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. Public Comments



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Leanne McAuliffe
PPW Comment
Public Comment - Parks and Sustainability Commission meeting August 3, Creekside Field Replacement
Friday, July 31, 2026 11:00:21 AM
SCCMA Artificial Turf Report by Kimley-Horn - ESD 24-01_ Evaluate the Use of Artificial Turf Versus Living
Groundcovers - Sunnyvale.pdf
Los Gatos.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners

The Kimley Horn Creekside Sports Park Artificial Turf Replacement Assessment, though better
than some reports, is still biased towards artificial turf and missing some basic and important
data. I only have time to address a few below. When deciding whether or not to accept this
Assessment or request amendments, and when you decide what to recommend to the Town
Council please consider the attached Santa Clara County Medical Association letter and the
following points :

PAGE 3. Reference is made to the County of Santa Clara Public Health Department in 2024
stating it is uncertain whether artificial turf itself is harmful.

It would have been more balanced if the writer had also included the fact that the Santa Clara
County Medical Association (SCCMA) does not support artificial turf for children and youth
and in fact recommends an artificial turf ban on public and residential property. Attached is a
letter the SCCMA recently sent to Sunnyvale City Council specifically addressing the Kimley
Horn Turf Report completed for Sunnyvale. Sunnyvale's report also happens to reference
some of the information from the Kimley Horn assessment made for Los Gatos so given the
commonalties much of this letter is especially relevant to our town also.

PAGE 3.  Reference is also made to the Federal Research Action Plan (FRAP) Report on
Tire Crumb Rubber regarding metals exposures to artificial turf users. But this FRAP Report
does not give artificial turf the all clear and it clearly states that itself.

As commissioners you are already likely aware, tire crumb rubber is absolutely NOT the only
issue with plastic grass as some industry proponents claim. However, on the subject of tire
crumb rubber, in April 2024, the EPA released Part 2 of a Federal Research Action Plan (FRAP)
report which studied Recycled Tire Crumb Rubber Exposure Characterisation. 

The Synthetic Turf Council (STC) jumped on this report claiming it verified that plastic grass
was safe. Melanie Taylor, President and CEO of the STC, stated "We thank the EPA for the
dedication and time that went into this report and are pleased to see it reaffirms what other
research has shown: synthetic turf and its system components are safe,". It is not! An
uninformed, innocent consumer could easily believe this blanket statement but this statement



is incorrect and here are just a few reasons why:

Both parts were a study of tire crumb rubber ONLY (NO other components or infills
were studied)
Part 1, (just the Tire Crumb Rubber Characterization part) released in July 2019, only
studied tire crumb rubber to F140 degrees. (Wholly insufficient given plastic fields with
tire crumb rubber easily reach F180 degrees an average day and F200 and over on a hot
day as documented for Creekside.)
Part 1 did not take into account that children have higher exposures and are uniquely
vulnerable to even low levels of toxins
The study itself stated:
"What is this report and what is it not...Part 1 provides tire crumb rubber
characterization research results that provide greater insight into potential human
exposure to chemicals present in the material. Neither Part 1 nor Part 2 of this study,
separately or combined, will constitute a human health risk assessment of playing on
synthetic turf fields with tire crumb rubber. The results of the research described in the
final versions of both Part 1 and Part 2 of this study can inform future risk assessments."
What Dr Kyla Bennett, PEER had to say about Part 1,

“Unfortunately, this report is just the latest example of EPA abdicating its public health
responsibilities.”

Part 2, the Exposure Characterization, only studied a few chemicals
Part 2 only had a very small subject pool (which I believe did not include small children).
Jeff Gearhart of the Ecology Center stated Part 2 of the study basically admits to not
doing what it set out to do. Deep within Part 2 of the study it states:
"the data was not adequate to support exposure modeling approaches"
"there was limited or no data for some of the important parameters needed to estimate
exposure for athletes using synthetic fields with tire crumb rubber"
"there are a large number of chemicals substances associated with tire crumb rubber
infill that have not been included in exposure assessments. Lack of certainty and
identification of many of these chemicals and lack of measurements inhibit a more
complete cumulative exposure assessment"
NO PFAS were analyzed in either Part 1 or Part 2 of the study. (The FRAP study itself was
requested by the Obama administration in 2016 which was before PFAS were
discovered in plastic grass by Jeff Gearhart and Dr Kyla Bennett in 2019. Part 1 was also
released before the PFAS discovery.)

