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Cary Park District   

Board of Commissioners 

Parks & Recreation Operations Committee 

November 12, 2015 

7:00 PM 

Community Center 

255 Briargate Road     

Cary, IL 

 

Minutes 
Committee Members Present: Stanko, Renner, and Krueger  

Commissioners Present: Frangiamore and Emma  

 

Guest Present: None. 

 

Staff Present: Jones, V. Krueger, Kelly, Rea, Raica, Hughes, Tarosas, Nesler, and Lee. 

 

Chair Renner called the meeting to order at 7:00PM. 

 

The minutes from the September 10, 2015 Parks & Recreation Operations Committee meeting 

were presented for approval. 

 

Stanko moved to approve the minutes; second by Krueger. 

 

Voice Vote: 3-0. All voting yes. Motion carried. 

 

Matters from Staff: Kelly stated that the Merry Cary Parade will take place on, Sunday, 

December 6. Lineup for the parade starts at 12:00 PM and the parade kicks off at 1:00 PM. She 

stated that other staff will participate in the parade along with the Commissioners. A float will be 

decorated and the preschool staff will also be walking in front of the float. She asked that if any 

Commissioners were interested in participating in the parade to let her know. 

 

Under Direction Items, Revisions to Policy 6-020, Recognition of Community Youth Sport 

Groups and/or Policy 3-002, Revenue Policy was discussed. 

 

Jones gave an introduction. He stated the reason why this policy was created in 2013 was to 

name the five pioneering groups and lay out the rules and expectations for residency 

requirements, amongst other things. Policy 3-002 identifies that 75% of the group has to be 

residents in order to maintain residency status. Currently, two pioneering groups are below the 

residency requirement. Jones and his staff recommend the residency requirement be changed 

from 75% to 68% in Policy 3-002. Jones stated he also reached out to groups and provided the 

email correspondence or notes from phone calls with a summary of the groups that responded to 

the Commissioners for their review.  

 

Renner stated he was going to list the three approaches to addressing the residency matter since 

everyone is familiar with the policies.  
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1) Revise Policy 6-020 by removing completely the 75% residency guideline for CYSO groups. 

2) Revise Policy 6-020 by lowering the % residency requirement to a total less than 75% for    

    CYSO groups. 

3) Revise Policy 3-002 by lowering the % residency requirement for Group Differentiation to a   

     total less than 75%. 

 

Renner asked if there were any questions from the Commissioners.  

 

Emma discussed Policy 3-002 and asked that the Board make a distinction between resident 

groups and groups that fall below 75% residency.  

  

Stanko asked Jones how 67% was derived. Jones explained that it is the next tick down when 

talking about threshold (½, ¼, ⅓). He also talked to two other districts who also have a 67% 

residency requirement due to overlapping boundaries. 

 

Frangiamore asked if one of the groups ends up at 50% over a 3 year period, would they be 

charged a different fee. Jones stated yes they would since they would be below the 75% 

requirement. It would also effect the group getting priority field usage since they would be 

considered non-resident at that point. 

  

Renner stated the Board needs to preserve the legacy groups standing first and foremost. The 

Board discussed waiting it out to see if low residency was a trend, but looking at correspondence, 

it appears it will stay down for a while. Frangiamore stated once Maplewood is sold and the field 

space decreases, baseball will have a difficult time meeting the requirement. Jones said the Cary 

Baseball Association stated it would be at 70% or 65% over the next several years. If 

Maplewood goes away, they would have resources at Fox River Grove and Algonquin schools 

that would be utilized more as well as using Lions Park more than they do now.  

 

Krueger stated he is a big proponent of the 75% requirement. Two years from now there will be 

groups at 65% and then the next thing it will be 50% + 1. The purpose of the residency 

requirements was to give standing to original groups. Residency requirements aren’t needed to 

give a standing. He expressed that he likes option 1 where the residency requirement is 

eliminated. 

  

Stanko stated the Board needs to address the root of the problem. Youth Sport Organizations are 

trying to include more kids from out of Cary. He doesn’t want to punish organizations for trying 

to do the right thing. One of the reasons why the policies came back to the OPS Committee is 

because the Board does not want to punish organizations for trying to do the right thing. He 

thinks the Board needs to look at what they are trying to achieve. Issues need to be separated. He 

believes that there is a need to come up with a process or system that determines field space 

usage based on a point system. Then the Board needs to find a way to determine the special 

status of an organization. Even though they can be connected, things should be switched around 

in order to maintain a requirement of 75% or greater. The Board needs to pick a number and 

stick to it. The issue of field priority is the real issue. 
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Renner explained the issue being addressed is the percentage. Does the Board want to drop it 

entirely, or should it be made 50 +1 %. He stated that demographics are changing, so this policy 

has to be flexible so it can be changed down the road. Stanko stated he was not comfortable with 

the direction the Committee was heading. Krueger asked Stanko if he felt there should be a 

residency requirement and Stanko said yes. 

