
Executive Summary  
 
This document provides a brief summary of the process, findings, and 
recommendations for the full Athletic Field’s Needs Assessment and Master Plan 
Update report dated November 8, 2012.  For a detailed analysis of the findings and 
recommendations please refer to the full report.      
 
Gale Associates Inc. (Gale) was engaged by the Friends of Sudbury Park & 
Recreation to update the Town-wide Athletic Field’s Needs Assessment and Master 
Plan Report Form in 2003.  A number of the recommended improvements from the 
2003 report have been implemented to include the development of four (4) synthetic 
fields throughout the Town.  To understand the purpose and methodology please 
refer to section one (1) and two (2) of the report. 
 
There are a total of thirty-six (36) individual athletic fields within the Town, 
distributed throughout thirteen (13) facilities. Each facility considered in the report 
is listed below: 
 

• Crime Lab Fields  
• Cutting Field  
• Davis Field  
• Ephraim Curtis Middle School Fields 
• Featherland Park  
• Frank Feeley Field 
• General John Nixon Elementary School Fields  
• Haskell Fields  
• Haynes Elementary School Fields  
• Israel Loring Elementary School Fields 
• Lincoln Sudbury Regional High School  
• Peter Noyes Elementary School Fields  
• Ti-Sales Fields  

 
Each field was visited by Gale staff and standard field evaluation forms were 
completed for each field at each recreation complex (refer to Enclosure 1). 
Additionally Gale compiled a list of short term recommendations and observations 
for each field, which can be found in Section three (3) of the report.    
 
An essential task in the fields study was to determine the extent to which the fields 
are used and rested.  A user demand matrix was created to documents all of the uses 
on each individual field.  This matrix is provided in Enclosure 3 of the report and 
shows the Town of Sudbury currently supports nearly 9,571 scheduled team events 
annually.   
 
In order to gather a better understanding of the uses per field, a more detailed 
breakdown by type use and field type was necessary.  The table below shows a 
breakout of the types of fields compared to the uses for that particular field type.  It 
also takes into account the serviceability of each field and lists the number of usable 
fields for each field type.    



 
Table: Field Type vs. Useable Fields 
 

Type of Field Number 
of Fields 
 

Usable 
Fields 

Uses Per 
Type 

Uses/Usable 
Fields 

Softball 6 4 1,180 295 
Baseball 5 5 1,356 271 
Little League 10 4 1,145 286 
MPR Natural* 11 9 3,172 353 
MPR Synthetic 4 4 2,233 558 

     
 
It should be noted that an aggressively maintained and irrigated natural turf field that is 
rested for up to one-third of the spring or fall growing season can, theoretically, sustain 
up to 250 team uses per year and maintain high quality and safe athletic turf. Gale’s 
preliminary findings are that, given optimal maintenance efforts and growing conditions, 
the demands on the Sudbury playing fields currently in use, with the exception of the 
synthetic turf fields, generally exceed the level at which is it possible to sustain safe, 
high-quality athletic facilities.  As you can see from the last column, on average, the 
natural turf fields within the Town of Sudbury are seeing greater than the 250 
recommended annual uses.     
 
Based on an analysis of need-by–type, we have concluded that the following fields are 
required to sustain the current user demands.   
 

• Two (2) softball  
• One (1) 90’ baseball 
• One (1) Little League 
• Four (4) natural turf, multi-purpose rectangular fields  

 
Base on the required field inventory we have provided three (3) redevelopment / 
redistribution strategies which will show how the Town of Sudbury can accomplish 
this field requirement.  In all of the three (3) options a complete renovation of the 
High School Softball facility is proposed and will result in safer playing conditions, a 
field more consistent with other LSRHS fields, as well as a field that better meets 
the needs of the LSRHS softball program. 
 
For a detailed description of proposed fields by type and location please refer to 
section ten (10) of the master plan.  Below shows a summary of each redevelopment 
option, as well as associated cost.       
 

 

 



Redevelopment Option 1: 
 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball + 1 Softball $555K 
 New Community Field Lights No Change $350K 
    
Featherland New 80’ Little League Field +1 LL $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field +1 MPR $200K 
  - 90’ B  
    
Melone Property New 90’ Baseball Field +1 90’ B $3.90M 
 New 90’ Baseball Field +1 90’ B  
 New Softball Field +1 Softball  
 New Softball Field + 1 Softball  
 New Synthetic Turf MPR + 1 Synthetic  
    
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
+1 Synthetic Turf Field, +1 Multipurpose, +2 Softball,  $5,430,000  
+1 Little League, +1 90’ Baseball      
Redevelopment Option 2: 
 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball +1 Softball $555K 
 New Community Field 

Lights 
No Change $350K 

    
Featherland New 80’ Little League Field +1 LL $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field + 1 MPR $200K 
  -1 90’ B  
    
Feeley New Reconfigured Softball +1 Softball $1.815M 
 New Synthetic 90’ Baseball +1 Synthetic  
    
Davis New 90’ Baseball Field +1.90’ B $1.725M 
 New MPR Field +1 MPR  
 Reconstructed MPR Field No Change  
 New Softball Field +1 Softball  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
 
+1 Synthetic baseball / MPR, +3 Multipurpose, +2 Softball $5,070,000 
+ 1 Little League   



Redevelopment Option 3: 
 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball +1 Softball $555K 
 New Community Field 

Lights 
No Change $350K 

    
Featherland New 80’ Little League Field +1 LL $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field + 1 MPR $200K 
  -1 90’ B  
    
Melone Property New 90’ Baseball Field + 1 90’ B $3.50M 
 New 90’ Baseball Field +1 90’ B  
 New Softball Field +1 Softball  
 New Softball Field + 1 Softball  
 New MPR Field +1 MPR  
    
    
Davis New MRP Field +1 MPR $1.55M 
 New MPR Field +1 MPR  
 Reconstructed MPR Field No Change  
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
 
+4 Multipurpose, + 2 Softballs, +1 Little League    $6,580,000 
+ 1 90’ Baseball Fields                
 
Section twelve (12) of the mater plan shows how each redevelopment options 
summarized above redistributes the Town’s uses to meet the recommended 250 
annual uses per field.  Additionally, Section thirteen (13) of the reports discusses a 
phasing plan which shows how the Town can accomplish these redevelopment 
projects over a four-six (4-6) year period.   
 
As a result of this study, the Town of Sudbury has a Master Plan for athletic field 
redevelopment which, when implemented, will result in a population of fields, by 
type and location, that better meets the needs of the Town.  This will be 
accomplished either by the development of a new parcel, redevelopment of existing 
parcels, or a combination of the two.  The field conditions, as a result of the 
immediate Master Plan improvements will show a dramatic reduction in use on 
town fields and the provision of a rest period for all fields.   
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ATHLETIC FIELDS NEEDS ASSESSMENT & MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
TOWN OF SUDBURY 

 
Section 1.0 - Introduction, Background and Purpose 
 
Gale Associates was engaged by the Friends of Sudbury Park & Recreation to assist with 
an updated Athletic Needs Assessment and Master Plan. 
 
Gale completed a Town-wide Athletic Field Master Plan for the Town of Sudbury in 2003.  
A number of the recommended improvements have been implemented to include the 
development of four (4) synthetic fields.  The purpose of this study is to provide an update 
to this plan based on the changes in field inventory and condition and changes in 
community needs. 
 
This Master Plan update was completed in November of 2012 and was funded by the 
Friends of Sudbury Park & Recreation. 
 
As an initial step in this effort, Gale completed an inventory and evaluation of each field.  
Additionally, Gale completed a demand assessment to quantify the use made of the existing 
facilities and to assess their adequacy.  This assessment addresses the following questions:  
 

• What is the current inventory of fields in the Town?  
• What record information or base plans are available for each?  
• What is the general condition of each facility?  
• What are the immediate renovation needs for these fields (as opposed to 

redevelopment), and what are the costs associated with these needs?  
• How many scheduled uses, by type, does each field sustain in a given year?  
• What is the resultant impact on the quality of turf associated with this demand?  
• What are the most compelling, high priority needs for additional field space in the 

Town?  
• How can existing field parcels be reconfigured or improved to better meet projected 

demand? 
• Which Town properties have potential for new athletic field development or 

redevelopment?  
 
Section 2.0 - Field Assessments – Methodology 
 
The first step in the Town-wide Athletic Field Master Planning effort was to assess the 
existing conditions at each facility.  The scope of this study included all athletic fields at 
each of the following complexes:  
 

• Crime Lab Fields  
• Cutting Field  
• Davis Field  
• Ephraim Curtis Middle School Fields 
• Featherland Park  
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• Frank Feeley Field 
• General John Nixon Elementary School Fields  
• Haskell Fields  
• Haynes Elementary School Fields  
• Israel Loring Elementary School Fields 
• Lincoln Sudbury Regional High School  
• Peter Noyes Elementary School Fields  
• Ti-Sales Fields  

 
There are a total of thirty-six (36) individual athletic fields in the Town, distributed 
throughout these thirteen (13) complexes.  Each field was visited by Gale staff and 
standard field evaluation forms were completed for each field at each recreation complex 
(refer to Enclosure 1).  Gale completed photo documentation, descriptions of each field and 
took measurements, as required, to assess geometric compliance with applicable standards.   
 
The assessment was performed using accepted industry standards and guidelines, where 
available.  The National Federation State High School Associations (NFHS) and 
Massachusetts Interscholastic Athletic Association (MIAA) guidelines were followed in the 
evaluation of the school field layouts and equipment.  Similarly, the Architectural Access 
Board Guidelines were used to assess ADA compliance.   
 
The fields were also evaluated for serviceability (systems and equipment in good repair and 
meeting the intended purpose) and safety.  The findings within each field complex are 
categorized as they relate to the safety, serviceability and accessibility of the components.   
 
Section 3.0 - Field Assessments – Short Term Recommendations 
 
The individual field assessment reports detail the general condition of each facility that 
Gale observed at the time of assessment.  Additionally, Gale has compiled a listing of short-
term maintenance and repair items required at each of the subject fields to address 
immediate needs.  These repairs are required to provide safe, serviceable and accessible 
facilities, and are not related to the renovation strategies presented later in this report.  
The field evaluations were not intended to be exhaustive and the short term repairs noted 
below are not intended to capture all such needs at each venue.  The individual field 
assessment results are provided as Enclosure 1 and are summarized as follows: 
 

3.1 Crime Lab Fields 
 

Little League Baseball Field  
 

• The field is in poor condition, with repairs necessary to field planarity 
and turf condition. 

• The field appears to be saturated with poor drainage.   
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• The infield is not skinned; it is currently grass with gravel patches for 
the base, pitchers mound, and home plate areas.  

• Backstop fence needs to be repaired. 
• The site has no outfield fencing or foul poles delineating limits of play.  
• There is no ADA accessibility provided to the field. 
• The field has no spectator seating.     

 
3.2 Cutting Field 
 

Multipurpose Synthetic Turf Field   
 

• Synthetic turf is in good condition with no apparent tears or fiber loss. 
Turf needs to be groomed to stand fibers backup and redistribute 
infill.   

• Site has adequate parking (approximately 40-45 paces) with three (3) 
handicap spaces. 

• The site is ADA accessible. 
• No scoreboard. 
• No athletic lighting.  Athletic lighting would allow the Town to make 

full use of the synthetic turf field.  
 

3.3 Davis Field  
 

Natural Turf Area  
 

• This field is in decent condition, with some areas void of turf growth. 
• The field needs to be aerated to relieve compaction, then top-dressed, 

fertilized, reseeded, re-grown and rested to eliminate bare spots. 
• A formal drainage system needs to be installed to eliminate areas of 

saturation.   
• The gravel parking lot is adequate in size however there is no ADA 

accessibility to the field.  
• No site building to provide restrooms or field storage.   
• No spectator seating.  
• No athletic lighting.   
• Site has great potential for redevelopment.   
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3.4 Ephraim Curtis Middle School Fields 
 

Softball Field  
 

• This field is in good condition and has appropriate geometry. 
• The field needs to be aerated to relieve compaction, then top-dressed, 

fertilized, reseeded, re-grown and rested to eliminate bare spots. 
• The infield needs to weeded and re-edged.   
• The third base side is close to the access drive and presents a safety 

concern.  A fence installed between the access drive and players’ bench 
would eliminate this issue.     

