics Development Plan

This 20-year, city-wide plan would consider emerging needs, maintenance of existing facilities and future construction plans.  It would provide the vision, consensus and concrete plan that would provide the groundwork for both a future capital levy and applications for matching grants. 

Study Would Consider:

· Evolving Needs.  This includes considering the needs of changing demographics (e.g., increasing numbers of seniors) and evolving health needs (e.g., increasing of obesity among kids and increasing focus of all citizens on healthy activities).

· Gaps in Service.  This includes considering site distribution and equity.  Issues:
· Geographic Equity:  Jefferson/Rainier Valley area is documented to be underserved by pools (see the 2008 Parks pool study). Jefferson has a pool in its neighborhood plan.

· Outdoor:  All 2 outdoor pools are on the far left side of the city, so the recent Parks pool study says "a future priority site should probably be located east of I-5 to balance the location with existing pools."

· ADA Ramp Access:  There is no graduated-entry public pool in all of Seattle.  Fircrest is no longer open to the public.

· Warm water pools.  Needed for therapy, lessons.  Existing pools at 85 degrees are too cold for therapy and too hot for laps.

· Lessons.  Kids are being turned away.  Many pools are over-subscribed for lessons while the rest are at capacity today. For figures, see the pool study.

· Hours.  Today’s pools are used at capacity.  Hours available for many healthful activities are curtailed. 

· Slides.  Adding modern equipment to pools would increase their attractiveness to teens, a population shown to be underserved by Parks in the recent strategic plan.

· 50 meter pools.  The only public one in the city is only open in the summer. 

· Major Facility Maintenance.  Pools are 30-50 years old and many use water and energy inefficiently.  New systems may be needed for cost-efficiency and to reduce resource use.  Preventive maintenance (e.g., considering vapor barrier status) saves costs long-term.  

· Major Facility Renovation.  Evans and Rainier Beach pools are known to need renovations at scales approaching replacement. Broad estimates for those costs are in the range of 20-40 million, but these estimates must be refined before funding can be obtained through a future capital levy.

· Major Facility Addition.  The Parks Dept.’s recent outdoor pool study identified four city-owned sites where pools can be added to add capacity.  Major planning (community, design, engineering) are required before funding can be request for any of these sites.

· Cost Efficiency.  The two modern pools in the Seattle area with high cost-efficiency numbers (87% outdoor and 78% indoor) attract a wide variety of citizens through concurrent programming.  Future pool planning can leverage this information to incorporate cost-effective designs and features into future or remodeled pools.

Study Cost Estimate:  $375,000
· Urban Planning:  $75,000

· Design (including architectural services and life-cycle facility planning):  $100,000

· Engineering (looking at site-specific constraints and solutions):  $100,000

· Parks staff time (12-18 mo):  $100,000

· Total: $375,000 

Project Selection Criteria Codes (from this document)
1.a, b, c, d, e, f, g;   2. a, b, c;   3. c;   4. a;   5. a, b

Priority 2:  Fund UV Treatment for Existing Pools

UV treatment is needed for 6 pools in Seattle to deal with an emerging threat to human health.  UV treatment could increase schedulable pool hours by 15% without adding a single pool, plus increase energy efficiency.  This is not maintenance funding—UV systems have never existed for these pools.  UV systems have been added to some pools out of budgets for energy conservation (!?!); however, co-opting energy funds to deal with a health issue is not an effective (or timely) way to deal with the problem.  The triple bang-for-the-buck (health, potential hours and efficiency) make this project a real win-win.

Cryptosporidium Background Info:

Cryptosporidium is an organism that has emerged as a serious health concern for public pools (Center for Disease Control).  Infections produce symptoms similar to E Coli.  Existing filtration systems of most Seattle pools are insufficient to fully remove this harmful organism without regular, day-long closures.  A new type of disinfection system needs to be added to most pools in Seattle to deal with this organism.  A few pools have received this type of UV system through energy efficiency funds; however, these funds are not available for other pools to address a public health issue.

Benefits:

Adding UV treatment for the remaining pools in Seattle would:

· Prevent a known, serious issue for human health (cryptosporidium infections). 

· Increases the number of days/week that pool facilities can handle use by roughly 15%.  This is because UV treatment eliminates the need for closures for superchlorination to eliminate combined chlorines and toxic organisms. 

· Increase energy efficiency.  Pools that use UV treatment can be covered during the night.  This reduces energy use by reducing the need for heating and fans to remove accumulated chemicals from the air, plus cuts down on evaporation.  Pool covers cannot be used for our indoor pools without UV treatment.

Capital Cost Estimate:  $350,000  

These are based on the $40,000 cost for adding UV treatment to Southwest pool (reported by Parks).  Variation around this number reflects variation in the size of each pool.  Money can come from existing Parks maintenance budgets to add pool covers (and increase energy efficiency) once UV systems are funded and implemented, so UV funds will be well-leveraged.

· Mounger (includes the larger body of water – the smaller one is already treated):  $40,000

· Ballard (smaller pool):  $30,000

· Ballard (larger pool):  $50,000

· Colman:  $80,000

· Medgar Evers:  $50,000

· Rainier Beach:  $50,000

· Helene Madison:  $50,000

· Total:  $350,000

Ongoing Cost Estimates:  Potentially Neutral Cost Impact
· Energy.  Increased energy efficiency reduces ongoing costs.

· Hours.  When UV treatment allows pools to be open more hours, there may still be minimal impact on operating costs.  The greatest costs for existing pools (energy, facilities) are fixed and unaffected by open hours.  There will be some staff costs required which should be offset by increased revenue; the pool is already heated and ready to go, so very little new cost for utilities or other non-personnel.  Southwest has demonstrated that adding a condensed public schedule on a seventh day can be profitable due to heavy use plus pool rentals.

Project Selection Criteria Codes (from this document)
1. a, b, c, d, e, f, g;  2. a, b, c;  3. a;   4. a;   5. a, b

Priority 3:  Fund a Warm Water Therapy/Teaching Pool Add-On

Today’s pools are one-size-fits-all, so they fail to serve a wide range of needs.  Adding a warm-water therapy pool at an existing pool site would broaden accessibility of the pool system and increase pool time for all users.  There is an existing, cost-estimated Parks plan for adding a warm water therapy pool beyond a bulkhead at Helene Madison pool.  Parks chose this location as the best place to put the first warm water pool because of very high demand, high concentration of seniors, relative ease (accessibility, space) of implementation and current high utility costs (worst of all pools).  This project is listed in the Parks Department’s Capital Improvement Plan.

Benefits:

· Serve the area of Seattle with today’s highest concentration of Seniors.

· Provide a graduated entry wheelchair ramp.  None exists at public pools in Seattle today.

· Allow scheduling of therapy and lessons in the warm water pool, making the existing pool more available for other programs/laps.

· Meet high demand.

· Accommodate growing needs after loss of public access to two private pools (Fircrest and Aquadive) that particularly served rehab needs.

· Achieve energy efficiency for existing pool as part of the project (included in the budget below).

Cost Estimate:  $420,000
· Includes larger items (water heaters, piping, circulation systems, ADA ramp) and smaller items as well.

· Does not include money for plaster liners ($50,000) that Parks has already budgeted and could be leveraged by the project.

· Cost estimate was calculated by subtracting plastic liners from the original 2007 Parks estimate ($447,000) and adding more than 5% to account for one year of inflation.

Project Selection Criteria Codes (from this document)
1. a, b, c, d, e, f, g;   2. a, c;  4. a;  5. a, b