PAGE 4. Table 1.

Chemicals in the artificial turf should include antibacterials, colorants, PFAS, flame
retardants, UV stabilizers, anti-static treatments, phthalates, latex, etc.



As per many maintenance manuals, other chemicals that may be applied to the surface of
artificial turf can include pesticides, fungicides, antibacterials, anti-statics, and solvents, etc.
These chemicals should be included in Table 1. 

PAGE 5. Under Heat Generation it refers to Los Gatos having a "mild" climate.   

Mild compared to what? When artificial turf in and around Los Gatos has measured 40 to 87
degrees hotter than natural turf on "mild" to "hot" days I wouldn't call this a mild problem.
These temperature differences were not just recorded on tire crumb infilled fields but also on
cork infilled fields and non-infilled fields. Los Gatos often has conditions which lead it to have
the hottest temperatures on artificial turf, that being sunny, cloudless and windless days and
we often have daytime highs that exceed those of our immediately neighbouring towns and
cities such as San Jose, Saratoga and Campbell. These extremely elevated temperatures on
artificial turf deserve more attention.  Please see attached slides.

PAGE 6. "greenhouse gas emissions between artificial turf and natural turf may be greatly
reduced with increased hours of use for artificial turf grass to decline in greenhouse gas."

What does this even mean? Is this basically saying that if you get more hours of use on
artificial turf then this compensates (even justifies) the amount of greenhouse gases being
emitted? But aren't the additional hours of use on artificial turf making the field degrade
faster and potentially increasing the release of greenhouse gases?

PAGE 6.  General Plan Policy Consistency 

There is great effort here to align artificial turf with various town policies. Has the same
amount of effort been made to connect natural turf to town policies, with regards to
sustainability for example??  (Artificial turf isn't going to align with anything relating to
sustainability.)

Resolution 2023-062, which created the Parks and Sustainability Commission, states under
powers and duties  "The function of the Commission shall be to serve in an advisory capacity
to the Town Council regarding town policies within its scope of expertise; specifically on
matters pertaining to public parks, off-street trails, open space, grounds, street trees and
sustainability topics pertaining to the natural environment that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs."
As long as artificial turf is plastic it will never be a natural environment. And will the future
costs of artificial turf (replacements, environmental pollution effects, pollution remediation,
potential health costs, potential litigations) compromise the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs? 



PAGE 7. PFS-1.2 The artificial turf option would not need to be consistent with Bay
Friendly Landscaping guidelines. 
Why? This should be elaborated on.

PAGE 7. OSPR-4.4
Excessive heat limiting use on artificial turf fields should be added to the artificial turf column. 

PAGE 7. OSPR-7.1 
Heat should be taken seriously. Protocols should be in place that acknowledge the much
higher temps on artificial turf which would close artificial down long before closure was
needed for natural turf. I've even heard sports reps say when it gets too hot they move the
kids from the artificial turf to natural turf, but not all locations have that choice. 
So in this column it should be acknowledged that grass fields would be open longer in heat
and artificial turf may lose some days to heat. 

PAGE 8. Project Visibility, Appearance and Colors
This talks about color consistency and visual appeal. Of all issues this seems the least
important. But if that's important to you, have you seen Creekside's field recently. Have you
seen the black patches from tire crumb infill. This is not color consistent, and it's not specific
to Creekside. There are also patches of brown on artificial fields with cork infill or brock infill. 
It's a common occurrence, and can mean the artificial turf fields aren't maintained enough to
disperse the infill evenly for the level of use the field gets.  I've also seen patched artificial turf
fields with the patches differing greatly in color to the main field. 
Is color consistency really an issue? Isn't the bigger issue that even if an artificial turf field
looks color-consistent, this sometimes masks a danger lurking below, as is the case with the
hardness of the Creekside field right now. I've heard people say it looks great. But it's not
great. It's life threateningly not great.  (See concussion slide)

PAGE 9. Field-Use, Capacity and Lifespan
It's worth remembering that the Creekside field broke ground in October, 2011 and wasn't
available for use until October, 2012. It took one year to construct a field that staff then were
likely told was a modern version which would be safe and last a certain amount of time.  In

March, 2022, the fields 9th year, GMAX testing showed several areas of the field were unsafe.
It was likely unsafe for some time prior to that, maybe even years, but no annual GMAX
testing was being done. Unfortunately this scenario is not uncommon and not specific to Los
Gatos.  It's also not uncommon for towns, cities and schools to not have the funds to replace
fields that fail sooner than expected or even when expected because the cost of simple
replacements in 10 years time can sometimes exceed the whole cost of the initial installation.