• The backstop and baseline fence post and fabric are in good condition, 
however need to be repainted.    

• There are no outfield fencing or foul poles due to use of the outfield as 
a rectangular field.     

• The wooden scoreboard needs to be repaired.  
• No spectator seating.  
 
Baseball Field  

 
• This field is in good condition and has appropriate geometry. 
• The field needs to be aerated to relieve compaction, then top-dressed, 

fertilized, reseeded, re-grown and rested to eliminate bare spots. 
• The infield base lines need to be re-graded.  
• The infield needs to be weeded and re-edged.   
• The backstop and baseline fence post and fabric are in good condition, 

however need to be repainted.    
• There is no outfield fencing or foul poles due to use of the outfield as a 

rectangular field.      
• The wooden scoreboard in good condition.   
• No spectator seating. 

 
3.5 Featherland Parks  
 

Lower Featherland (Little League Fields) 
 

• Fields 2 and 3 have new MUSCO Athletic lighting, four (4) poles per 
field, with four to eight (4-8) fixtures per pole.  Poles are in good 
condition and are in the correct location. 
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• Fields 2 and 3 have good orientation and meet all Little League 

geometry standards.  
• The turf quality is good on all three (3) fields with high growth density 

and minimal repairs necessary. 
• Field 2 has an area behind second base which needs to be re-seeded 

and re-grown.  
• The infill clay on all fields appears to be over compacted with poor 

drainage. A new infield mix, containing a good mix of silt and sand to 
increase drainage through material, is needed.     

• Field 1 has short foul pole distances due close proximately to the 
stream just beyond the outfield fence. 

• Facility is ADA accessibly. 
• Each field has a wooden scoreboard in good condition.  

 
Upper Featherland (Softball/Major League Diamond) 

 
• Both fields have great turf condition with high growth density and 

minimal areas that need repairs.   
• Softball field athletic lighting is old and needs to be updated. 
• Major League Diamond spectator seating is old and does not meet 

code.   
• Softball backstop needs to be replaced. 
• Neither field is ADA accessible.  
• Major League Diamond fencing and press box are in good condition.  
• Softball field does not have dugouts or baseline fencing.  The players’ 

benches need to be replaced.  
• If possible the softball field shall be relocated and the current location 

shall be turned into a Little League field to accompany the 
surrounding fields.      

 
3.6 Frank Feeley Fields  
 

Upper Softball Field  
 
• Turf growth density is weak and several areas are void of turf.  These 

areas should be top-dressed, fertilized, reseeded, and re-grown.   
• The field and spectator seating are not ADA accessible. 
• The backstop is in good condition.  
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• The infield needs to be weeded and re-edged.  
• The wooden spectator seating is falling apart and needs to be replaced. 

It currently does not meet code.   
 

Lower Softball Fields 1 and 2  
 

• The outfield turf for both fields is in decent condition.  There are areas 
of weed infestation and areas void of turf that need to be repaired.   

• There are dips and humps within the outfields that need to be re-
graded. 

• The infields for both fields need to be weeded and re-edged.  
• Softball Field 1 needs a new backstop and repairs to the baseline 

fencing.  
• The pitcher’s rubber for both fields needs to be replaced.  
• There is no ADA access to the field.  
• The softball fields are currently conflicting and cannot support games 

being played simultaneously.  The two (2) fields need to be 
reconfigured to resolve this issue.   

 
Baseball Diamond 

 
• This field is in good condition however is unplayable in early spring 

due to high groundwater and drainage issues.  Improved drainage is 
necessary to improve the serviceability of the field.   

• The turf is in good condition with high growth density and only minor 
repairs necessary.     

• Athletic lighting needs to be upgraded. 
• Outfield fencing is in good condition with minor repairs to the wind 

screening necessary.  
• The dugouts and press box need to be maintained and refurbished.  

The press box needs to be resided.   
• The spectator seating is not ADA accessible.   
 

3.7 General John Nixon Elementary School Fields  
 

Little League Field 
 

• The turf condition is very poor.  A complete reconstruction of the field 
is necessary to establish turf growth.   

• The backstop and players’ benches fencing are in good condition.  
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• Various trees need to be removed to provide adequate safety run outs 

along the base lines.  
• The field is not ADA accessible.    

  
3.8 Haskell Fields  
 

90’ Baseball Diamond  
 

• The turf quality is good, however it needs to be aerated top-dressed, 
fertilized, reseeded, and re-grown to eliminate bare spots.  

• The infield and base lines need to be weeded and re-edged.  
• The spectator seating is non-code-compliant and is not ADA 

accessible.   
• The backstop and temporary outfield fencing are in good condition.   
• The dugouts appear to be new and in good condition with 6’ fencing in 

front.   
• If possible, relocating the 90’ baseball field outside of the Haskell 

complex would be ideal.    

Youth Soccer Fields  
 

• The turf quality throughout the fields is fair.  The turf shows signs of 
overuse without enough rest periods, which have resulted in weak 
growth and bare spots.  

• The current parcel is fully utilized and supports approximately 12-15 
soccer/lacrosse fields averaging seven (7) full size fields.  

• Developments of additional youth lacrosse and soccer fields are 
necessary to take the demand off these existing fields.     

• Overall, the site appears to meet intended purpose. 
• Site has adequate parking and restrooms building.  
• Site has irrigation system from existing wells.         

 
3.9 Haynes Elementary School Fields  
 

Little League Field/Youth Soccer  
 

• The current geometric configuration of the field is poor to support both 
Little League and youth soccer.  



8  

• The backstop is in good condition, but no base paths, infield or 
baseball/softball equipment is provided. 

• The turf quality is poor with weak growth density and large areas void 
of turf.  

• The field shows signs of overuse and needs to be reconstructed to 
provide an adequate athletic field.   

• It appears the intended use is for recess and other no athletic uses.    
 

3.10 Israel Loring Elementary School Fields  
 

Youth Soccer Field  
 

• The turf quality is very poor and shows no turf growth between the 
goals.  A complete field reconstruction is necessary to establish 
growth. 

• There is no ADA access to the field. 
• It appears the intended use is for recess and other no athletic uses.    

    
Little League Fields  

 
• The turf quality is good, however it needs to be aerated, top-dressed, 

fertilized, reseeded, and re-grown to eliminate bare spots.  
• The prevailing grades result in a narrow right field of approximately 

150’. 
• There is no outfield fencing and the distance to the tree line presents a 

shallow outfield.   
• There is no ADA access to the field. 
• The infield needs to be weeded and re-edged.   
• The backstop and players benches are in good condition.  

 
3.11 Lincoln Sudbury Regional High School  
 

Community Field  
 

• The turf is in good condition with no signs of tears or loss of fibers.  
The turf needs to be groomed to stand the fibers back up and re-
distribute the infill.    

• The athletic lighting is outdated and needs to be upgraded.  
• The spectator seating and pressbox are in good condition and are code 

compliant. 
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• The track appeared to be in good condition.  Gale’s recommendation 

would be to re-surface between the (eight and ten) 8-10 year mark.  
• Perimeter fencing is in good condition.  
• Site amenities are good with a restroom/concessions building located 

at the entrance of the facility.        
 

Turf 1/Turf 2  
 

• The turf is in good condition with no signs of tears or loss of fibers.  
The turf needs to be groomed to stand the fibers back up and re-
distribute the infill.  

• Perimeter fencing and safety netting are in good condition. 
• The turf fields have no athletic lighting.       
• Fields are ADA accessible. 

 
Varsity Baseball/MPR 

 
• The turf condition is fair to good with some areas of overuse and bare 

spots due to use of the outfield as a MPR field.   
• The infield is in good condition.   
• The backstop and players’ benches are in good condition.   
• There is no outfield fencing due to use of the outfield as a MPR field.  
• The field is not ADA accessible.  
 
JV Baseball/MPR 

 
• The turf is in good condition with high growth density. 
• The infield is in good condition. 
• There is no outfield fencing due to use of the outfield as a MPR field.   
• The backstop and players’ benches are in good condition.   
• The field is not ADA accessible 

 
Natural Turf MPR 

 
• The turf is in fair condition with signs of overuse and areas void of 

turf.  In order to eliminate the bare spots, aerating, top-dressing, 
fertilizing, reseeding, and a re-growing period is required.   

• The field is not ADA accessible.    
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Softball Field  

 
• The turf condition is poor with weak growth density and areas void of 

turf.  There are large areas of weed infestation and there is a 
noticeable lip between infield and outfield.   

• The infield clay is overly compacted and does not promote positive 
drainage. 

• The outfield grades do not meet MIAA and NFHS regulations, which 
are typically 1.25%-1.5% sloping away from the infield.   

• There is a large drop off in grade along the right field line 
(approximately 3-4).   

• There is no irrigation system.  
• The field is not ADA accessible.  
• Overall, the field is unsafe for use and needs to be fully reconstructed 

to include a number of site amenities.      
• A more comprehensive assessment was made of the varsity softball 

field under a separate Contract.  This is the most deficient field at the 
high school campus.  The resultant report is provided at Enclosure 8.   

 
3.12 Peter Noyes Elementary School Fields  
 

Little League 1 
 

• The turf condition is poor with signs of overuse and areas void of turf.  
In order to eliminate the bare spots, aerating, top-dressing, fertilizing, 
reseeding, and a re-growing period is required.   

• Left field is short do to the prevailing grades and existing access drive 
around the field. 

• There is no outfield fencing and the outfield conflicts with the second 
Little League field.    

• The infield needs to be weeded and re-edged.  The base lines need to 
be re-graded and cut out.    

• The backstop and players’ benches appear to be new and are in good 
condition. 

• The field is not ADA accessible.   
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Little League 2 

• The turf condition is poor with signs of over use and areas void of turf.  
In order to eliminate the bare spots, aerating, top-dressing, fertilizing, 
reseeding, and a re-growing period is required.   

• The outfield is short due to Little League Field 1 and there is no 
outfield fencing.   

• The backstop and players’ benches appear to be new and are in good 
condition.   

• The field is not ADA accessible. 
• The infield needs to be weeded and re-edged.  The base lines need to 

be re-graded and cut out.   
• Little League Field 1 should be relocated while Little League Field 2 

should be designated as a full size Little League field with proper 
outfield fencing.   

 
3.13 Ti-Sales Fields  
 

Natural Turf MPR 
 

• Overall the site is a large, open, green space with limited access and 
no site amenities.   

• The turf condition is poor with weed infestation and bare spots 
throughout the field. 

• The field is secluded behind trees and a business, which is a safety 
concern.  

• The site has little potential for development due to restricted access.  
 
Overall, there are a total of thirty-six (36) athletic fields within the Sudbury community 
with ten (10) of the fields in disrepair and not meeting acceptable standards.  For example, 
there are a total of ten (10) designated Little League fields; however, when looking at 
geometry and site conditions, approximately six (6) of them do not meet geometry or 
condition standards and have limited use.  This issue causes other fields throughout the 
Town to experience a disproportionate amount of the use.   
 
The majority of the fields throughout the town have deficiencies in similar areas, which are 
little to no rest period (essential to turf growth and establishment), areas devoid of turf (a 
potential safety hazard), lack of site amenities, and ADA accessibility.  The chronic poor 
turf conditions which prevail throughout the Town of Sudbury are indicative of overuse, 
lack of restorative rest periods, and lack of properly constructed fields.  Field demands will 
be discussed in Section 5 of this report. 
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It is not the intent of the field assessments to address the renovation and redevelopment 
recommendations for each facility; that will be addressed in the Master Planning Sections 
of this report.  Rather, these comments are intended to define general existing field 
conditions and establish those repairs and upgrades necessary to make the fields more fully 
serviceable, safe and compliant, in their current configuration. 
 
Section 4.0 - Base Plan Development 
 
An essential task to the master planning effort is the creation of a suitable base plan for 
each field/parcel that has potential for redevelopment, in AutoCAD.  These sites include 
Feeley, Featherland, Davis, Haskell, and the Melone Property.  These will serve as the 
basis for the schematic planning efforts to follow.  Gale obtained record information using 
GIS data (assessor’s maps, topographic maps, and wetland maps), as available.  
Additionally, we consulted FEMA maps, state soil maps, and aerial mapping.  Gale 
produced a suitable base plan for each site listed and these are provided as Enclosure 2.   
 
