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BPAA Position on Proposal

The Battle Point Astronomical Association (BPAA) opposes the installation of sports field lighting in Battle Point Park (the Park). 

BPAA is not against soccer or other sports.  However, sports lights in the Park will destroy the observatory for the reasons stated in the next section.

This document is in response to the proposal as given at the public hearing meeting on May 26, 2005.  However, there was no documented proposal or plan given at the meeting.  Instead, the lighting proponents gave a verbal summary of their intents, and provided a single printed page containing ten bullets.  As these bullets do not constitute a formal proposal and plan, we cannot respond to the actual details and plans, which have not been provided to us.

If and when the lighting proponents put forward a written proposal, we request additional time to respond.

Restricted Hours for Lighting: Not a Solution

Lighting proponents and Park representatives have asked for a compromise, where the lights would be used in the early evening hours only.  The following items explain why this is not a viable option.

· We have an existing compromise in Battle Point Park, one that has been in place for over ten years.  Organized sports teams as well as those engaged in other activities (gardening, picnicking, walking and jogging, biking, kite flying, bird watching, ultimate Frisbee, children’s play, etc.) use the Park - with a few exceptions for special events scheduled by the Parks Department - every day of the year during daylight hours.  Stargazers can use the Park after dark.

· Adding lights to Battle Point Park takes away that which was promised to the stargazers and the community.  Broken promises and broken laws (see Sports Lighting section) are not a good legacy to leave for future generations.  The lighting proponents have used the words “compromise” and “sharing.” but their intent is to take away what stargazers and neighbors currently enjoy.

· For school groups, the best time to visit the observatory is in the early evenings during the school year.  The sky grows dark early enough that the students can observe some objects before they have to go home.  The Proposal would have the Park illuminated during these hours.  Most visitors that come to the Ritchie Observatory and the grounds to observe the night sky do so during the 3 or 4 hours just after sunset. This is particularly true with school, scout, and family groups.

· Battle Point Park is an inappropriate location for sports lighting.  Considering the residential and non-urban nature of the neighborhood, as well as the multiuse nature of the Park, installation of sports lighting would completely change the nature of the Park and the surrounding neighborhood.

· The Ritchie Observatory is a rare treasure, a one of a kind facility.  There are no other public observatories in our region, and the telescope is the largest in the entire Northwest that is accessible to the public.  Lights and an observatory do not mix, rendering a large investment by the community useless.   

· From fall to spring, fog is a common occurrence in evening through morning.  Many days, the only opportunity to view the sky is in the early evening - the exact time when the proposal would have the Park illuminated.  By a few hours after sunset the fog starts to rise up, and within a short time it envelops the telescopes, shutting down viewing.

· Weather cannot be scheduled.  No one can predict in advance whether the skies will be clear (forecasts with some level of accuracy can be obtained a few hours and perhaps a day or two in advance at best).  Because of weather conditions in our area, we have relatively very few nights during the year when sky conditions are sufficiently clear for star watching. When they do occur, they usually appear in groups of three to four nights. This has been a difficult fact of life for those of us who have attempted to keep the mission of the observatory alive. If astronomers have to compete with a lighted sports field for clear nights, the Ritchie Observatory mission will not survive.  A valuable, expensive, and special community asset will have been lost.

· Astronomy cannot always be scheduled.  Some objects need to be viewed before they set behind the trees; others can be viewed when they rise.  Some events occur at specific times (eclipses) or peak at specific times (meteor showers).

· Enforcement of the hours would be problematic or impossible.  The Park has no employees who work evenings, so the neighbors would have no one to contact about problems other than the Police.  Certainly, if there is a shortage of fields, the problem will grow worse and soon there will be pressure to extend the hours.  What if a game was still going on at 8:05 pm?  What about 8:10?  8:30? 10? Midnight?

· Lights in the Park, even for restricted hours, would mean an end to volunteers bringing their telescopes and freely sharing views with the public.  These astronomers would leave the Island and travel elsewhere for viewing.  Since BPAA relies solely on volunteers for all activities, this would mean the end of the Association within a few years of the installation of the lights.  No astronomers coming to the events would mean no new volunteers to replace those that leave.  BPAA cannot afford to have lights installed in the Park, as it would gradually strangle the organization and spell the end of the Observatory.

· The cost of the field and lights, plus the eventual replacement cost for the field turf, would be a strong motivation to charge fees for the use of the fields (at least for certain groups).  This would result in the desire to use the fields all hours and all days and evenings.  In the verbal presentation, it was stated that adults would use the fields, and it has been stated that fees would be charged.

