
	

Springville	Aquat ic	Act ivity	Center	Exploratory	Commit tee	Meet ing 	
Tuesday,	February	24,	2015	7:00pm		

	
Members	present:		Alan	Bird,	Mark	Brewer,	Mike	Stansfield,	Devin	Bird,	Kathryn	Crandall,	Lesa	Hyer,	Jane	Thorpe,	
Colleen	Tingey,	Jack	Daybell,	Lorinne	Morris,	Ben	Jolley	
Absent:	Julie	Park,	Jose	Inclan,	Marcie	Harris,		
City	Staff	present:	John	Penrod,	Meredith	Jones,	Alex	Roylance,	Jake	Davies	
City	Council	members	present:		Chris	Creer,	Chris	Sorensen,	Wilford	Clyde	
Guest:	Nathan	Levitt	from	VCBO	
	
Proceedings:		
The	meeting	was	called	to	order	at	7:05	p.m.	
	
Rules	of 	procedure	established:	
Chairman	Brewer	stated	rules	of	procedure	for	committee	meetings:			

1. Questions	need	to	wait	till	after	a	presentation	is	made.			
2. After	a	presentation	is	made	on	an	agenda	item,	the	chair	will	open	the	floor	to	the	committee	for	

discussing	the	item.			
3. Members	of	the	public	attending	the	meeting	were	welcomed	to	participate	but	need	to	wait	to	comment	

until	the	chair	acknowledges	them.	.	
4. After	each	discussion	committee	members	may	make	a	motion	on	the	discussion	regarding	the	item,	

including	a	recommendation	to	the	city	council.		
	
February	10,	2015	meet ing	minutes	were	approved.		
	
Discussion	on	Operat ional	Costs	&	Revenues:		
Nathan	Levitt	presented	to	the	committee	operational	cost	models	based	on	three	options	that	were	voted	on	from	
the	last	committee’s	meeting.		Nathan	said	that	the	numbers	are	fairly	accurate,	but	there	are	still	many	variables	
not	known.		He	pointed	out	that	the	numbers	do	give	the	committee	members	a	good	comparison	between	the	three	
options.		He	said	that	expenditures	included	any	cost	related	to	the	facility	(staffing,	supplies,	maintenance).		
Revenues	include	what	is	paid	back	(entrance	fees,	program	fees,	pool	rental	fees).		Recovery	is	the	percentage	
that	would	have	to	be	made	up	by	other	means	through	the	city.			

● Option	A:		Indoor	Aquatic	Facility	(25yd	x	25m	lap	pool	+	leisure	pool)	
● Option	B:	Same	as	option	A	with	a	dry	recreation	component.		This	option	increases	the	expenditures,	but	

it	also	increases	revenues	since	dry	rec	components	will	bring	in	more	money	than	the	wet	components	
alone.		Difference	between	revenues	and	expenditures	is	less	than	option	A.			

● Option	C:	Indoor	lap	pool	(25yd	x	25m)	+	large	outdoor	leisure	pool	(seasonal)	+	small	youth	scaled	indoor	
leisure	pool.		Difference	between	expenditures	and	revenues	is	between	option	A	&	option	B.		

	
Chris	Sorensen	requested	an	additional	option	be	presented	to	the	committee	based	on	the	committee’s	last	
meeting	discussion.		This	would	be	option	A	and	would	include	indoor	lap	pool,	a	6400	sq	ft	indoor	leisure	pool	
w/3-4	lanes,	and	an	outdoor	minimal	wet	component	(splash	pad/small	kids	pool)	and	patio	with	garage	doors	that	
open	to	the	outside	area.		Suggestion	was	made	that	option	C’s	small	indoor	leisure	pool	should	be	used	as	the	
outdoor	minimal	element,	w/water	18-24	inches	deep.		Mayor	would	like	to	the	outdoor	element	to	be	used	by	
toddlers.		Mayor	asked	if	each	body	of	water	(indoor	lap	pool,	indoor	leisure	pool,	and	outdoor	small	leisure	pool)	
needs	a	separate	pump	and	filtration	system.		Nathan	confirmed	that	each	body	of	water	needs	its	own	pump	and	
filtration	system,	but	all	three	pools	could	use	the	same	boiler.	Mayor	pointed	out	that	a	wet	element	outside	could	
use	some	of	the	mechanical	systems	for	the	two	indoor	pools,	making	the	cost	lower.		Nathan	said	VCBO	would	
add	that	element	and	get	the	cost	to	committee.			
	