The base plans reflect property line and site data, as available, and are sufficient for the 
Master Planning effort.  However, these plans are not suitable for detailed design and any 
projects completed as a result of this Master Plan in the future will require a full property 
line and topographic survey.  The results of such surveys may require modifications to the 
Master Planning assumptions. 
 
Section 5.0 - Scheduled Field Demand – Team Uses 
 
An essential task in the fields study was to determine the extent to which the fields are 
used and rested.  During the Assessment Phase, Gale met with the Sudbury Parks and 
Recreation Department and the Lincoln Sudbury School Department.  We also conducted 
user group meetings for the various users of the existing fields.  Officials from each user 
group completed a questionnaire.  The completed questionnaires are provided at Enclosure 
4. 
 
The total number of team uses (a team use being 10-20 persons using the field for a 2-hour 
event) was then established for each playing field.  Practices are also taken into account as 
team uses due to their repetitive nature over the same area, which can result in 
considerable damage to the turf.         
 
Gale has provided a field use matrix for all High School, Middle School, camp and club-type 
use, as well as recreation and youth sport programs in the community (see Enclosure 3).  
The totals from this matrix provide an accurate reflection of all of the formal scheduled 
field uses for each field across the Town, in a given year.  There may be additional 
“informal” uses not included in these use/demand estimates, which are therefore 
conservative as a result.   
 
As reflected in Table 1 below, the Town of Sudbury currently supports nearly 9,571 
scheduled team events per year, with a useful population of thirty-six (36) town and school 
fields.  This results in an annual average use of nearly 266 events per field.  The Town of 
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Sudbury is somewhat unique in that it currently has four (4) synthetic turf fields which can 
sustain a large user demand.  
 
Table 1.  Field Use Annual Summary – Actual Uses 
 
FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES  

Field Location Field Field Type Total Annual 
Uses Comments 

Crime Lab Field  Field 1 LL* 60 Geometry Issues  
          
Cutting Field  Field 2 MPR (synthetic) 565   
          
Davis Field  Field 3 MPR 296   
          
Curtis Middle School  Field 4 90' B/MPR 605   
  Field 5 Softball / MPR 597   
          
Featherland  Field 6 LL Upper 250   
  Field 7  LL 1* 175 Geometry Issues  
  Field 8  LL 2 200   
  Field 9 LL 3 250   
  Field 10 Softball 374   
          
Feeley  Field 11 Softball Upper 202   
  Field 12 Softball 1 143 Conflicts with Softball 2 
  Field 13 Softball 2 133 Conflicts with softball 1 
  Field 14 90' B 284   
          
Nixon  Field 15 LL 168 Very Poor Condition  
          
Haskell  Field 16 90' Baseball  225   
  Field 17-23 MPR (7 full-size) 1557   
          
Haynes  Field 24 LL/MPR 108   
          
Loring  Field 25 LL* 258 Geometry Issues  

  Field 26 Youth MPR* 
(90'x140') 0 Very Poor Condition  

          
LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603   
  Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490   

  Field 29 Community Turf 
(MPR)  575   

  Field 30 MPR 113   
  Field 31 Softball*  169 Very Poor Condition  
  Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309   
  Field 33 90' B / MPR 284   
          
Noyes  Field 34 LL1 229 Short Outfield  
  Field 35 LL2 229 Short Outfield  
          
Ti-Sales  Field 36 MPR* 120 Limited Access  
          
  Total 9,571  
B = Baseball/Softball; MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular; LL = Little League 
Red > 250 Uses; Green < 250 Uses 
 
In order to gather a better understanding of the uses per field, a more detailed breakdown 
by type use and field type was necessary.  Table 2 below shows a breakout of the types of 
fields compared to the uses for that particular field type.  It further breaks down the fields 
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into number of usable fields.  For example if we look at the softball category you will see 
there are a total of six (6) softball fields throughout the Town.  However, considering the 
softball field at the High School is unsafe for use and the lower softball fields at Feeley 
conflict and cannot be used simultaneously the Town has a total of four (4) usable softball 
fields at one given time.  A total softball use demand of 1,180 uses per year results in 295 
uses per field per year. 
 
Table 2.  Field Type vs. Useable Fields 
 
Type of Field Number of 

Fields 
 

Usable Fields Uses Per 
Type 

Uses/Usable 
Fields 

Softball 6 4 1,180 295 
Baseball 5 5 1,356 271 

Little League 10 4 1,145 286 
MPR Natural* 11 9 3,172 353 
MPR Synthetic 4 4 2,233 558 

 
Based on current maintenance practices, we have assumed that each natural turf field is 
capable of experiencing between 200-250 team uses per year without unacceptable 
breakdown of the turf.  That represents near daily use during a normal sports year, mid-
April through mid-November.  
 
As a result of our breakdown, it is clear that all of the fields, excluding the synthetic turf 
fields, are still being overused.  This is due to a combination of increasingly high user 
demands, diversity of sports, improved gender equality and a lack of well-constructed, 
quality fields throughout the Town.  For more detail, refer to the field user demand matrix 
provided in Enclosure 3.     
 
Section 6.0 - Field Demand Impact – Equivalent Team Uses 
 
While the number of scheduled team uses is important to gain an understanding of field 
space adequacy and turf quality, it can be misleading, as scheduled uses do not always 
correlate to damage to the turf condition.  Obviously, high school football play is more 
deleterious to turf condition than Little League T-ball, as larger, more competitive athletes 
cause higher stress loads on the playing surface.  Also, different sports cause damage to turf 
in different areas.  For example, football causes turf to wear between the hash marks, while 
soccer and lacrosse causes wear at the goals, at center field and along the sidelines.  As a 
result, we must account not only for the number of uses, but for the type of use and age of 
the participants as well, by applying an impact factor to the raw field use data. 
 
We have somewhat arbitrarily assigned an impact factor of 1.0 to youth soccer as the 
average activity in terms of field impact and deterioration.  We assume that adult football 
is twice as damaging to the turf and assign it a 2.0 impact factor accordingly.  Similarly, 
Little League baseball has less impact on turf condition and is assigned an impact factor of 
.75.  Other impact factors for various sports were assigned accordingly and multiplied by 
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the number of scheduled uses for each type activity to yield the equivalent team uses in 
terms of turf damage and impact.    
 
While this approach is arguably somewhat imprecise, it is a definite improvement over the 
consideration of raw scheduled use data alone, as it does account for differences in the 
impact on turf condition of the various uses made of the athletic fields across the Town. 
 
The equivalent scheduled team use data for fields which routinely sustain use for adult 
sports, such as men’s lacrosse or football, tend to obviously be higher than actual scheduled 
uses while those for fields which are routinely used primarily for Little League baseball 
tend to be less.   
 
The resulting field demand data indicates that several of the Sudbury fields are 
experiencing the equivalent of over 600 scheduled team uses as is the case at Curtis Middle 
School (see Enclosure 3). 
   
Section 7.0 - Field Use Practices - Rest and Inclement Use 
 
How a field is scheduled is an important consideration in its ability to sustain heavy use 
with an acceptable decrement in turf condition.  Obviously, a field with 250 scheduled uses, 
stretched out over the year (May through October), behaves differently than if this use was 
broken up with rest period(s).  Ideally, a natural turf field should have a 30-day rest period 
during the active growing season (spring or fall), during which to repair the root zone 
damage it has sustained and to propagate new crown growth.  Alternatively, this rest 
period can be in the summertime.  However, this is less effective, as the turf grass is 
somewhat dormant in the summer. 
 
It should be noted that it only takes playing once on a field with a saturated root zone to 
destroy the turf root zone for that season.  An effort must be made not to play games or 
practice on fields that are excessively wet.  The publication and consistent enforcement of a 
restrictive inclement weather policy by field managers is the singular best management 
practice available.  Refer to Enclosure 7 for an example inclement weather policy.          
 
Section 8.0 - Field Demand Conclusions 
 
Overall the lack of well-constructed, quality fields places a larger user demand on the 
remaining fields throughout the Town.  Thus, a number of those remaining fields have been 
excessively used.  In addition, virtually none of the fields have a spring or fall rest period 
during the active turf growth periods.  As a result, there are numerous fields that have 
chronically poor turf condition despite the expenditure of maintenance resources. 
 
An aggressively maintained and irrigated natural turf field that is rested for up to one-
third of the spring or fall growing season can, theoretically, sustain up to 250 team uses per 
year and maintain high quality and safe athletic turf.  Gale’s preliminary findings are that, 
given optimal maintenance efforts and growing conditions, the demands on the Sudbury 
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playing fields currently in use generally exceed the level at which is it possible to sustain 
safe, high-quality athletic facilities. 
 
Based on our initial findings, it is apparent that many of the Town’s existing fields remain 
in fair to poor condition due to overuse.  In addition, the Town is lacking sufficient athletic 
field space to accommodate the existing amount of youth and adult sports programs that 
are active in the Town. 
 
Table 3 below shows the required amount of fields to sustain the user demands throughout 
the town.  This is based on approximately 200-250 annual uses for each natural turf field.   
 
Table 3.  Required Fields 
 

Type of Field Current 
Usable Fields 

 

Required 
Fields 

Uses/Req. fields Field Increase 

Softball (60’) 4 6 206 +2 
Baseball (90’) 5 6 226 +1 

Little League (60’) 4 5 229 +1 
MPR Natural 9 13 244 +4 

MPR Synthetic 4 4 558 0 
 
Based on an analysis of need-by–type, we have concluded that two (2) softball, one (1) 90’ 
baseball, one (1) Little League, and four (4) natural turf, multi-purpose rectangular fields 
are required to sustain the current user demands.  Described below are three (3) 
redevelopment/redistribution of use strategies which will show how the Town of Sudbury 
can accomplish this field requirement.   
 
Section 9.0 - Redevelopment Potential and Preliminary Strategy 

 
Given the field shortfall defined above, Gale also evaluated each field complex for its 
potential for redevelopment, reorganization or expansion.  Gale looked at all of the sites as 
potential areas for redevelopment or expansion.  The most feasible sites for redevelopment 
are the LSRHS softball field, Haskell, Davis Fields, Feeley Fields, and Featherland Park.  
Redevelopment may consist of the construction of new fields, re-orientation and/or re-
organization of existing fields, complete field renovation of existing fields, strategic 
placement of synthetic fields, new athletic lighting and increased parking.  These various 
strategies at the candidate sites are discussed in detail below. 
 
In addition to the redevelopment or expansion of current recreation space, Gale also 
assessed the development potential of other undeveloped parcels within the Town, such as 
the Melone Property which is currently owned by the Town.  
 
 
 
 



17  

Section 10.0 - Master Plan Layouts 
 
Based on the planning program of needs defined above and our assessment of development 
potential of each existing and proposed recreation parcel, we prepared schematic level plans 
for the redevelopment of each.  We have prepared three (3) redevelopment strategies which 
show how the required field enhancements can be achieved.  Each option is discussed below 
detailing layout, cost and permitting assumptions. The schematic layouts are provided as 
Enclosure 5. 
 
 10.1 Redevelopment Option 1 
 

High School Softball Field  
 

General.  A complete renovation of the High School Softball facility is proposed and 
will result in safer playing conditions, a field more consistent with other LSRHS 
fields, as well as a field that better meets the needs of the LSRHS softball program.  
Prior to any other athletic redevelopment within the Town of Sudbury, the High 
School Softball Field should be addressed.  The proposed softball field layout is 
included at Enclosure 6.   
 
Master Plan Strategy.  The most outstanding safety concern/shortfall of the 
softball facility consists of the prevailing grades throughout the outfield.  The 
solution is generally to reconstruct the field.  This would include removal of the 
topsoil and re-grading the sub-grade in order to achieve the recommended planarity.   
 
Given that the softball field root zone will be completely removed due to the re-
grading that must take place, Gale recommends reconstructing the entire field with 
a stone base, flat panel drain system and an amended root zone for proper root 
growth. A new infield mix consisting of 60% sand, 20% silt, and 20% clay is 
proposed.  This mixture allows for proper drainage, which prevents over compaction 
and works well in a New England environment.   
 
The reconstruction of the field with a new, engineered root zone should include the 
installation of full irrigation.  The water supply should be from the existing well 
located to the south of the existing two (2) synthetic turf fields.  The approximate 
length of the run to tie into the existing well is 1,600’ and this routing will likely 
require design and wetlands permitting.    
 
