
Site Rating and Analysis

SITE # LOCATION

1 Memorial Pool Site

2 Myrick Park

3 Forest Hills Golf Course (ON TOP OF HILL)

4 Forest Hills Golf Course (BY THE ROAD)

5 Bluffview Park

6 Weigent Park

7 Roellig Park

• Riverside North was considered but ruled out because of cost to develop the site 
for construction.















Site Rating Table

Category

Maximum Sites

Points 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Sanitary Sewer 5 3 3 3 4 4 4 1

2 Watermain 5 4 2 4 4 4 4 1

3 Telephone 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2

4 Electric 10 10 5 8 8 5 5 5

5 Storm Sewer 10 3 10 10 10 10 10 10

6Natural Gas 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3

7 Topography 10 9 3 7 9 7 10 10

8 Surrounding Occupancies 10 5 10 10 10 6 7 10

9 Vehicular Traffic 10 10 6 10 10 7 8 10

10 Pedestrian Traffic 10 10 8 8 8 8 10 8

11 ADA Accessibility 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5

12 Lighting 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

13Flood Prone Area 20 20 15 20 18 20 20 15

14 Groundwater 20 20 10 20 20 20 20 10

15 Hydraulic Considerations 20 15 15 20 20 17 18 15

16 Site Restrictions 10 5 5 2 8 7 8 8

17 Exposure 10 10 10 5 10 5 8 10

18 Availability of Land 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Total Points 176 150 127 151 165 144 158 138

ENGINEERING SITE RATING TABLE

SITE # LOCATION

1 Memorial Pool Site

2 Myrick Park

3 Forest Hills Golf Course (ON TOP OF HILL)

4 Forest Hills Golf Course (BY THE ROAD)

5 Bluffview Park

6 Weigent Park

7 Roellig Park

Riverside North was considered but ruled out.

Results of unweighted rating:

#1 Forest Hills Lower

#2 Weigent

#3 Forest Hills Upper

#4 Memorial Pool Site



Decision Making Matrix
Attribute Definition and Assigning Importance Factor

Attribute Assigned Importance

Pedestrian Traffic and Accessibility 8

Site Restrictions - space, parking, fire code, etc 10

Utilities - electric, gas, water, sanitary 3

Exposure - visibility to public 5

Availability of Land 1

Topography, Flood Prone, Hydraulic, ground water 10

Surrounding Occupancies 8

Vehicular Traffic 5



Weighted Site Rating Table

Results:

#1 Forest Hills, lower site

#2 Roellig Park

#3 Weigent Park

#4 Memorial Pool Location



Site Selection Conclusions

The committee should consider the following sites:

#1 Forest Hills, lower site

#2 Roellig Park

#3 Weigent Park

#4 Memorial Pool Location











Was 2016 attendance due to weather or 
closing of Memorial

• Weather patterns in 2016 suggest attendance similar to 2011, 2013 
and 2015.

• Actual attendance dropped.

• Data suggests people went elsewhere or didn’t swim.



Area Competing Facilities



BAI also reviewed the four areas of swimming with the La Crosse Pool 
Committee, which are:

• Recreation

• Education

• Health and Wellness

• Competition

La Crosse Parks and Recreation staff gave a presentation on the 
programming offered by the City of La Crosse and BAI did a review of the 
different programming elements offered within the service area.  Two areas 
identified as a potential gaps were  lap/competitive swimming areas and 
availability of therapy pool areas for rehabilitation purposes.



Erickson Pool- La Crosse, WI
North Side Community Pool - La Crosse, WI



Existing Facilities Analysis

• Northside:

• Large Zero-depth

• Small amount of 2’ to 4’ water depth

• Space limitations for expansion

• Erickson:

• Large Zero-depth

• Potential space for 8-lane, 25 yard pool to be added, 

• Green space makes Erickson attractive

• Bathhouse/Mechanical System size would likely not accommodate addition

• Operational Cost for an expansion would be less than 3rd outdoor



Onalaska Aquatic Center- Onalaska, WI
La Crescent Aquatic Centre- La Crescent, MN



John W. Chapman Aquatic Center- Holmen, WI

Hokah Swimming Pool- Hokah, MN



Swarthout Pool-West Salem, WI

Trempealeau Municipal Pool- Trempealeau, WI Westby Municipal Pool-Westby, WI



Sparta Family Aquatic Center- Sparta, WI

Galesville Swimming Pool- Galesville, WI



Melrose Area Swimming Pool- Melrose, WI

Bob Welch Aquatic Center- Winona, MN















Review of Natant Demand
Compared to Existing Attendance Data

• Peak yearly attendance of 55,000 per year 

• 55 days per year, weather dependent

• Average 860 swimmers per day



Average and Peak Pool Sizing

• BAI’s original natant demand analysis shows a 
shortfall of 8,740 square feet of water surface area.