	



	

Ben	Jolley	pointed	out	that	the	recovery	differences	of	the	different	options	which	are	based	on	function	and	
programmability	of	the	options,	and	pointed	out	that	option	B	recoups	more	money	that	the	other	options	that	only	
aquatics.		He	raised	the	concern	that	to	add	more	water,	such	as	option	A	with	outdoor	small	leisure	area,	is	not	
looking	at	the	programming	that	could	bring	in	more	revenue	and	suggested	adding	the	dry	element	which	increase	
revenues.		He	recommended	that	center	needs	to	be	seen	as	facility	that	can	service	an	entire	family,	including	
those	who	do	use	the	water.		Including	dry	elements	gives	more	usage	options.		The	savings	of	$40,000	between	
option	A	and	option	B	could	be	used	to	go	back	into	the	facility	or	programming.		The	recovery	difference	is	
significant	that	all	committee	members	should	weigh	this	in	their	decision	making.		It	was	also	pointed	out	that	
adding	a	dry	component	would	increase	the	facility	by	$5million,	and	that	is	10	years	to	recoop	the	cost	on	the	
bond.	It	would	also	could	cause	defeat	of	the	bond	if	the	citizens	perceive	that	instead	of	an	aquatic	center	to	
replace	the	existing	pool,	the	committee	presented	a	rec	center	which	voted	down	in	2011.		Kathryn	Crandall	
suggested	that	due	to	other	facilities	in	the	area,	many	citizen’s	opinions	have	changed.		The	point	was	also	raised	
that	if	Spanish	Fork	builds	a	facility	it	would	reduce	the	usership	of	Springville’s	facility	and	that	creates	a	concern	
about	sustainability.	Mayor	asked	VCBO	would	population	was	used	for	the	revenue	cost	models.		Nathan	said	that	
he	would	check	to	see	what	the	population	was	that	the	numbers	represented	those	models.		Mayor	pointed	out	
that	Springville’s	population	could	increase	by	10,000	in	the	next	10	years.		Economic	develop	in	the	westfield	area	
would	increase	usage	of	the	facility	if	located	there.		The	point	was	raised	that	with	other	facilities	close	by,	
Springville’s	center	needs	to	meet	the	needs	of	the	Springville	citizens.			
	
Meredith	Jones,	aquatics	manager,	said	that	if	the	committee	wanted	to	maintain	Springville’s	current	programming,	
the	indoor	leisure	pool	needs	3-4	lanes	in	order	to	have	the	correct	depth	and	temperature	for	swim	lessons	and	
senior	lap	swimming.	The	competition/lap	pool	needs	needs	colder	temperatures	and	greater	depth.		Currently,	
Springville	does	3,000	swim	lessons	each	year	and	is	one	the	greatest	revenue	generators	for	the	current	pool.		
She	said	that	only	having	an	indoor	lap	pool	will	cause	issues	with	programming.		Meredith	pointed	out	that	the	pool	
needs	the	leisure	area	to	get	votes,	but	it	will	be	the	programming	the	services	the	community	and	that	will	be	done	
in	the	3-4	lanes	addition	to	the	leisure.		Option	A	&	B	would	allow	Meredith	to	increase	programming	for	the	
community.		
	
Discussion	on	the	three	aquat ic/recreat ion	opt ions	for	types	and	sizes	of 	centers	the	commit tee	selected	in	
the	last 	commit tee	meet ing:	
Nathan	pointed	out	that	option	A	&	B	had	“run-out”	slides	that	did	not	go	into	the	pool	but	went	out	on	dry	ground.		
This	would	save	on	square	footage	of	the	leisure/3-4	lane	pool.		Lorinne	pointed	out	that	ground	slide	entrance	
rather	than	pool	entrance	is	better	for	guarding	since	more	guarding	is	needed	when	slides	enter	water	(more	saves	
from	guards	are	required).		Nathan	also	reconfirmed	that	3-4	lanes	addition	to	the	leisure	area	would	not	increase	
costs	as	long	sq	footage	does	not	increase.		
	
Nathan	went	over	the	pool	models.		All	options	include	a	family	change	area,	mens	&	womens	locker	rooms,	
staircase	going	up	to	the	competition	spectator	seating.		Option	B’s	dry	rec	component	which	includes	a	track	
above	the	gym	and	aerobic	and	spin	studios.		Concern	was	raised	that	a	big	objection	to	the	2011	rec	center	bond	
was	the	fitness	area	would	be	in	competition	with	private	fitness	centers.		
	
Mike	Stansfield	proposed	that	we	bond	for	the	aquatics	part	of	the	facility,	and	the	revenue	from	the	city	and	school	
district	pay	for	the	rec	center	part.		Mike	proposed	that	the	committee	look	at	doing	$10million	for	the	aquatics	and	
$7million	for	the	dry	component.		
	
Lorinne	asked	if	separating	the	4	warm	water	leisure	lanes	from	the	leisure	pool	would	be	more	costly.		Nathan	
confirmed	that	would	be	additional	machinery	so	separating	the	lanes	would	cost	more.		Meredith	said	there	was	a	
need	to	separate	the	lanes	from	leisure	area	so	that	revenues	can	be	received	from	both	areas,	but	separating	the	
bodies	of	water	could	be	with	a	rope.		Fred	Brooks,	from	the	public,	mentioned	that	separating	the	body	of	waters	is	
good	so	that	individuals	participating	in	the	programing	area	fell	separate	from	the	play	area.		Difficult	to	conduct	

	



	

classes	with	leisure	play	close.		He	also	suggested	a	hot	tub.		He	suggested	doing	a	survey	in	the	water	bills	to	
help	people	feel	that	this	is	their	pool.		Ben	Jolley	pointed	out	that	for	the	2011	bond,	a	survey	was	conducted	and	
65%	community	said	they	would	vote	yes,	but	the	bond	didn’t	pass.			
	