The proposed retaining wall along the southern foul line will not only provide a 
solution for the prevailing grades, but will also bring ADA access to the field and 
spectator seating.  As shown on the Proposed Layout Plan, an accessible route is 
proposed from the existing handicap parking, located to the south of the field, to the 
visitor’s dugout.  This also brings ADA access to the proposed bleacher system.   
 
The current field is not lit and play is limited.  The provision of athletic lighting 
extends the hours of play, effectively doubling the capacity of the field and allowing 
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freshmen, JV, and varsity teams to use the same field. The athletic lighting 
proposed consists of a four (4) pole system, incorporating MUSCO Light Structure 
Green.   
 
Permitting Requirements.  The improvements, as proposed above for the LSRHS 
softball field, will likely involve minor permitting due to the routing of the new 
irrigation line.  This line will most likely be within the 100’ buffer of existing 
wetlands and require the filing of a permit application with the local conservation 
commission.  
 
Pre-Design Cost Estimates.  The costs associated with this project will include 
reconstruction of the existing softball field, as well as various site amenities 
including fencing, walkways and spectator seating. The following is a bulleted list of 
approximate costs:  

  
Reconstructed Softball Field 
 
• Field Reconstruction     $    250,000 
• Spectator Seating     $      25,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $    100,000 
• Athletic Lighting      $    180,000 

 
TOTAL: $    555,000 

 
This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Recommendations.  Currently, the High School Softball Field is unsafe for use 
and the high school teams are traveling to other facilities for practices and games.  
This field needs to be reconstructed prior to any other redevelopment within the 
community.  For a more detailed master plan of the softball field, please refer to our 
report to the Friends of Lincoln Sudbury Softball dated June 15, 2012, included as 
Enclosure 8. 
          
Melone Property 
 
General.  The Melone property is a sandpit currently owned by the Town of 
Sudbury.  It is an approximately forty-six (46) acre parcel with great potential for 
various types of development.  This Master Plan will only focus on the property’s 
recreation development potential.  The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.     
 
Master Plan Strategy.  The development of the Melone property is the key to the 
success in Redevelopment Option 1.  The Melone property is a large open area which 
can accommodate numerous recreation layouts.  The layout we have proposed shows 
how the town can best meet the required inventory of fields.  
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The proposed layout shows two (2) 90’ baseball diamonds and two (2) softball fields 
all back-to-back.  This allows the development of an amenities building in-between 
the four (4) diamonds, which can be utilized as a pressbox for all four (4) fields.  
Each diamond will have athletic lighting and spectator seating.  Space in not an 
issue and allows each baseball field to have a foul pole distance of 325’.  The softball 
fields are different in size.  One is a standard high school field with 220’ to the 
outfield fence and the other is an adult field with 300’ to the outfield fence.   
 
Along with the four (4) diamonds, a proposed lighted synthetic turf multipurpose 
rectangular field will be constructed to the west of the parcel.  This will help contain 
the large amount of MPR uses throughout the town. 
 
The complex will include a 158 space parking lot, which will provide accessible 
routes to all the proposed fields.  Along with the organized sports development, the 
site will offer passive recreation opportunities including walking trails and 
basketball courts.    
 
Our proposed layout leaves approximately eight (8) acres along North Road open for 
other development, which, depending on the type of development, could help 
compensate for the construction cost of the recreation complex.       
 
Permitting Requirements.  Depending on the final layout and detailed wetlands 
delineation, a portion of the site may be within a 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  
This would require a filing with the local conservation commission and MA DEP.  
The site is also located in a DEP designated zone II area which will require 
protections for groundwater supplies.  Additionally, a site plan review/building 
permit may be triggered for the proposed concessions building, athletic lighting, and 
spectator seating.   
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of two (2) baseball fields, two (2) softball fields, a MPR synthetic turf field, as well as 
various site amenities including fencing, walkways and spectator seating. The 
following is a bulleted list of approximate costs:  

  
Melone Development 
 
• Two (2) - 90 Baseball Fields    $   700,000 
• Two (2) - Softball Fields     $   500,000 
• MPR Synthetic Turf Field     $   750,000 
• Site amenities building     $   300,000 
• Site Amenities (scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $   150,000 
• Spectator Seating      $   200,000 
• Athletic Lighting (all fields)    $1,100,000 
• Site Parking and walkways    $   200,000 

 
TOTAL: $3,900,000 
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This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Recommendations.  The Melone property offers a number of development 
potentials with recreation being the most useful for the Town given the current 
demand for athletic fields.  The construction of this parcel alone will help solve 
ninety percent of the required fields needed to accommodate the various uses.            
 
Featherland Park  
 
General.  Featherland Park consists of four (4) Little League fields and one (1) 
softball field.  It is located less then a mile from Lincoln Sudbury Regional High 
School.  Due to its location and the current condition of the varsity softball field, the 
High School teams utilize the Featherland softball field for practices and games.  It 
should be noted that any redevelopment to the softball field at Featherland must be 
done only after the reconstruction of the High School Softball Field.        
 
Master Plan Strategy.  Assuming the High School Softball Field is reconstructed, 
the softball field at Featherland can be relocated to the Melone Property, as 
described above, to allow Featherland to become a complete Little League complex.  
A 70’ Little League diamond is proposed to replace the softball field.  This field 
redevelopment will include new dugouts, spectator seating and updated athletic 
lighting.  Additionally, the field will become ADA accessible with the construction of 
walkways that lead from the existing parking lot to the proposed spectator seating 
and dugouts.   The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.     
 
Permitting Requirements. The improvements, as proposed above, will likely 
involve permitting.  A site plan review/building permit may be triggered for the 
proposed athletic lighting and spectator seating.   
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of a 70’ Little League field as well as various site amenities including fencing, 
walkways and spectator seating. The following is a bulleted list of approximate 
costs:  

  
Featherland 70’ Little League Field 
 
• 70’ Little League Field     $  150,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $    50,000 
• Spectator Seating      $    25,000 
• Athletic Lighting (all fields)    $  200,000 

 
TOTAL: $  455,000 

 
This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
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Recommendations.  The redevelopment of Featherland will help separate high 
school/adult softball players with the Little League athletes.  However, as sated 
previously, this redevelopment as proposed shall only be done once the High School 
Softball Field is completed.  This redevelopment will gain the Town of Sudbury the 
additional Little League field it is lacking.  
    
Haskell Complex  
 
General.  Haskell is currently a youth soccer and lacrosse facility which supports 
approximately thirteen to fifteen (13-15) youth fields.  Currently, the youth lacrosse 
and soccer fields surround a 90’ baseball diamond.  The complex has adequate 
parking, a playground area, and restrooms.        
 
Master Plan Strategy.  Due to the development of a 90’ baseball field at Davis and 
a synthetic turf baseball field at Feeley, the 90’ diamond at Haskell can be 
reconstructed as a full size MPR field.  The existing skinned infield will be removed 
and replaced with an amended root zone designed for athletic use.  All of the 
existing baseball amenities (dugout, batting tunnel, etc.) will be removed and 
utilized at the proposed baseball facility at Davis.  The proposed layout is included 
at Enclosure 6.      
 
Permitting Requirements. The improvements, as proposed above will likely not 
involve permitting.   
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of a MPR field. The following is a bulleted list of approximate costs:  

  
Haskell MPR Field 
 
• MPR Field      $    150,000 
• Demolition of Baseball Facility    $      50,000 

 
TOTAL: $    200,000 

 
This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Recommendations.  Turning the baseball field into a MPR field at Haskell will 
allow more space for youth field layouts and turn Haskell into a full MPR field 
complex.     

 
10.2 Redevelopment Option 2 

 
High School Softball Field  

 
Same as Redevelopment Option 1.  
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Davis Fields  
 
General.  The Davis field complex is currently an open field without any formal 
field designation.  The site has great potential for redevelopment to include a variety 
of fields.      
 
Master Plan Strategy.  Due to the current open space at Davis, the site could be 
reconfigured to include one (1) 90’ baseball diamond,  two (2) MPR natural turf 
fields, and one (1) softball field.  An amenities/concessions building is proposed to 
the west of the baseball and MPR fields, and will service the entire site.  All site 
improvements would include new drainage systems and provide ADA accessibility 
throughout the site.  The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.     
 
The existing gravel parking area will be paved and striped to accommodate 
approximately one hundred twenty-four (124) spaces. Assuming the fields are being 
used simultaneously, which is the worst case scenario, the parking lot would need to 
accommodate ninety-six (96) spaces. This would leave a twenty-eight (28) space 
buffer for additional parking needs. 
 
The ninety-six (96) space number is derived from each field supporting two (2) teams 
with an average fifteen (15) members per team. With four (4) fields and assuming 
everyone drives separately this equals one hundred twenty (120) spaces. We have 
multiplied the one hundred twenty (120) spaces by a .8 multiplier to account for 
people who car pool and get dropped off.  This equates to the ninety-six (96) space 
requirement for the four (4) fields. 
 
Permitting Requirements. Depending on the final layout and detailed wetlands 
delineation, a portion of the site may be within a 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  
This would require a filing with the local conservation commission and MA DEP.  
Additionally, a site plan review/building permit may be triggered for the proposed 
concessions building. 
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of a 90’ baseball field, two (2) MPR fields, one (1) softball field, as well as various site 
amenities including fencing, walkways and amenities building. The following is a 
bulleted list of approximate costs:  
Davis Fields 
• 90’ Baseball Field      $   350,000 
• Softball Field       $   250,000 
• 2 - MPR Natural Turf Field     $   600,000 
• Site amenities building     $   300,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $     75,000 
• Site Parking and Walkways    $   150,000 

 
TOTAL: $1,725,000 
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This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Recommendations.  The Davis field redevelopment provides the Town of Sudbury 
with one (1) additional MPR field, a 90’ baseball field and a softball field.  The 
development of this site can allow other improvements at Haskell and Featherland 
to take place.        
 
Frank Feeley Fields  
 
General.  The Feeley complex consists of three (3) softball fields (only two [2] of 
them can be used simultaneously due to the lower softballs fields conflicting) as well 
as a 90’ baseball diamond.  The 90’ baseball diamond is located within the 500-year 
flood zone and is partial in the 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  The field is 
unusable until late spring and after rain events due to drainage issues.       
 
Master Plan Strategy.  The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.  Under 
Redevelopment Option 2, the two (2) lower softball fields at Feeley would be 
reconfigured so they can support games being played simultaneously.  This 
reconfiguration would also include walkways which would provide ADA accessibility 
from the parking lot to the fields. 
 
The 90’ baseball diamond would be reconstructed as synthetic turf to include a stone 
base and underdrain system which would allow all-weather, year round play.  With 
this reconstruction, the various baseball amenities would be refurbished to include 
new pressbox siding and updated athletic lighting.  When not scheduled for baseball, 
the outfield can support a full MPR field for all rectangular sports.      
 
The existing gravel parking area supporting the lower softball fields and the 
baseball field would be paved and striped to support approximately fifty-three (53) 
spaces.  A restroom/concession building is proposed behind the existing baseball 
spectator seating, and ADA accessibility will be improved throughout the site.                
 
Permitting Requirements.  A detailed wetlands delineation will most likely show 
a portion of the site is within a 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  This would 
require a filing with the local conservation commission and MA DEP.  Additionally, 
a site plan review/building permit may be triggered for the proposed parking 
improvements, athletic lighting, and concessions building. 
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of a 90’ synthetic turf baseball field, the reconfiguration of two (2) softball fields, as 
well as various site amenities including amenities building, fencing, walkways and 
spectator seating.  The following is a bulleted list of approximate costs:  
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Feeley Baseball 
 
• 90’ Synthetic Turf Baseball Field    $   850,000 
• Reconfigured Softball Fields     $   200,000 
• Athletic Lighting       $   350,000 
• Site amenities building     $   300,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $     50,000 
• Site Parking       $     65,000 

 
TOTAL: $1,815,000 

This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Recommendations.  The development of a synthetic turf baseball field would allow 
the field to be used year round and eliminate the current drainage issues.  Also a 
lighted synthetic turf baseball field that is scheduled correctly would solve the 
current baseball user demands within the Town of Sudbury.        
 