So, can we trust when we are told that there are newer, safer, longer lasting plastic turf



products on the market?? 
Page 1 of the assessment refers to "improvement to turf products" and indeed, there are
improvement to ALL turf products INCLUDING NATURAL TURF!
There are newer varieties of real, drought tolerant, disease resistant grasses. These new
natural turfs can be combined with modern design, install and best management practices to
provide many more hours of use than the fields of old that weren't even maintained well.
Modern electric machinery combined with automated stripers and even mowers can cut
down on maintenance hours and hence reduce maintenance costs.

We had the Creekside field down for a year to install plastic turf and up to 40,000 pounds
of tire crumb infill, isn't it worth taking some more down time to return it back to natural
grass and return to good health and sustainability?

PAGE 10. paragraph 1, Is the claim that artificial turf can provide more revenue than natural
grass because of the increased hours of use really relevant to Los Gatos?
Based on current bookings the field is already booked out for a reasonably low rate to non-
profit sports orgs. Or are we going to start charging non-profits an arm and leg for using the
bulk of desirable hours, or maybe community members who have to use the least desirable
hours?  (Two non-profit sports leagues have typically booked the fields out from 4-9 on week
days and 8am to 7pm on weekends, leaving less desirable hours for the rest of the
community.)

PAGE 10. paragraph 3 states "natural grass systems do no accommodate the amount of
usage hours annually that artificial turf systems do."
How reasonable is this statement. Some warranties only cover artificial fields for standard use
but do not define what this means in terms of hours. Warranties certainly don't cover
unlimited hours of use. They generally don't even cover high use areas for the full warranty
period. Is it possible that the Creekside field wore out early and became unsafe due to
overuse?  

PAGE 10, paragraph 6, this paragraph should incorporate unpredictable things like field
hardness and heat for artificial turf. But it doesn't. Have we seen consistency and reliability for
the Creekside artificial turf field? 

PAGE 11. The Cleaning, grubbing and disposal of artificial turf line item should state exactly
what portion is solely related to the artificial turf removal and disposal for full transparency
since this is a specific detail decision makers often ask for.

PAGE 13. Life Cycle Costs



I find the numbers for natural turf hard to believe. There's no accounting for modern day
drought tolerant grasses, nor modern day electric and automated machinery which could cut
maintenance costs down significantly.  And over $800,000 per renewal every 4 years for
natural grass replacements over 20 years?? $800,000 to essentially re-sod?  And every 4
years? (Note that they included a replacement at year 20 so they should include an equivalent
replacement for artificial turf at year 20 as detailed below.)
The natural turf figures need some independent 2nd or 3rd opinions.

If managing an artificial field properly, and not pushing it to unsafe limits, would it really last
12 years? Creekside didn't. It didn't really even safely last 10 years.  Replacement is more likely
to be around 10 years meaning another full replacement of artificial turf would be due around
year 20 but this large expense is not included in the table. If there is to be no bias this large
expense should be included.

The "Note" at the bottom should be more transparent and state that the annual maintenance
contract with FieldTurf is at a cost $27,690 per year. This amount covers relatively routine bi-
annual maintenance and an annual GMAX test. On top of this there should be daily
inspections and many other tasks along with at least bi-annual GMAX testing. Maybe more,
depending on a fields history.  Professional players have there fields GMAX tested before
every game.
(Artificial turf maintenance manuals often state inspections are required before any events,
and various other tasks like sweeping, brushing and cleaning, should be performed according
to how often the field is used. In the case of fields like Creekside with daily use, this means a
lot more maintenance is required on top of the bi-annual contract with FieldTurf.

PAGE 14. Table 5
This table is biased. Any modern field, whether it's artificial or natural, will require an amount
of maintenance according to the amount of use. Just like a natural turf field, if an artificial turf
field is overused, or simply not maintained properly the quality will be poor.  Creekside
artificial turf is our own proof of that since it has been "poor" since year 9 and likely before
that.