· If sports lights are installed for the soccer fields, then a case will be made to allow them for the other sports fields in the Park.  This will turn Battle Point Park from the facility it is today into a regional destination sports facility.  This completely changes the nature of the Park.  Is this in the best interest of the community? There are other venues that would be better for a lighted sports complex.  A suitable location would be one where the lighting is commensurate with zoning, where the neighbors are commercial rather than residential, where the roads can handle the increase in evening traffic, and where there is no observatory next to the field.  This is certainly true of the new sports facility being constructed in Poulsbo (Refer to the General Issues section of this document for further description of the Poulsbo lighted field).

· Once the lights are installed, the precedent will be set to expand hours of usage and days of usage.

The suggestion of some kind of equitable sharing of the site is poorly thought out, given astronomy's weather-dependence. Apparently, soccer practice and games would be dependent on it being cloudy, so  everyone on the team would have to keep close watch on the weather forecast, and try to guess whether or not they should show up. If a game or practice is in progress, and the sky becomes clear, the lights would be turned off so that the astronomers could observe; however, it takes about a half hour for their eyes to fully adjust to the darkness, during which time, it may cloud up again. Meanwhile, the soccer players could work on their homework, with little red flashlights. But does the Park really want this kind of scheduling nightmare?

Sport Lighting

Components of light pollution include: 

· Glare, blinding pedestrians and drivers and harming visibility. Glare is never good. 

· Energy waste, costing over one billion dollars a year in the USA alone. 

· Light trespass, outdoor lights that trespass onto others’ land. 

· Sky glow, which is destroying our view (and our children's view) of the universe (it would be a shame if our children thought that the Milky Way was only a candy bar).   Sky glow is the atmospheric phenomenon caused by stray ground based light being scattered and reflected by airborne particles suspended in the atmosphere.  The result of this scattering diminishes the view of the cosmos much like turning on the lights in a movie theater while the film is showing.

It should be noted that sports lights for large fields generally cannot be fully shielded luminaires.  Fully shielded luminaires are those that have zero light above 90 degrees.  In practical terms this means that lighted sports fields have to either be indoors or have to be located where light trespass and glare are not a factor.  

Fully shielded luminaires have the advantage of causing no or limited sky glow.  This benefits stargazers who are several miles from the lights.  However, those that are nearby or close enough to see the bulb (due to the angle and height of the fixture) will still be impacted even with fully shielded luminaires.  In the Park, this would be anyone in the Park as well as those who are on the surrounding public roads or who live near the Park. Even with fully shielded luminaires, the end result would be the cessation of stargazing in the Park.

Even so, the lighting proponents are not intending to use fully shielded luminaires.  To do so would greatly increase the cost of the project, as there would have to be many additional poles installed to obtain adequate coverage of the playing field while limiting illumination of the surroundings. 

Properly installed and shielded, modern partially shielded luminaires will be improved over older style lights (as was mentioned at the public hearing) and will be less obtrusive to people that live several miles away.  However, for those in the immediate neighborhood, light trespass and sky glow will still be a serious problem.  
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One lighting manufacturer referenced by the lighting proponents is Musco.  Musco’s web site contains information on their products for sports fields. Their products are not fully shielded. In this photo, taken from the vendor’s web site, it can be seen that the surrounding area is dark (although not as dark as the exposure would make it appear).  However, notice that even though the picture is taken from above (at a higher elevation) than the field, most or all of the illuminated bulbs are still visible.  This indicates that glare and light trespass occur at this field, as light is traveling directly into the camera.

The following Musco diagram makes it clear why the illuminated bulbs are visible in the previous photo.  The fixture allows sky glow and glare to travel out at and above 90 degrees (although the vendor has drawn your eye to the downward light by emphasizing the colored arrows.  Draw your own line from the center of the bulb straight to the right or slightly upward.  Note that this light will exit the fixture.  Such light is wasted, as by the time it reaches the ground (if ever) it does no good.  Such light is light pollution.
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It should be noted that some of the roadways and surrounding properties are at a lower elevation than the playing fields in the Park, even without considering the height of the light poles.  This will result in light trespass and glare.

Some pertinent Bainbridge Island Municipal Codes for lighting:

15.34.030 Applicability: Types of outdoor lighting to which this chapter applies include, but not limited to, lighting for: … 2. Recreational areas.