Featherland Park  
 
Same as Redevelopment Option 1 however, understanding the High School softball 
teams currently utilize the Featherland softball field, the proposed softball field at 
Davis can be constructed as a Little League field.  This would allow the softball field 
at Featherland to stay as is to accommodate the High School softball uses as well as 
accommodate the towns Little League demands at Davis.      
 
A softball and Little League field can be interchanged relatively easy due to the 
similarities in geometry.  The cost to develop a Little League field at Davis in lieu of 
softball would be comparable.  In addition, the cost to leave softball at Featherland 
and make general site improvements would be less expensive than developing a 
Little League diamond.  Deciding where to locate the fields becomes a programming 
decision which needs to be made within the town.   

 
Haskell Complex  
 
Same as Redevelopment Option 1.  

 
10.3 Redevelopment Option 3 

  
High School Softball Field  

 
Same as Redevelopment Option 1.  
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Melone Property  
 
Master Plan Strategy.  The Melone Property layout and development for 
Redevelopment Option 3 would be the same as Option 1 however the MPR field will 
be natural turf not synthetic.  The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.      
 
Permitting Requirements. The permitting process will be the same as 
Redevelopment Option 1. Depending on the final layout and detailed wetlands 
delineation, a portion of the site may be within a 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  
This would require a filing with the local conservation commission and MA DEP.  
The site is also located in a DEP designated zone II area which will require 
protections for groundwater supplies.  Additionally, a site plan review/building 
permit may be triggered for the proposed concessions building, athletic lighting, and 
spectator seating.   
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of two (2) baseball fields, two (2) softball fields, a MPR natural turf field, as well as 
various site amenities including fencing, walkways and spectator seating. The 
following is a bulleted list of approximate costs:  

  
Melone Development  
 
• Two (2) - 90 Baseball Fields    $   700,000 
• Two (2) - Softball Fields     $   500,000 
• MPR Natural Turf Field     $   350,000 
• Site Amenities Building     $   300,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Bullpens, Dugouts)  $   150,000 
• Spectator Seating      $   200,000 
• Athletic Lighting (all fields)    $1,100,000 
• Site Parking and Walkways    $   200,000 

 
TOTAL: $4,400,000 

 
This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Davis Fields  
 
Master Plan Strategy.  The Davis field layout for Redevelopment Option 3 is 
intended to help address the need for more MPR fields within the Town of Sudbury 
without involving synthetic turf.  In Redevelopment Option 3, there are a total of 
three (3) MPR natural turf fields.  These fields would be designed for athletic use 
with an amended root zone and an underdrain to solve the current drainage issues.  
The proposed layout is included at Enclosure 6.            
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Permitting Requirements. As in Redeployment Option 2, this proposed plan will 
most likely involve permitting.  Depending on the final layout and detailed wetlands 
delineation a portion of the site may be within a 100’ jurisdictional wetland buffer.  
This would require a filing with the local conservation commission and MA DEP.  
Additionally, a site plan review/building permit may be triggered for the proposed 
concessions building. 
 
Cost Estimates. The costs associated with this project will include the construction 
of three (3) MPR fields, as well as various site amenities including fencing, 
walkways and amenities building. The following is a bulleted list of approximate 
costs:  

 Davis Fields 

• Three (3) - MPR Natural Turf Field   $1,050,000 
• Site Amenities Building     $   300,000 
• Site Amenities (Scoreboard, Fencing)   $     50,000 
• Site Parking and Walkways    $   150,000  

 
TOTAL: $1,550,000 

 
This estimate is an approximation and more detailed construction cost estimates 
shall be prepared with the detailed design of each facility. 
 
Featherland Park  

Same as Redevelopment Options 1 and 2.  
 
Haskell Complex  
 
Same as Redevelopment Options 1 and 2.  

 
Section 11.0 - Master Plan Summary  
 
The following table summarizes the Town’s Outdoor Athletic Facility Redevelopment 
Master Plan elements described above:  
 
Redevelopment Option 1: 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball +1 Softball $555K    
 New Community Field Lights No Change $350K 
    
Featherland New 80’ Little League +1LL $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field +1 MPR $200K 
  -1 90’ B  
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Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
    
Melone Property New 90’ Baseball +1 90’ B $3.90M
 New 90’ Baseball +1 90’ B  
 New Softball +1 Softball  
 New Softball +1 Softball  
 New Synthetic Turf MPR +1 Synthetic  
              
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
+1 Synthetic Turf Field, +1 Multipurpose, +2 Softball,   $5,430,000  
+1 Little League, +1 90’ Baseball   
             
The $5,430,000 is an estimate only and is based on costs of projects of a similar nature in 
other towns and does not include soft costs or design fees.  Exact costs for this project will 
not be known until design and engineering studies have been completed. 
 
Redevelopment Option 2: 
 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball +1 Softball $55K 
 New Community Field Lights No Change $350K 
    
Featherland New 80’ Little League +1 LL  $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field +1 MPR $200 
  -1 90’B  
    
Feely New Reconfigured Softball +1 Softball $1.815M 
 New Synthetic 90’ Baseball + Synthetic  
    
Davis New 90’ Baseball   +1 90’ B $1.725M 
 New MPR Field +1 MPR  
 Reconstructed MPR Field No Change  
 New Softball +1 Softball  
 
        
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
 
+1 Synthetic baseball / MPR, +3 Multipurpose, +2 Softball  $5,070,000 
+ 1 Little League               
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The $5,070,000 is an estimate only and is based on costs of projects of a similar nature in 
other towns.  Exact costs for this project will not be known until design and engineering 
studies have been completed. 
 
Redevelopment Option 3: 
 
Location Strategy Field Change Cost 
High School Reconstructed Softball +1 Softball $555K 
 New Community Field Lights No Change $350K 
    
Featherland New 80’ Little League +1 LL $425K 
  -1 Softball  
    
Haskell New MPR Field +1 MPR $200K 
  -1 90’ B  
    
Melone Property New 90’ Baseball +1 90’ B $3.50M 
 New 90” Baseball +1 90’ B  
 New Softball +1 Softball  
 New Softball + 1 Softball  
 New MPR Field + 1 MPR  
    
Davis New MPR field +1 MPR $1.55M 
 New MPR Field +1 MPR  
 Reconstructed MPR Field No Change  
              
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------- 
SUMMARY (Net Change): 
 
+4 Multipurpose, + 2 Softballs, +1 Little League     $6,580,000 
+ 1 90’ Baseball Fields                
 
The $6,580,000 is an estimate only and is based on costs of projects of a similar nature in 
other towns.  Exact costs for this project will not be known until design and engineering 
studies have been completed. 
 
All three (3) redevelopment strategies accomplish a redevelopment program that provides a 
solution to the existing deficit of fields in the Town of Sudbury.  The primary difference 
between the three (3) strategies is the use of synthetic turf to accommodate the Town’s 
demands and the development of the Melone Property.  Under Redevelopment Option 1, the 
Melone property is developed and utilizes synthetic turf.  Under Redevelopment Option 2, 
the plan utilizes the existing Town-owned recreation parcels, as well as the use synthetic 
turf.  Finally, under Redevelopment Option 3, the plan does not include the use of synthetic 
turf however involves developing the Melone property and reconfiguring existing parcels.    
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Gale recommends implementation of Redevelopment Option 1 due to the fact that the 
majority of the deficit of fields can be remedied with the development of one (1) parcel. The 
Melone property offers a unique opportunity for the Town to develop the parcel in phases to 
allow for financial planning and does not require a complete build-out of the parcel all at 
once.  Another advantage of Redevelopment Option 1 is that it will not create a large 
impact on the exiting recreational spaces in the Town while under construction, but once 
completed will help to improve the condition of other parcels.   
 
Section 12.0 - Field Demand/Impacts and Rest Following Master Plan 
Implementation 
 
The main objective of the Master Plan is to reconstruct existing fields or to develop 
sufficient new fields to better meet the demands placed on them by the Town’s existing 
athletic programs.  The Master Plan’s goal is to provide sufficient fields, by type, such that 
the demand on any individual field does not exceed 250 scheduled team uses per year.  As 
previously noted, 250 team uses is the maximum number that a properly irrigated and 
maintained field, with a 30-45 day rest period during the active growth season, can sustain 
and still maintain good quality athletic turf.   
 
Existing User Demand.  As reflected in the existing condition demand matrix, there are 
many fields that greatly exceed the 250-use criteria.  Additionally, the majority of these 
overused fields have no growth season rest period.  This type of demand, throughout the 
Town, results in an abundance of chronically poor fields, which provide unsafe playing 
surfaces and may become liabilities for the Town of Sudbury.  
 
Master Plan Influence on Demand for Fields.  Once the final number and type of fields 
was established, the next task was to reallocate users to the expanded population of fields.  
The goal was to minimize the number of total uses per field to between 200 and 250.  While 
our redistribution is subject to Town scheduling, it gives a sense of resultant improvement 
on field demand.   
 
The implementation of the Master Plan will result in the fields seeing a reduction in uses 
and allowing enough rest between seasons for re-growth and maintenance of the turf.  The 
tables below show how, for each strategy, the uses for the existing and proposed fields are 
within the respected margin for type of surface.     
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Table 4.  Master Plan Redevelopment Option 1 – Redistribution of Demand 
 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED  

Field Location Field Field Type Total Annual 
Uses 

Proposed 
Uses 

Proposed Field 
Designation  Comments 

Crime Lab Field  Field 1 LL* 60 0 Removed Geometry Issues  
            
Cutting Field  Field 2 MPR (synthetic) 565 565 Same   
            
Davis Field  Field 3 MPR 296 225 Same    
            
Curtis Middle 
School  Field 4 90' B/MPR 605 236 Same    
  Field 5 Softball / MPR 597 214 Same    
            
Featherland  Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same    
  Field 7  LL 1* 175 0 Removed Geometry Issues  
  Field 8  LL 2 200 229 Same    
  Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same    

  Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 80' Little 
League Field    

            
Feeley  Field 11 Softball Upper 202 206 Same    
  Field 12 Softball 1 143 206 Same  Conflicts with Softball 2 
  Field 13 Softball 2 133 0 Removed Conflicts with Softball 1 
  Field 14 90' B 284 227 Same    
            
Nixon  Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition  
            
Haskell  Field 16 90' Baseball  225 0 Removed   

  Field 17-
23 MPR (7 full-size) 1557 1857 New MPR Field    

            
Haynes  Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Recess Only    
            
Loring  Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only  Geometry Issues  

  Field 26 Youth MPR* 
(90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition 

            
LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 New Lights    
  Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same   

  Field 29 Community Turf 
(MPR)  575 600 Same    

  Field 30 MPR 113 225 Same    
  Field 31 Softball*  169 206 Reconstructed  Very Poor Condition  
  Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 250 Same    
  Field 33 90' B / MPR 284 250 Same    
            

Noyes  Field 34 LL 229 229 New Outfield 
Fencing  Short Outfield  

  Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only  Short Outfield  
            
Ti-Sales  Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same  Limited Access  
            
Melone  Field 37 MPR*  650 New MPR   
  Field 38 90' B  226 New 90' Baseball    
  Field 39 90' B  226 New 90' Baseball    
  Field 40 Softball   206 New Softball    
  Field 41 Softball   206 New Softball    
              
  Total 9571 9571   
B = Baseball/Softball; MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular; LL = Little League Field 
Red > 250 Uses; Green > 250 Uses 
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Table 5.  Master Plan Redevelopment Option 2 – Redistribution of Demand 
 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED  

Field Location Field Field Type Total Annual 
Uses 

Proposed 
Uses 

Proposed Field 
Designation  Comments 

Crime Lab Field  Field 1 LL* 60 0 Removed  Geometry Issues  
            

Cutting Field  Field 2 MPR 
(synthetic) 565 565 Same    

            
Davis Field  Field 3 MPR 296 250 Reconstructed MPR   
  Field 37 MPR  250 New MPR   
  Field 38 90' B  225 New 90' baseball    
  Field 39 Softball   208 New Softball    
            
Curtis Middle 
School  Field 4 90' B/MPR 605 250 Same    
  Field 5 Softball/MPR 597 250 Same    
            
Featherland  Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same    
  Field 7  LL 1* 175 0 Removed  Geometry Issues  
  Field 8  LL 2 200 229 Same    
  Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same    

  Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 80' Little League 
Field    

            

Feeley  Field 11 Softball 
Upper 202 208 Same    

  Field 12 Softball 1 143 208 Reconfigured  Conflicts with Softball 2 
  Field 13 Softball 2 133 208 Reconfigured  Conflicts with Softball 1 

  Field 14 90' B 284 600 New synthetic turf 
baseball    

            
Nixon  Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition 
            
Haskell  Field 16 90' Baseball  225 0 Relocated    

  Field 17-23 MPR (7 full-
size) 1557 1996 New MPR Field    

            
Haynes  Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Removed   
            
Loring  Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only  Geometry Issues  

  Field 26 Youth MPR* 
(90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition  

            
LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 Same   
  Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same    

  Field 29 Community 
Turf (MPR)  575 607 New lights    

  Field 30 MPR 113 250 Same    
  Field 31 Softball*  169 206 Reconstructed  Very Poor Condition 
  Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 250 Same    
  Field 33 90' B / MPR 284 250 Same    
            
Noyes  Field 34 LL 229 229 New Outfield Fencing  Short Outfield  
  Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only  Short Outfield  
            
Ti-Sales  Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same  Limited Access  
              
  Total 9571 9571   
B = Baseball/Softball; MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular; LL = Little League Field 
Red > 250 Uses; Green < 250 Uses 
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Table 6.  Master Plan Redevelopment Option 3 – Redistribution of Demand 
 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED     

Field Location Field Field Type Total Annual 
Uses 

Proposed 
Uses 

Proposed Field 
Designation  Comments 

Crime Lab Field  Field 1 LL* 60 0 Removed  Geometry Issues  
            

Cutting Field  Field 2 MPR 
(synthetic) 565 565 Same    

            
Davis Field  Field 3 MPR 296 230 Reconstructed MPR   
  Field 42 MPR  230 New MPR   
  Field 43 MPR  226 New MPR   
            
Curtis Middle 
School  Field 4 90' B/ MPR 605 225 Same    
  Field 5 Softball/ MPR 597 225 Same   
            
Featherland  Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same   
  Field 7  LL 1* 175 0 Removed  Geometry Issues  
  Field 8  LL 2 200 229 Same    
  Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same    
  Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 70' LL   
            
Feeley  Field 11 Softball Upper 202 208 Same   
  Field 12 Softball 1 143 208 Same Conflicts with Softball 2 
  Field 13 Softball 2 133 0 Removed  Conflicts with Softball 1 
  Field 14 90' B 284 226 Same    
            
Nixon  Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition  
            
Haskell  Field 16 90' Baseball  225 0 Relocated   

  Field 17-
23 

MPR (7 full-
size) 1557 1860 New MPR Field    

            
Haynes  Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Recess Only    
            
Loring  Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only  Geometry Issues  

  Field 26 Youth MPR* 
(90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only  Very Poor Condition  

            
LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 Same    
  Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same    

  Field 29 Community 
Turf (MPR)  575 597 New Lights   

  Field 30 MPR 113 230 Same    
  Field 31 Softball*  169 208 Reconstructed Very Poor Condition  
  Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 226 Same    
  Field 33 90' B/ MPR 284 226 Same    
            
Noyes  Field 34 LL 229 229 New outfield fencing  Short Outfield  
  Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only  Short Outfield  
            
Ti-Sales  Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same  Limited Access  
       
Melone  Field 37 MPR*  225 New MPR Field    
  Field 38 90' B  226 New 90' baseball    
  Field 39 90' B  226 New 90' baseball    
  Field 40 Softball   207 New Softball    
  Field 41 Softball   207 New Softball    
              
  Total 9571 9571   
Red > 250 Uses; Green < 250 Uses 
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Section 13.0 - Master Plan Implementation – Phasing Plan 
 
It is apparent that the implementation of the entire Master Plan is not feasible in a single 
project.  This is due to the Town’s fiscal constraints and the impacts on users, who must 
have field space during the redevelopment process.  The Master Plan is, therefore, broken 
into discrete projects, based on reasonable annual budget expenditures, priority of need and 
minimization of user impacts.  In general, the principles behind the formulation of the 
Master Plan Phasing are to: 
 

• Accomplish the projects which result in the biggest impact first, to set the 
conditions for the project.   

• Accomplish the remaining Master Plan elements in order of relative 
importance, based on projected use.   

• Attempt to accomplish all elements of the Master Plan within five (or more) 
years, including the current year.   

• Attempt to balance the Town’s expenditure on field renovation throughout 
the Master Plan implementation period.   

• Schedule Master Plan elements which only provide for the renovation of an 
existing field in place, with no change in layout or use, late in the Phasing 
Plan.   

 
13.1 Redevelopment Option 1 
 
Phase 1, Fiscal Year 2014 
 
Phase 1 should include the reconstruction of the existing softball field at the High 
School. This project needs to be a priority due to the current safety issues with the 
softball field.  This project can be accomplished during the softball off-season, May 
through August, and will provide minimal impact to the user groups.   
 
Concurrently, the community field athletic lights can be upgraded under the same 
construction contract as the softball field.    
 
The provisions of newly constructed softball field that will be ready for use in 2013 
will help to set the stage for subsequent Phases of the Master Plan so that they can 
be accomplished without major disruption to the user programs.   
 
Phase 2, Fiscal Year 2015 
 
Phase 2 will include the development of the Melone Property.  This will include the 
construction of two (2) 90’ baseball fields, two (2) softball fields, and one (1) synthetic 
turf field.  This project will provide the Town with the ability to make use of this 
variety of fields, prior to bringing any other field’s offline.   
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Fiscal Year 2016 
 
Fiscal Year 2016 mainly consists of the new fields at the Melone property being 
allowed to have a proper grow in period (typically two growing season fall and 
spring).    
 
Phase 3, Fiscal Year 2017 
 
With the implementation of the previous phases and with Melone online, the Town 
can begin to reconstruct the remainder of the Redevelopment Option 1 with turning 
the 90’ diamond at Haskell to a MPR field.  Additionally, the softball field at 
Featherland can be transformed into the proposed Little League field.   

 
Table 7.  Phasing Plan Summary 

 
Location 

 
FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 

Phase 1      
High School Softball   $555,000    
Community Field Lights  $350,000    
     
Phase II     
Melone Property   $3,900,000 Grow In   
     
Phase III     
Featherland Little League     $425,000 
Haskell MPR    $200,000 
     
Total  $905,000 $3,900,000  $625,000 

   
          Total Cost:                                 $5,430,000 
 
 13.2 Redevelopment Option 2 

 
Phase 1, Fiscal Year 2014 
 
As in Redevelopment Option 1, Phase 1 should include the reconstruction of the 
existing softball field at the High School. This project needs to be a priority due to 
the current safety issues with the softball field.  This project can be accomplished 
during the softball off-season, May through August, and will provide minimal impact 
to the user groups.   
 
Concurrently, the community field athletic lights can be upgraded under the same 
construction contract as the softball field.    
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The provisions of newly constructed softball field that will be ready for use in 2013 
will help to set the stage for subsequent Phases of the Master Plan so that they can 
be accomplished without major disruption to the user programs.   
 
Phase 2, Fiscal Year 2015 
 
Phase 2 will include the construction of the new synthetic turf baseball field at the 
Feeley Baseball Field along with the reconfiguration of the lower softball fields.  
This construction also includes the reconstruction of the adjacent parking lot and 
the addition of an amenities building.    
 
Phase 3, Fiscal Year 2016 
 
With the implementation of Phases 1 and 2, the Town can begin to reconstruct the 
fields at Davis Fields.   This includes the construction of two (2) multipurpose fields,  
one (1) baseball field, and one (1) softball field.  Also included in Phase 3 is the 
reconstruction of the parking area and the construction of an amenities building.     
 
Fiscal Year 2016 
 
Fiscal Year 2016 mainly consists of the new fields at Davis being allowed to have a 
proper grow in period (typically two growing season fall and spring).    
 
Phase 4, Fiscal Year 2018 
 
With the new fields at Feeley and Davis completed, Phase 4 should include turning 
the 90’ diamond at Haskell to a MPR field.  Additionally, the softball field at 
Featherland can be transformed into the proposed Little League field.   
 
Table 8.  Phasing Plan Summary 
 

Location FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 
 

FY 2018 
 

Phase 1       
High School 
softball   

$555,000     

Community 
field lights  

$350,000     

      
Phase II      
Feeley Fields    $1,815,000    
      
Phase III      
Davis Fields      $1,725,000 Grow In   
      
Phase IV      
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Location FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 
 

FY 2018 
 

Featherland 
Little League  

    $425,000 

Haskell MPR     $200,000 
      
Total $905,000 $1,815,000 $1,725,000  $625,000 
           
           Total Cost:                                    $5,070,000 
 

13.3 Redevelopment Option 3 
 
Phase 1, Fiscal Year 2014 
 
As in Redevelopment Option 1 and 2, Phase 1 should include the reconstruction of 
the existing softball field at the High School. This project needs to be a priority due 
to the current safety issues with the softball field.  This project can be accomplished 
during the softball off-season, May through August, and will provide minimal impact 
to the user groups.   
 
Concurrently, the community field athletic lights can be upgraded under the same 
construction contract as the softball field.    
 
The provisions of newly constructed softball field that will be ready for use in 2013 
will help to set the stage for subsequent Phases of the Master Plan so that they can 
be accomplished without major disruption to the user programs.   
 
Phase 2, Fiscal Year 2015 
 
Phase 2 will include the development of the Melone Property.  This will include the 
construction of two (2) 90’ Baseball Fields, two (2) softball fields, and one (1) natural 
turf field.   This project will provide the Town with the ability to make use of this 
variety of fields, prior to bringing any other field’s offline.   
 
Fiscal Year 2016 
 
Fiscal Year 2016 mainly consists of the new fields at the Melone property being 
allowed to have a proper grow in period (typically two growing season fall and 
spring).    
 
Phase 3, Fiscal Year 2017 
 
With the implementation of Phases 1 and 2, the Town can begin to reconstruct the 
fields at Davis Fields.   This includes the construction of three (3) multipurpose 
fields.  Also included in Phase 3 is the reconstruction of the parking area and the 
construction of an amenities building.  
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Additionally with the Melone diamonds all grown in the softball field at Featherland 
can be transformed into the proposed Little League field.       
 
Fiscal Year 2018 
 
Fiscal Year 2016 mainly consists of the new fields at Davis being allowed to have a 
proper grow in period (typically two growing season fall and spring).    
 
Phase 4, Fiscal Year 2019 
 
With the new fields at Melone and Davis completed Phase 4 should include turning 
the 90’ diamond at Haskell to a MPR field.   
 

Table 9.  Phasing Plan Summary 
 

Location 
 

FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 

Phase 1        
High School 
softball   

$555,000      

Community field 
lights  

$350,000      

       
Phase II       
Melone Property     $3,500,000 Grow In     
       
Phase III       
Davis Fields       $1,550,000 Grow In   
       
Phase IV       
Featherland 
Little League  

   $425,000   

Haskell MPR      $200,000 
       
Total $905,000 $3,500,000  $1,975,000  $200,000 

 
           Total Cost:                               $6,580,000 
 
Section 14.0 - Funding for Synthetic Turf Replacement  
 
A unique aspect within the Town of Sudbury is the quantity of four (4) synthetic turf fields 
within the community.  The oldest is Cutting Field which was installed in 2004, with Turf 1 
and 2 at the High School being second oldest installed in 2005.  These fields utilized a slit 
film synthetic turf product which was warranted for eight (8) years and has proven to last 
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approximately ten (10) years.  After year ten (10) the fibers will have breakdown due to UV 
exposure overtime significant fiber loss throughout the field will be noticed.   
 
This being the case, the Cutting carpet will have to be replaced in 2014 and the Turf 1 and 
2 at the high school in 2015.  This project is very different than the original construction as 
the entire infrastructure and base work is already in place.  Replacing the carpet involves 
removing the sand and rubber infill, striping the carpet and then putting back the new turf.  
This project typically cost $375,000-$400,000 per field. 
 
One of the ways communities are preparing to pay for this replacement is to charge a $5-15 
fee per person in each of the various user groups. This fee depends on the number of 
participants within the Town and high school athletic programs.  Through the master plan 
process, we have estimated approximately 6,050 user group participants between the high 
school and recreation department programs.  This equates to a $6.60 fee per participant 
over a ten (10) year time span to amount to $400,000.  
 