PAGE 14. Material Renewability.
Chemical recycling is not recycling. 
As for mechanical recycling, there is no reference or evidence given for the statement that
FieldTurf mechanically recycles artificial turf., whether it is done at scale and what is it
recycled into.  References and valid proof should be provided for this claim.

PAGE 16. Table 6.
The chart is biased.

Drainage - In heavy rain, water pools on the Creekside field and may restrict playability.



(my own daughter played on Creekside in the rain and took a bad slip fall when play
should have been suspended.)
Maintenance - If managed properly, artificial turf essentially requires as much
maintenance as natural turf field.
Playability - it is stated that artificial turf is "Unlimited" - not true, see "Weather"
column. Artificial fields also have to be taken offline for maintenance and sometimes for
safety reasons as we well know.
Weather -  it states "Extreme heat can limit use" for artificial turf - this is true and hence
means the Playability claim of "unlimited" is untrue.
Life Expectancy - Properly designed, installed and managed natural turf fields do not
need replacement every 2 to 3 years. 
Health concerns - pesticides have been recommended for artificial turf too. Not only
are chemicals used on artificial turf, the artificial turf itself is nothing but chemicals.

At the end of the day, any perceived benefits of artificial turf are at least questionable and are
not worth the trade offs when it comes to the health of the environment, the health of the
people that use it, or the health of our Town's purse.

I hope you will not accept the Kimley-Horns assessment as it is and that you will request
amendments to make it more balanced.
I also hope that you will seriously consider a recommendation to the Town Council to go back
to natural grass at the Creekside field.



































































From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Date:
Attachments:

Cynthia Fan
PPW Comment
Rob Moore; Maria Ristow; Mary Badame; Rob Rennie; Matthew Hudes
Direct staff to gather data for the Creekside renovation decision - Parks & Sustainability Commission, August 3
meeting
Friday, July 31, 2026 11:00:11 AM
202607311044 - Comments on Los Gatos Parks and Sustainability Commission August 3 2026 Meeting.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Commissioners, 

The attached PDF finishes the comments I began on June 1. 

The short version: you have the opportunity to make a recommendation to
Council, but staff have not given you the data a recommendation needs, and the
cost study’s numbers need correcting first. Every direction and question I hope
you will put to staff appears in a numbered Question Box with language you
can read off, and the appendix has one-breath answers to the claims you are
most likely to hear from the audience.

Thank you for the care you have already shown with this.

-Cynthia Fan







































































































From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Andrea Wald
PPW Comment
Rob Moore; Maria Ristow; Rob Rennie; Matthew Hudes; Mary Badame
August 3rd mtg - agenda item not yet published for me to reference
Friday, July 31, 2026 7:19:46 AM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners and City Council Members,

I wrote back in May regarding your 6/1 meeting where you were reviewing the Study
prepared by Kimberly-Horn on artificial turf for Los Gatos.  I also attended the meeting that
evening. 

I unfortunately will not be able to attend the meeting this coming Monday evening to
represent those who believe artificial turf is something that ALL places should consider
banning.  There are way too many environmental and health hazards that decision makers
seem to ignore in favor of giving in to sales pitches of vendors who profit from this
unnecessary and harmful toxic plastic material and sports groups who feel their needs are
more important than the rest of society. 

The below quote is from a recent article I read.  Although it was related to wasteful water
usage in times of drought, it certainly applies to how we, Americas, are only thinking about
ourselves – the here and now – and not the future, nor the planet we are leaving to future
generations.

"Another example of First World problems. We waste so much in America since most people
are basically selfish and never think about the consequences to the planet. Might save you
money too but Wants outweigh Needs."

In my previous emails and public comment I urged you not to accept the Kimberly-Horn
report.  I provided detailed explanations on why the report should not be accepted,
substantial material on the harms of artificial turf and several links where you could find for
yourselves much more info about artificial turf.  I hope that you’ve had adequate time since
then to do your own research and soul searching to make the best informed decision and
recommendation to city council regarding Creekside Park. 

Replacing the worn out artificial turf with natural grass would mean that not only are you
avoiding all the environmental and health harms of artificial turf but you won't need to revisit
this issue again down the road when the artificial turf reaches, once again, its end of life.

Doing what is best for ALL of us and not just the sports groups is my only wish.