15.34.050 A: All light trespass is prohibited.

15.34.020 Definitions I: “Light trespass” means any light emitted by an outdoor luminaire that shines directly beyond the property on which the luminaire is installed, or indirectly shines beyond the property on which the luminaire is installed at a brightness (illuminance) that exceeds 0.1 foot-candles at the property line.
18.78.050:  All light sources shall be hooded or shielded so the lamp is not visible from adjacent properties or public rights-of-way.
18.111.010:  Variances are not authorized for…building or structure height requirements…  

18.03.010 Minimum standards: The standards and criteria expressed in this title shall be interpreted as minimum standards and when two requirements of this title conflict, the one imposing the greater restriction shall apply.

The “Fact Sheet” distributed at the public hearing stated that lights are used at Strawberry Hill Park.  It should be noted that there is no observatory at Strawberry Hill Park, and also that there are no residences adjacent to those fields.  For those reasons, if the lights are properly shielded, they are less likely to cause problems than lights in Battle Point Park.  This should provide an incentive for the lighting proponents to search for a suitable location.

The Lease Agreement

BPAA’s lease agreement with the Park District provides that “BIPRD and BPAA shall cooperate and attempt to develop mutually acceptable plans so that park lighting does not unreasonably interfere with the scheduled uses of the Subject Property as an astronomical observatory by BPAA and yet maintain use of the remainder of Battle Point Park as a public facility.”

This provision contains a directive to both BPAA and the Park District to cooperate in regard to lighting in Battle Point Park. Both parties have done that in the past. BPAA improved and maintains the Helix House, now the Ritchie Observatory, for the benefit of both our members and the general public and we have not interfered with the use of the remainder of Battle Point Park as a public facility. The Park District has given BPAA control of the lights in the Park near the Observatory, which allows us to view the night skies when it is clear and when there are astronomical events like eclipses and meteor showers occurring. 

Sports field lighting, whether allowed on certain days or until certain hours, would unreasonably interfere with BPAA’s use of the Ritchie Observatory, in violation of the lease. We believe the Park District should honor the lease, and not allow sports field lighting at Battle Point Park.

The Lease agreement also states that the Park will pay the electric bill for the Observatory, as long as the dollar amount remains low and as long as the heat in the Observatory is non-electric.  BPAA installed oil heat in the Observatory, thereby keeping the electric bill low.  

General Issues

There is only one observatory.  The “fact sheet” distributed at the public hearing states that there “are no dedicated facilities for either sport” (soccer and lacrosse).  This is, at best, disingenuous and at worse an outright falsification.  According to a web link supplied by the Soccer group, there are the following soccer fields in and north of Bainbridge (ignoring Kitsap County south and west of Poulsbo):

City
Soccer Fields
Observatories

Bainbridge Island
21
1

Poulsbo
20
0

Kingston
7
0

Suquamish
2
0

TOTAL
50
1

This count of 50 fields does not include the new indoor facility being built in Poulsbo.  A new sports facility will be built in Poulsbo in 2006 which would be perfect for the sole advanced player who spoke at the public hearing; he would no longer have to travel to Bremerton to practice nor would he have to practice in the rain, snow, or wind.  This new facility will be all-indoor with a large soccer field and a smaller training field, with artificial turf over gravel and with lighting.  The facility will be open to all, adults as well as children, from 6 am to 11 pm every day.  It will be in a nonresidential area.  The web site is: http://www.zonesportsplex.com
It might be noted that this new facility may reduce the receipts of the proposed lighted fields in the Park, fees that the lighting proponents are planning on for their funding.

Will the proposed fields be for children and adults?  The lighting proponents have given inconsistent answers to this question.  Their web site makes it clear that adults and selected players will be the beneficiaries of the new field; yet in their verbal statements they emphasized the field would be for children (mentioning adults in passing).  It is obvious that the field is not intended primarily for children, as if that was the case two things would have happened:

· The proponents would have made an agreement with the Bainbridge Schools for new fields when they had the opportunity.

· There would have been many children and their parents at the public hearing describing their support for the new fields.

It is clear that the leaders of the soccer group are not being honest in their statements.  It raises the issue of the accuracy and correctness of their other statements and claims.

There are many issues that were not addressed at the meeting.  For example, the proposal does not define how the construction is to be done, nor address issues such as electricity costs, switches, specific lights to be used, light replacement, etc.

Summary

In closing, we cannot go back in time and choose a different location for the Observatory, because there is no time travel. Because they have not yet invested millions of dollars of funds and volunteer labor in a particular site, the lighting proponents are free to select another site for their lighting project. 

BPAA is not against soccer or other sports.  BPAA opposes the installation of sports field lighting in Battle Point Park. 
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