Understanding that there is approximately one (1) to two (2) years before the first field 
needs to be replaced, we have described different funding options below.  These funding 
strategies are also to help provide guidance for the redevelopment or new development of 
athletic fields not just synthetic turf replacements.                    
 
Section 15.0 - Municipal Funding and Non-Traditional Funding Sources 
 
As municipal budgets and services have declined, communities have found unconventional 
means of sustaining programs, as well as maintaining and even expanding facilities.  These 
include: 
 
User Fees, Sport Organizations and Booster Clubs.  Pay-as-you-go, fee-based 
programs have been the norm for nearly a decade.  Semi-autonomous youth sport programs 
now fund or perform much of the routine facility maintenance and contribute to the 
enhancement or development of new facilities.  Booster clubs and youth sport 
organizations, under an agreement with the Town, now commonly develop facilities on 
public land under a private procurement (outside public bid laws) and gift the resultant 
facility back to the Town. 
 
Public Private Partnerships.  Public private partnerships have also become 
commonplace as a means to get things done in a climate of reduced municipal funding.  In 
many instances, commercial recreation developments have taken place on public land, with 
expedited permitting by “for profit” companies, in return for granting favorable fee and/or 
scheduling rights to the Town under the terms of a contractual agreement.  These 
developments require a public RFP solicitation of potential developers and typically involve 
a “design, build, operate and maintain” lease of 50-years or more.   
 
Public private partnerships can also include non-profit private partners, such as small 
colleges, YMCA’s or Boys and Girls Clubs.  Salve Regina College, of Newport, RI, is 
landlocked, but has growing athletic programs, while Middletown, RI’s Middle School has 
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large land holdings, but poor facilities and lacks funding.  In a public private partnership, 
Salve Regina developed state-of-the-art facilities on public land and has entered into a use 
agreement with the school district. 
 
Advertising and Naming Rights.  Although traditionally frowned upon by most 
communities, it has become more acceptable in the current economic climate to consider 
corporate advertising and the issuing of facility naming rights.  We are aware of significant 
municipal projects with major corporate donors, such as Roche Brothers, Boch Toyota and 
Citizens Bank.  The resultant facilities often bear the name of the major donor, e.g. Citizens 
Bank Field.  This often requires a change in Town policy or regulation.   
 
When a significant donation is provided, it often makes sense to have the donor pay directly 
for some well-defined, stand-alone aspect of the project, such as the athletic lighting.  In 
this way it can be procured as a private solicitation, precluding the requirement to pay the 
contractor prevailing public wage rates and allowing for the procurement of a specific 
proprietary product (e.g. MUSCO Lights). 
 
Developer Impact Mitigation.  Development or funding of recreation facilities can also 
be mandated of private developers by Town permitting boards (Zoning or Planning).  The 
rationale for these “off site impact mitigation” conditions is that the developer, by 
increasing the housing stock in the community, is increasing the demands made of already 
severely constrained municipal recreation facilities.  Communities have found this as an 
effective means of increasing the recreation facilities consistent with the growth of the 
community.  In part, it was how Cutting Field was constructed. 
 
We recommend that the Town of Sudbury Recreation Department meet with the Town 
permitting boards and request consideration of recreation related permitting conditions for 
future development.   
 
Local Fund Raising.  Community fund raising can have a large impact on athletic field 
project funding.  The sale of donor recognition unit pavers or centrally located stadium 
seating can result in substantial funds.  The recent renovation of high school athletic 
facilities in Cohasset, MA was funded, in large part, from community fund raising with 
brick paver donor recognition. 
 
In Kind Services.  Community fund raising groups should identify those contractors 
within their community that provide goods and services inherent in a field development 
project.  Contractors or suppliers who specialize in landscape construction, site 
development, tree clearing, asphalt paving, aggregates, loam, or site furnishings can often 
be called upon to donate goods or services to community projects.  Gale designed and 
permitted municipal athletic complexes in Kingston, MA and Wrentham, MA built largely 
with “in-kind” labor and materials.  Such projects usually progress slowly and are a 
challenge to manage.  However, the final results often justify the process. 
 
Public and Private Grants.  There are many grant opportunities available for the 
development of primarily new or expanded athletic facilities.  US Soccer is perhaps the best 
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example of an organization looking to foster the growth of its sport and willing to invest in 
new or expanded facilities.  The Mass Youth Soccer Complex, in Lancaster, MA, was built 
largely based on grants from the US Soccer Association.  Similarly, the USTA is providing 
funding for new and expanded tennis facilities, particularly those incorporating the new, 
reduced-size “Quickstart” courts that are intended to foster interest in tennis in young 
children.  Usually grant applications for these and similar organizations require mature 
feasibility studies and schematic level plans and cost estimates. 
 
Privatization of Programs.  Like many aspects of municipal government, Town 
recreation programs are increasingly reliant on private “for-profit” firms to operate various 
aspects of the program.  The biggest use of privatization is in the area of facilities 
maintenance.  Following a public bidding process, based on a well crafted RFP which 
defines the comprehensive maintenance program requirements, the Town turns over 
scheduling and maintenance of its fields (and often playground, hardscape and pool 
facilities, etc.) to a Contractor.  In the Town of Norwood, MA, after two (2)-years of 
privatization of field maintenance, they have concluded that it currently costs $9,000 -
$11,000 to maintain each field per year, versus the $20,000 - $24,000 previously, and that 
overall field quality has improved throughout. 
 
Section 16.0 - Inclement Weather Policy and Recommended Maintenance     
Regimen 
 
The implementation of a Master Plan is only effective if the work completed is properly 
maintained and if an inclement weather policy is enforced.  Enclosure 7 of this report 
defines those activities that are routinely accomplished in the maintenance of high quality 
athletic fields during the course of a year, to allow for the use allotment associated with this 
Master Plan.   
 
One of the most important policies to have for the assurance of sustainable high quality 
fields is an enforceable inclement weather policy.  As was previously noted in this report, it 
only takes playing once on a very wet field to destroy the turf root zone for that season.  An 
effort must be made not to play games or even to practice on fields that are excessively wet.  
The enforcement of a restrictive inclement weather policy by the designated Town Field 
Coordinator is the singular best management practice available.  The designated Field 
Coordinator would have the final say on whether or not a field could be played on.          
 
The designated Town Field Coordinator should be responsible for coordinating the 
maintenance of the Town’s athletic fields, the athletic fields at K-12 schools, small parks 
and public grounds.  The procedures described within Enclosure 7 are those activities that 
are routinely accomplished in the maintenance of high quality athletic fields and manicured 
open space areas during the course of a year.  However, based on the Town’s current 
resources, this level of effort will not be applied to all fields.  
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Section 17.0 - Conclusions 
 
Gale’s preliminary findings are that the demands on the Town’s playing fields currently in 
use exceed the level at which is it possible to sustain safe, high-quality athletic facilities.  It 
is apparent that many of the Town of Sudbury’s existing fields are in poor condition due to 
overuse.  In addition, the Town is lacking sufficient athletic field space to accommodate the 
existing amount of school, youth and adult sports programs that are active in the Town.  
 
If the town chose not to proceed with any field improvements, the condition of the fields 
would continue to decline. The High School Softball field would remain in dangerous 
condition and maintenance would become more and more difficult. Along with unacceptable 
levels of use, the fields would continue to not be rested causing the condition to only get 
worse.  Overall, this would cause constraints to the fields with user groups having to 
sacrifice field time, resulting in loss of practices or games.            
 
As a result of this study, it is apparent that the development of a new parcel, 
redevelopment of an existing parcel, or a combination of the two is necessary in order for 
the Town to meet the required inventory of fields to sustain the given user demands.  Also, 
it is evident that the reconstruction of the softball field at the high school must be a priority 
due to the current unsafe conditions of the field.   
 
Gale assessed the feasibility of the development of the Melone property and found this 
would be an excellent site for recreation use.  Although permitting would most likely be 
involved, we feel this process could be straightforward though proper planning and design.  
The development the Melone property would allow for other sites like Haskell and 
Featherland to be reconfigured and improve the current condition of all the Town fields.      
As a result of this study, the Town of Sudbury has a Master Plan for athletic field 
redevelopment which, when implemented, will result in a population of fields, by type and 
location, that better meets the needs of the Town now and in the future.  The field 
conditions, as a result of the immediate Master Plan improvements (e.g., reconstruction); 
will show a dramatic reduction in use on town fields and the provision of a rest period for 
all fields.  The Phasing Plan prescribes a series of discrete projects, accomplished over a 3-
year or greater period, in a logical progression, that is sensitive to the Town’s fiscal 
planning requirements and mitigates the impacts of field redevelopment on users. 
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Sudbury Athletic Fields Study Field Use Evaluation - Actual Demand (Scheduled Team Uses)
Sudbury User Demand Statistics Sudbury Fields     

User Organization Number Number % Growth % Growth Season Season Total Crime Lab Curtis Middle School Cutting Field Davis Field Featherland Feeley
Teams Participants Last 5 Yrs Next 5 Yrs Start End Games / Little League Softball Baseball Softball Upper Little League Little League 1 Little League 2 Little League 3 Upper Softball Softball 1

Practices
Sudbury Gold AC Soccer Team 4 80 24.0% 15.0% April June 60 50

Sept Nov 0
Taco Wagon Ultimate Frisbee Team 1 25 same same Sept Nov 20

March May 100
Boy's  Youth Lacrosse 27 390 10.0% 10.0% March June 972

0
Charles River Radio Controllers 1 100 None Some April Nov 64 64

0
Lincoln Sudbury Reg. High School 29 1000 stable yes Aug Dec 342 40

March June 0
CMASS Rocket Club 1 60 constant constant Spring Summer 2 2

0
Sudbury Youth Football & Cheer 5 110 Steady yes Aug Nov 195 `

0
Sudbury Youth Soccer 205 2675 -1.0% 0.0% Sept Nov 1201.857143 40 40 350 230

April June 0
Sudbury Girls Softball 19 300 growing growing April June 550 100 125 125

June Aug 0
Sudbury Girls Lacrosse 12 225 10.0% slower March June 190 100

0
Sudbury Baseball 23 360 flat yes 1050 200

0
Little League 1145 60 250 175 200 250

0
Adaptive Kids Soccer 0

0
BSSC Adult Soccer 64 4 29

0
Congregation Adult Softball 36 18 18

0
Croart Lacrosse 5 5

0
Curt Audin Men's Lacrosse 7 7

0
EMASS Senior Softball 57 57

0
James Bede Soccer 17 9

0
BSSC Adult Softball 6 6

0
NE Revolution Soccer Academy 6

0
Special Olympics 7 7

0
Stars of Mass Soccer 12 12

0
Sudbury Blast Men's Soccer 12

0
Women's Over 40 Soccer 4

0
Sudbury United Women's Soccer 8 4

0
Top Gun Lacrosse 3 3

0
Men's Softball 281 53 228

0
Middle School Baseball 8 8

60 60
Middle School Softball 8 8

60 60
Middle School Field Hockey 8 4 4

60 30 30
Middle School Soccer Boys 8 4 4

60 30 30
Middle School Soccer Girls 8 4 4

60 30 30
Middle School Physical Education 260 130 130

0
Middle School Intramurals 130 65 65

0
Sudbury Womens Softball 53 7 20 18

0
School Recess / Phys. Education 432

0

5325 Total Annual Team Uses per Field 7632 60 597 605 565 296 293 250 175 200 250 202 143



    
Nixon Haskell Haynes Loring LSRHS Noyes TI Sale 

Softball 2 Baseball Multi-Purpose Baseball LS Turf 1 LS Turf 2 Common Turf Softball Field Varsity Baseball JV Baseball Natural Turf Rectangular Little League 1 Little League 2
Equal 7 Full Size Fields 

10

20
100

972

12 120 120 50

75 75 45

470 72

125 75

40 25 25

225 225 25 25 175 175

60 150

31

8

6

12

4

4

8

108 108 108 54 54

133 237 168 1557 225 108 258 220 195 192 75 25 25 0 229 229 120



Sudbury Athletic Fields Study Field Use Evaluation - Actual Demand (Scheduled Team Uses)
Sudbury User Demand Statistics LSRHS Fields     