Sincerely,

Andrea Wald, Co-Founder, Community for Natural Play Surfaces



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Pam Bond
PPW Comment
Public Comment 8/3/26 meeting item regarding artificial turf replacement assessment
Thursday, July 30, 2026 10:44:17 PM
2026.7.30 Parks and Sustainability Commission Comments re artificial turf replacement assessment - Google
Docs.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners and Staff,

Please see my attached comments regarding the artificial turf replacement assessment.  

Thank you,
Pam Bond



From:
To:
Subject:

Date:

Leanne McAuliffe
PPW Comment
Fw: Public Comment for Parks and Sustainability Commission meeting on August 3 regarding Creekside Sports
Field.
Thursday, July 30, 2026 10:59:33 AM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners, 

Please see the attached website regarding the impact of artificial turf on the environment.

https://www.greenmatch.co.uk/blog/artificial-grass-environmental-impact

Please consider the contend when making your recommendations for the Kimley Horn Turf
report and your recommendations for the field at Creekside Sports Park.

Kind regards,



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Leanne McAuliffe
PPW Comment
Public Comment for Parks and Sustainability Commission meeting on August 3 regarding Creekside Sports Field.
Thursday, July 30, 2026 10:56:43 AM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners, 

Please see the attached webinar hosted by Sarah Evans, PhD MPH, Icahn School of Medicine
at Mt Sinai, on July 14, 2026 recommending going from artificial (plastic) turf back to grass
(natural turf).

Please consider the contend when making your recommendations for the Kimley Horn Turf
report and your recommendations for the field at Creekside Sports Park.

Kind regards,

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=daZebzAfeyc













From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Leanne McAuliffe
PPW Comment
Public Comment for - Parks and Sustainability Commission Meeting August 3, regarding Creekside Park Turf
Thursday, July 30, 2026 10:49:04 AM
DZ NCHR Webinar slides.pdf
NCHR-Artificial-Turf-and-Playgrounds-2-Pager.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Dear Parks and Sustainability Commissioners,

Attached is a slide presentation with a brief overview on artificial (plastic) turf and its
environmental health issues presented by Diana Zuckerman, PhD, President of National
Center for Health Research.
A two pager is also attached. 

Please consider these when assessing what action to take on the Kimley-Horn Turf Report and
your recommendations for the field surface at Creekside Sports Park.

Kind regards,
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Cynthia Fan
PPW Comment
Rob Moore; Maria Ristow; Mary Badame; Rob Rennie; Matthew Hudes
6/1 Parks Commission, Public Comment Item #2
Monday, June 1, 2026 11:03:03 AM
2026 06 01 LG Parks and Sustainability item 2.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]

Please see attached.
-Cynthia Fan











From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

PPW Comment
Agenda item 2 Parks and Sustainability Commission Public Comment
Monday, June 1, 2026 11:02:45 AM
2026.June 1 Parks and Sustainabillty Commission agenda item 2 Public Comment.pdf

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Please see attached letter.











From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rika Gopinath
PPW Comment
Rob Rennie; Maria Ristow; Rob Moore; Mary Badame; Matthew Hudes
Comments and a request to meet or present to the Parks and Rec Commission
Monday, June 1, 2026 12:25:34 PM

[EXTERNAL SENDER]
Dear Los Gatos Parks and Recreation Commissioners and staff, 

I have not had adequate time to review the 100+page report, and will respond when I have, but wanted to share some information
that is not addressed. 
Thank you for your work on the Town’s athletic field study. I am writing on behalf of Beyond Pesticides' members who are
residents in Los Gatos to share peer reviewed and case study evidence that bears directly on the Kimley Horn report before the
Commission, specifically, the figures Kimley Horn used for natural grass field costs and playable hours. 
The documented record from organically managed municipal and school fields shows that costs are meaningfully lower, and
playable hours are meaningfully higher, than the values typically cited in consultant studies built on conventional
chemical management assumptions.
Additionally, the model used by the consultants builds in natural grass conversion construction costs that far exceed what is
logical or realistic. 