Lorinne	motioned	to	remove	option	C.		Motion	passed	with	one	opposition	vote.		
	
Chairman	Brewer	proposed	that	option	A1	and	option	B1	were	defined.			

● Option	A1:	competition	pool	(25yd	x	25m	lap	pool	+	indoor	6400	sq	ft	leisure	pool	w/3-4	lanes	+	outdoor		
wet	component	(splash	pad/small	kids	pool)	and	patio	with	garage	doors	that	open	to	the	outside	area.	

● Option	B1:	the	same	as	option	A1	plus	a	dry	rec	component.		
Nathan	confirmed	that	the	outdoor	feature	on	both	option	A1	and	B1	will	cost	between	$500,000	to	$1million.			
Mayor	suggested	that	the	outdoor	leisure	area	be	designed	for	toddlers- - shallow	depth	but	more	than	a	splash	pad	
with	a	few	mushrooms	and	spray.		Point	was	made	that	even	though	B1	option	would	cost	more	to	build,	it	would	
create	more	revenue.		Chris	Sorensen	reminded	the	committee	that	bond	amount	will	be	greater	with	option	B1	and	
will	take	10-12	years.		Mayor	said	that	the	bond	would	have	to	be	for	$11million	to	cover	the	increase	cost	of	the	
outdoor	feature.		Alan	made	the	argument	that	it	will	be	just	hard	to	sell	a	$14million	facility	as	would	to	sell	
$18million,	but	adding	the	dry	component	increases	the	revenue.		
	
Ben	Jolley	suggested	to	the	committee	that	options	B1	would	be	the	same	amount	as	the	current	pool,	which	is	
$250,000/year.		He	suggested	that	one	factor	in	deciding	which	option	should	be	which	option	maintains	the	city's	
current	subsidization.		The	city	cannot	afford	an	increase	in	subsidiz ing.			He	pointed	out	that	if	the	committee	
choose	option	B,	the	city	would	get	a	larger	facility	at	the	same	amount	of	subsidiz ing	that	it	is	currently	getting	in	
the	current	pool.			He	felt	the	15	years	of	the	paying	the	additional	$5million	because	if	we	don't	build	it,	Springville	
is	still	putting	out	each	year	$250,000	for	the	old	pool.			
	
Lisa	Willey,	from	the	public,	asked	three	questions:	

● What	year	will	the	library	bond	be	paid	off,	and	how	much	does	the	library	cost	Springville	citizens	each	
month?			John	Penrod	answered	that	the	library	bond	has	a	remaining	15years	and	costs	a	homeowner	with	
$200,000	home	$5/month.		

● What	will	be	the	burden	to	business	owners	for	the	$10million	bond?		Lisa	said	there	was	a	huge	concern	
from	the	businesses	about	voting	in	favor	of	2011	bond	since	they	were	already	burdened	with	the	library.		
John	answered	that	there	is	a	45%	increase	over	homeowners.		This	translates	into	a	business	that	is	
$200,000	would	pay	$10-$11/month.		H			

● Why	would	someone	choose	to	pay	to	use	the	splash	pad	at	the	new	center	when	there	is	a	free	splash	
pad	by	civic	center?		It	was	answered	that	the	new	center	would	give	multiple	options	to	a	family.			

	
Colleen	Tingey	motioned	to	eliminate	option	A	and	focus	on	option	B1.		Passed.	
	
Chairman	Brewer	recommended	the	committee	select	a	site.		Discussion	was	held	about	the	old	Westside	
Elementary	School	and	the	westfields	sites.		Concern	was	raised	about	the	old	Westside	Elem	site	since	access	
was	difficult	and	more	expensive	to	develop.		Another	concern	was	raised	that	if	the	site	was	moved	to	the	
westfields,	families	on	the	east	side	of	Springville	would	feel	it	was	too	far	away.		The	westfield	site	was	
recommended	since	the	site	easier	to	build,	more	parking	due	to	new	elem.	school	that	will	built	next	to	the	site,	
and	access	is	easier	for	multiple	communities.			It	will	get	more	usage	in	that	location	than	on	Main	Street.			
	
Ben	Jolley	motioned	made	to	eliminate	the	old	Westside	Elementary	site	and	the	committee	focused	on	the	
westfields	site.			Passed.		
	
Mayor	said	that	the	next	meeting	should	look	at	when	the	bond	should	go	up	for	election.				
	

	



	

Meeting	adjourned	at	8:15pm	
	
Next	meeting:		
Tuesday,	March	10,	2015	@	7:00	p.m.	Springville	City	Multipurpose	Room	
	
Minutes	submitted	by	Lorinne	Morris,	secretary	

	