User Organization Number Number % Growth % Growth Season Season Total LSRHS
Teams Participants Last 5 Yrs Next 5 Yrs Start End Games / LS Turf 1 LS Turf 2 Common Turf Natural Turf  Rectangle Softball Field Baseball  V Baseball JV Feely Featherland 

Practices Track Baseball Softball 
Field Hockey V 50 50

8 8
Field Hockey JV 50 50

8 8
Field Hockey F 50 50

6 6
Football V 55 55

8 8
Football JV 55 55

8 8
Football F 50 50

6 6
Men's Soccer V 50 50

8 8
Men's Soccer JV 50 50

8 8
Men's Soccer F 50 25 25

8 8
Women's Soccer V 50 50

8 8
Women's Soccer JV 50 25 25

8 8
Women's Soccer F 50 25 25

8 8
Baseball V 55 15 40

10 3 7
Baseball JV 55 15 40

10 3 7
Baseball F 50 50

6 6
Softball V 55 55

7 7
Softball JV 50 50

6 6
Softball F 50 25 25

7 7
Men's Lacrosse V 50 50

9 9
Men's Lacrosse JV 50 50

9 9
Men's Lacrosse F 50 25 25

7 7
Women's Lacrosse V 50 50

9 9
Women's Lacrosse JV 50 50

9 9
Women's Lacrosse F 50 50

7 7
Track 50 50

6 6
Boys Rugby 35 35

6 6
Girls Rugby 35 35

6 6
Physical Education 150 50 50 50

0
Clinics / Camps / Capt. Practices 0

0
Rugby 9 3 6

0
Soccer 91 33 32 26

0
Lacrosse 85 34 38 13

0
Field Hockey 17 17

0
Football 36 12 24

0

1000 Total Annual Team Uses per Field 1939 383 295 383 113 94 284 259 47 81



Sudbury Athletic Fields Study with Multiplier Field Use Evaluation - Actual Demand (Scheduled Team Uses)
Sudbury User Demand Statistics Sudbury Fields     

User Organization Number Number Use % Growth % Growth Season Season Total Crime Lab Curtis Middle School Cutting Field Davis Field Featherland Feeley
Teams Participants Multiplier Last 5 Yrs Next 5 Yrs Start End Games / Little League Softball Baseball Softball Upper Little League Little League 1 Little League 2 Little League 3 Upper Softball Softball 1

Practices
Sudbury Gold AC Soccer Team 4 80 1.5 24.0% 15.0% April June 90 75

Sept Nov 0
Taco Wagon Ultimate Frisbee Team 1 25 0.75 same same Sept Nov 15

March May 75
Boy's  Youth Lacrosse 27 390 1.25 10.0% 10.0% March June 1215

0
Charles River Radio Controllers 1 100 0.5 None Some April Nov 32 32

0
Lincoln Sudbury Reg. High School 29 1000 1 stable yes Aug Dec 342 40

March June 0
CMASS Rocket Club 1 60 0.5 constant constant Spring Summer 1 1

0
Sudbury Youth Football & Cheer 5 110 1.5 Steady yes Aug Nov 293 `

0
Sudbury Youth Soccer 205 2675 1 -1.0% 0.0% Sept Nov 1202 40 40 350 230

April June 0
Sudbury Girls Softball 19 300 0.9 growing growing April June 495 90 112.5 112.5

June Aug 0
Sudbury Girls Lacrosse 12 225 1.5 10.0% slower March June 215 100

0
Sudbury Baseball 23 360 1 flat yes 1050 200

0
Little League 0.75 859 45 188 131 150 188

0
Adaptive Kids Soccer 1 0

0
BSSC Adult Soccer 1.75 112 7 50.75

0
Congregation Adult Softball 0.9 32 16.2 16.2

0
Croart Lacrosse 1.5 7.5 7.5

0
Curt Audin Men's Lacrosse 1.5 11 10.5

0
EMASS Senior Softball 0.9 51.3 51.3

0
James Bede Soccer 1.25 21.3 11.25

0
BSSC Adult Softball 0.9 5 5.4

0
NE Revolution Soccer Academy 1.5 9

0
Special Olympics 1 7 7

0
Stars of Mass Soccer 1.5 18 18

0
Sudbury Blast Men's Soccer 1.75 21

0
Women's Over 40 Soccer 1.25 5

0
Sudbury United Women's Soccer 1.25 10 5

0
Top Gun Lacrosse 1.5 4.5 4.5

0
Men's Softball 1 281 53 228

0
Middle School Baseball 1 8 8

60 60
Middle School Softball 0.9 7.2 7.2

54 54
Middle School Field Hockey 1 8 4 4

60 30 30
Middle School Soccer Boys 1.5 12 6 6

90 45 45
Middle School Soccer Girls 1.25 10 5 5

75 37.5 37.5
Middle School Physical Education 1 260 130 130

0
Middle School Intramurals 1 130 65 65

0
Sudbury Womens Softball 0.9 48 6.3 18 16.2

0
School Recess / Phys. Education 1 432

0

5325 Total Annual Team Uses per Field 7733 45 607.3 630.5 627.5 263 290.5 187.5 131.25 150 187.5 181.8 128.7



    
Nixon Haskell Haynes Loring LSRHS Noyes TI Sale 

Softball 2 Baseball Multi-Purpose Baseball LS Turf 1 LS Turf 2 Common Turf Softball Field Varsity Baseball JV Baseball Natural Turf Rectangular Little League 1 Little League 2
Equal 7 Full Size Fields 

15

15
75

1215

12 120 120 50

112.5 112.5 67.5

470 72

112.5 67.5

40 37.5 37.5

225 225 25 25 175 175

45 112.5

54.25

10

9

21

5

5

7.2

108 108 108 54 54

119.7 237 153 1844 225 108 220.5 270 232.5 227 67.5 25 25 0 229 229 90











































































































































Field Location Field Field Type
Total 

Annual 
Uses

Proposed 
Uses

Proposed Field 
Designation Comments

Crime Lab Field Field 1 LL* 60 0 Removed Geometry Issues 

Cutting Field Field 2 MPR (synthetic) 565 565 Same

Davis Field Field 3 MPR 296 225 Same 

Curtis Middle School Field 4 90' B/MPR 605 236 Same 
Field 5 Softball / MPR 597 214 Same 

Featherland Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same 
Field 7 LL 1* 175 0 Removed Geometry Issues 
Field 8 LL 2 200 229 Same 
Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same 
Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 80' Little League Field 

Feeley Field 11 Softball Upper 202 206 Same 
Field 12 Softball 1 143 206 Same Conflicts with Softball 2
Field 13 Softball 2 133 0 Removed Conflicts with Softball 1
Field 14 90' B 284 227 Same 

Nixon Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only Very Poor Condition 

Haskell Field 16 90' Baseball 225 0 Removed
Field 17-23 MPR (7 full-size) 1557 1857 New MPR Field 

Haynes Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Recess Only 

Loring Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only Geometry Issues 
Field 26 Youth MPR* (90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only Very Poor Condition

LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 New Lights 
Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same
Field 29 Community Turf (MPR) 575 600 Same 
Field 30 MPR 113 225 Same 
Field 31 Softball* 169 206 Reconstructed Very Poor Condition 
Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 250 Same 
Field 33 90' B / MPR 284 250 Same 

Noyes Field 34 LL 229 229 New Outfield Fencing Short Outfield 
Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only Short Outfield 

Ti-Sales Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same Limited Access 

Melone Field 37 MPR* 650 New MPR
Field 38 90' B 226 New 90' Baseball 
Field 39 90' B 226 New 90' Baseball 
Field 40 Softball 206 New Softball 
Field 41 Softball 206 New Softball 

Total 9571 9571
B = Baseball/Softball
MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular
LL = Little League Field 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED - REDEVELOPMENT OPTION 1



Field Location Field Field Type
Total 

Annual 
Uses

Proposed 
Uses

Proposed Field 
Designation Comments

Crime Lab Field Field 1 LL* 60 0 removed Geometry Issues 

Cutting Field Field 2 MPR (synthetic) 565 565 Same 

Davis Field Field 3 MPR 296 250 Reconstructed MPR
Field 37 MPR 250 New MPR
Field 38 90' B 225 New 90' baseball 
Field 39 Softball 208 New Softball 

Curtis Middle School Field 4 90' B/MPR 605 250 Same 
Field 5 Softball / MPR 597 250 Same 

Featherland Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same 
Field 7 LL 1* 175 0 Removed Geometry Issues 
Field 8 LL 2 200 229 Same 
Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same 
Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 80' Little League Field 

Feeley Field 11 Softball Upper 202 208 Same 
Field 12 Softball 1 143 208 Reconfigured Conflicts with Softball 2
Field 13 Softball 2 133 208 Reconfigured Conflicts with Softball 1
Field 14 90' B 284 600 New synthetic turf baseball 

Nixon Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only Very Poor Condition

Haskell Field 16 90' Baseball 225 0 Relocated 
Field 17-23 MPR (7 full-size) 1557 1996 New MPR Field 

Haynes Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Removed

Loring Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only Geometry Issues 
Field 26 Youth MPR* (90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only Very Poor Condition 

LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 Same
Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same 
Field 29 Community Turf (MPR) 575 607 New lights 
Field 30 MPR 113 250 Same 
Field 31 Softball* 169 206 Reconstructed Very Poor Condition
Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 250 Same 
Field 33 90' B / MPR 284 250 Same 

Noyes Field 34 LL 229 229 New Outfield Fencing Short Outfield 
Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only Short Outfield 

Ti-Sales Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same Limited Access 

Total 9571 9571
B = Baseball/Softball
MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular
LL = Little League Field 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED - REDEVELOPMENT OPTION 2



Field Location Field Field Type
Total 

Annual 
Uses

Proposed 
Uses

Proposed Field 
Designation Comments

Crime Lab Field Field 1 LL* 60 0 Removed Geometry Issues 

Cutting Field Field 2 MPR (synthetic) 565 565 Same 

Davis Field Field 3 MPR 296 230 Reconstructed MPR
Field 42 MPR 230 New MPR
Field 43 MPR 226 New MPR

Curtis Middle School Field 4 90' B/MPR 605 225 Same 
Field 5 Softball / MPR 597 225 Same

Featherland Field 6 LL Upper 250 229 Same
Field 7 LL 1* 175 0 Removed Geometry Issues 
Field 8 LL 2 200 229 Same 
Field 9 LL 3 250 229 Same 
Field 10 Softball 374 229 New 70' LL

Feeley Field 11 Softball Upper 202 208 Same
Field 12 Softball 1 143 208 Same Conflicts with Softball 2
Field 13 Softball 2 133 0 Removed Conflicts with softball 1
Field 14 90' B 284 226 Same 

Nixon Field 15 LL 168 108 Recess Only Very Poor Condition 

Haskell Field 16 90' Baseball 225 0 Relocated
Field 17-23 MPR (7 full-size) 1557 1860 New MPR Field 

Haynes Field 24 LL/MPR 108 108 Recess Only 

Loring Field 25 LL* 258 54 Recess Only Geometry Issues 
Field 26 Youth MPR* (90'x140') 0 54 Recess Only Very Poor Condition 

LSRHS Field 27 Turf 1 (MPR) 603 603 Same 
Field 28 Turf 2 (MPR) 490 490 Same 
Field 29 Community Turf (MPR) 575 597 New Lights
Field 30 MPR 113 230 Same 
Field 31 Softball* 169 208 Reconstructed Very Poor Condition 
Field 32 90' B/ MPR 309 226 Same 
Field 33 90' B / MPR 284 226 Same 

Noyes Field 34 LL 229 229 New Outfield Fencing Short Outfield 
Field 35 LL 229 108 Recess Only Short Outfield 

Ti-Sales Field 36 MPR* 120 120 Same Limited Access 

Melone Field 37 MPR* 225 New MPR Field 
Field 38 90' B 226 New 90' baseball 
Field 39 90' B 226 New 90' baseball 
Field 40 Softball 207 New Softball 
Field 41 Softball 207 New Softball 

Total 9571 9571
B = Baseball/Softball
MPR = Multipurpose Rectangular
LL = Little League Field 

FIELD USE ANNUAL SUMMARY - ACTUAL USES v PROPOSED - REDEVELOPMENT OPTION 3




































































