Version #1- (With Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $4,900,000

Version #1- (Without Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $4,000,000

Version #2- Existing Memorial Site $3,900,000

Version #3- (With Lazy River)- Forest Hills Lower Site $4,700,000

Version #3- (Without Lazy River)- Forest Hills Lower Site $3,800,000

Version #4- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $12,000,000

Version #5- Erickson Pool Expansion $1,489,000

Version #6- (With Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $4,920,000

Version #6- (Without Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $4,020,000

Version #7- Existing Memorial Site $3,950,000

Version #7- Existing Memorial Site $4,025,000

Version #8- (With Vortex Pool)- Forest Hills Lower Site $4,070,000

Version #8- (Without Vortex Pool)- Forest Hills Lower Site $3,820,000

Version #9- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $14,500,000

Version #10- Existing Memorial Site $3,955,000

Version #11- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $12,500,000

Opinion of Construction Costs- Conceptual Site Plans



























Version #1- (With Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $172,000

Version #1- (Without Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $106,000

Version #2- Existing Memorial Site $99,000

Version #3- (With Lazy River)- Forest Hills Lower Site $172,000

Version #3- (Without Lazy River)- Forest Hills Lower Site $106,000

Version #4- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $763,000

Version #5- Erickson Pool Expansion $12,000

Version #6- (With Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $172,000

Version #6- (Without Lazy River)- Existing Memorial Site $106,000

Version #7- Existing Memorial Site $115,000

Version #7- Existing Memorial Site $115,000

Version #8- (With Vortex Pool)- Forest Hills Lower Site $136,000

Version #8- (Without Vortex Pool)- Forest Hills Lower Site $106,000

Version #9- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $821,000

Version #10- Existing Memorial Site $115,000

Version #11- Indoor Pool Option- St. Andrews (Trane Site) $770,000

Opinion of Operating Costs- Conceptual Site Plans



Public Input Sessions

1.  How many people in each age group live at your residence?                                  

Question 1

0-19 352

20-29 61

30-39 90

40-49 191

50-59 98

60+over 114



2. Should the City of La Crosse build a new replacement outdoor 

swimming pool facility?   

Question 2

Yes 178

No 88

Did not answer 18

3. Should the City of La Crosse build a new indoor swimming 

pool facility?   

Question 3

Yes 124

No 146

Did not answer 14



4. How often would you anticipate using an outdoor aquatic 

facility?

Question 4

1.97 # of times weekly

5. How often would you anticipate using an indoor aquatic 

facility?

Question 5

1.62 # of times weekly



6. Would you or your family use a new indoor/outdoor swimming 

pool for any of the following?

Question 6

Recreation 256

Health Reasons 189

Competition 81

Swim Lessons 130

No Opinion 11



7.  In a new indoor/outdoor pool facility, which of the following would you favor?

Question 7

Open Swimming Area 238

Lap Swimming Area 206

Lounge Chairs 177

Zero Depth Entry 157

Diving 155

Shaded picnic area 150

Concession area 141

Waterslide 132

Lazy River 104

Climbing Wall 90

Drop slide 80

Dry Playground area 78

Wet Playground area 77

Vortex Pool 61

Sand volleyball area 53

Sand Playground area 49



8. Out of the 5 Conceptual Site plans presented, which one do 

you prefer most? 

Question 8

Ranking 

1=Most preferred

5=least preferred Version #5

Version 

#6

Version 

#10

Version 

#8

Version 

#11

1 7 58 104 23 83

2 8 60 39 28 4

3 24 20 20 40 11

4 30 16 13 25 26

5 61 6 12 26 50



Outdoor Pool Considerations

• Construction Cost of $1.4M-$4.9M depending on site and design

• Operational cost $12,000 to $172,000 per year

• Open on average 55 days a year, weather dependent 

• Programming gaps in existing pools identified as lap swimming, 
competition and therapy programs

• Revenues: 
• Potential increase for competition events

• Existing programming will not likely see increases in revenues

• Attendance revenue increase of $8,000 anticipated

• Hidden revenue from hotel taxes etc. during competition events



Indoor Pool Considerations
• Construction cost $12M - $14.5 million or more depending on features and 

construction type.

• Operational Costs $763,000-$821,000 

• Revenues: 
• Potential increase for competition events
• Potential revenue estimated $200,000-$300,000

• Operates year round, with scheduled shutdown for cleaning and maintenance.

• Programming gaps in existing pools identified as lap swimming, competition and 
therapy programs

• Indoor programming could enhance existing outdoor programming.

• Building could incorporate retractable roof to allow summer feel and be used for 
overflow at peak capacity times.

• Hidden revenue from hotel taxes etc. during competition events



Outdoor Pool Conclusions
• Adding an outdoor pool will increase attendance based on historical 

attendance records.

• Operational costs for an additional community facility will not be offset by 
anticipated revenues.

• The City should consider outdoor options between 6,700 and 8,700 square 
feet.

• Natant demand and review of existing facilityes show a shortage of open 
swim areas and lap swimming areas.

• Existing facilities are currently not capable of hosting 
recreational/competitive swim meets.

• City currently does not provide a summer recreation program for 
competitive swimming.



Indoor Pool Conclusion

• Existing Indoor Pools lack recreational waters.

• Existing Indoor Pools show a gap in availability for lap swimming 
during (peak time) from 3-7 pm and weekends

• Programming should consider lessons, competition events, aquatic 
exercise and special events.

• Indoor Pool between 5,000 and 7,000 square feet minimum with 
recreational water.

• City should consider collaborative effort with stakeholders in the La 
Crosse Service Area.



Feasibility Study Conclusion

• Based on the meetings conducted with the pool committee and the 
public input sessions there is nearly a 50/50 divide in the community 
for citizens that want a third outdoor pool facility and citizens that 
want an indoor facility.  However, it was a nearly unanimous opinion 
from citizens that the community of La Crosse needs additional 
swimming area for lap swimming, competition and to mitigate the 
overcrowding in the existing facilities, this opinion is supported in 
BAI’s natant demand analysis and feasibility study.