Playable hours. Consultant reports often cite a ceiling of roughly 400 to 800 hours per year for natural grass athletic fields. The
independently documented record on organically managed fields shows otherwise:

Marblehead, Massachusetts:  approximately 2,210 annual hours on the Village School Lower Field and approximately
2,320 annual hours on the Veterans Middle School field, across 20 acres managed organically since 2002.Toxics Use
Reduction Institute, Marblehead Natural Grass Playing Field Case Study, November 2020,
https://www.uml.edu/research/lowell-center/athletic-playing-fields/).
Springfield, Massachusetts: approximately 1,051 hours annually on the Treetop Park soccer field including informal use,
with over 3,628 hours annually of programmed use across Blunt Park and Forest Park sports complexes (TURI, Springfield
Natural Grass Playing Field Case Study, June 2019, https://www.uml.edu/research/lowell-center/athletic-playing-fields/)
Sonoma County / City of Petaluma — Ragle Ranch Park — California specific case study and how to guide demonstrating
successful natural grass sports field renovation (from grass) with installation aligned to the City’s Integrated Pest
Management Policy that prohibits synthetic pesticides (attached Petaluma Climate Community / Sonoma County Parks
Department, November 2024)

Costs.
 Independent documentation likewise shows organic management costing less than the figures typically presented in consultant
studies:

Springfield, Massachusetts: total program costs of approximately $1,460 per acre across 67 acres managed organically
(TURI, 2019, https://www.uml.edu/research/lowell-center/athletic-playing-fields/ 
Denison University: natural grass maintenance at approximately $1,752 per acre per year across 21 acres of athletic fields,
with grass concluded to be far more cost effective than artificial turf once full lifecycle costs were included (TURI Denison
Case Study, 2021, https://www.uml.edu/research/lowell-center/athletic-playing-fields/. Note that 2026 prices for
artificial turf systems and for the synthetic pesticides and fertilizers used in conventional management have both risen
substantially since 2021, widening the cost advantage of organic management.
Beyond Pesticides Cost Comparison Brief: reports that, once established, an organic turf management approach delivered
savings greater than 25% over chemical management and include lower irrigation needs.
.https://www.beyondpesticides.org/assets/media/documents/documents/Cost%20Comparison.pdf
A 2025 peer reviewed case study in Sustainability further documents that natural grass acts as a carbon sink, reduces
surface temperatures, and emits up to three times less lifecycle CO  than artificial turf — climate co benefits the
Commission’s analysis should weigh alongside cost and hours (Cumberbatch 2025 https://doi.org/10.3390/su17146292
TURI’s comprehensive report, “Athletic Playing Fields: Choosing Safer Options for Health and the Environment,” finds that
when full life cycle costs (installation, maintenance, and replacement/disposal) are considered over 16–25 years, natural
grass—especially when managed organically—is more cost effective than synthetic turf.  For example, synthetic turf
installation is typically $4.50–$10.25 per square foot (often 1.2 million or more for a full multi sport field), plus 5,000–



8,000 per year in maintenance and $ 6.50–7.80 per square foot for disposal and resurfacing at replacement.  By contrast,
new natural grass fields (soil based or sand cap) are typically $ 1.25–5.00 per square foot to build, with annual
maintenance costs in $ 4,000–$14,000 range, and life cycle analyses from university and government studies show
natural grass systems have significantly lower annualized costs than synthetic turf when replacement cycles are included.
https://www.turi.org/publications/athletic-playing-fields-choosing-safer-options-for-health-and-the-environment/
TURI’s separate fact sheet, “Building an Organic Maintenance Program for Athletic Fields,” fact sheet summarizes these
performance and cost lessons, including when it makes sense to rehabilitate versus fully rebuild a grass field, and how to
phase organic practices within realistic municipal budgets. 
See: https://www.turi.org/TURI_Publications/Fact_Sheets/Building_an_Organic_Maintenance_Program_for_Athletic_Fields

I respectfully ask the Commission to revisit the Kimley Horn figures for natural grass cost and playable hours against this
documented record before any recommendation moves forward. Beyond Pesticides would be glad to provide additional
documentation, peer reviewed sources, and/or a technical briefing for the Commission and Town staff on what a sustainably
managed natural grass field actually delivers in California conditions, as well as how Beyond Pesticides could work with the city
and parks staff on a two year pilot project to transition two or three natural grass athletic fields to organically managed systems
approach through our Parks for a Sustainable Future program.
Thank you for your consideration and service to the Town.

Respectfully submitted,
Rika Gopinath 

Rika Gopinath (she/her)
Community Policy and Action Manager
Parks for a Sustainable Future program
Beyond Pesticides

www.beyondpesticides.org