  

Renner asked the Committee if they feel that Policies 3-002 and 6-020 should be aligned with a 

percentage. Should they be similar, or should Policy 6-020 be treated different? Stanko stated he 

believes they are connected and the issue of residency is how they are being connected with the 

things being talked about. Krueger stated they should not be aligned. Renner stated they should 

be independent.  

  

Renner then asked the Committee if the policies should have a residency percentage included, 

dropped, or leave where it is at. Stanko stated he thinks the policies need a percentage, but it 

needs to be addressed differently than what is currently being done. Renner asked Stanko what 

the percentage should be, and his response was 60-65%. Krueger stated if the percentage is going 

be lower, do 50% +1. That was the point of removing it completely since it does not affect the 

standings of the groups. If the Board wants to make it whatever, he is open as long as the Board 

doesn’t have to keep coming back and keep lowering the percentage.  

 

Renner asked Emma for his opinion on the policies and what he feels should be done. Emma 

stated the two policies should be segregated.  

 

Frangiamore stated he has two issues with the residency requirements. The first issue is field 

usage charge and the second is the pecking order. We already have a policy that charges groups 

who are below 75% non-resident usage fees. The legacy groups are legacy groups and should 

continue to get resident rates. Jones stated that isn’t how the policy is written. If a group loses 

their 501c3 status, if they don’t have insurance, or meet any of the other mentioned requirements, 

they do not remain a CYSO group. The 75% residency requirement is just one criteria out of all 

of them. Groups have to meet all of the criteria listed in the policies. If they fall below 75% they 

don’t meet requirement of CYSO or RYSO due to low residency. All criteria are equal. 

  

Stanko stated he is in favor of considering for the determination of a group being CYSO that the 

value be changed to 70% in order to maintain their status, but for what is used to determine if the 

group is resident or not, the number can lower that to 50 +1 %. He doesn’t know if those two 

things need to be the same value. He expressed his opinion of wanting to have two different 

percentages to distinguish between residence and non-residence. 

 

Renner explained that if the residency requirement was left at 75%, the percentage is not 

achievable. By doing that, it is being said that groups can’t bring in outside residences to make 

teams, so in essence, they are punishing teams. In his opinion you need to drop the percentage 

number to cover the number of players in order to create a team. In order to meet that you have 

to drop the percentage down to an achievable number. 

 

Krueger moved to recommend that the Board revise Policy 3-002 by removing completely the 

75% residency guideline for CYSO groups. Second by Renner. 



Approved 

 

Voice Vote: Yes – Krueger. No – Stanko, Renner. Motion failed. 

 

Krueger moved to recommend to the Board to revise Policy 3-002 by lowering residency 

groups to a total less than 75% and the recommended residency requirement would be 67%. 

Second by Stanko. 

  

Renner asked if policy 6-020 could be changed as well. 

  

Stanko would favor a lower percentage than 67%.  

 

Stanko moved to amend the motion to be 60% instead of 67% as previously suggested. Second 

by Renner. 

 

No discussion was held on the amended motion. 

 

Voice Vote: 3-0. All voting yes. Motion carried. 

  

Krueger moved to recommend to the board to revise Policy 6-020 to lower the residency 

requirement not less than 60% to CYSO groups. Second by Stanko. 

 

Stanko asked for clarification if the vote was to amend Policy 6-020 to read 60% in both RYSO 

and CYSO. Krueger stated yes. 

  

Renner asked if there was any other discussion. Hearing none, a vote took place. 

 

Voice Vote: Yes – Krueger, Renner. No – Stanko. Motion carried. 

 

Under Direction Items, the Community Pool Condition Review and Analysis was discussed. 

 

Jones stated he introduced this to the Board in September when the pool season ended. At that 

time, it was announced that a pool condition analysis was to be conducted by Stantec. Also 

discussed at the meeting were issues faced by the pool throughout the 2015 swim season. Jones 

asked to get some discussion and direction out of the meeting. He advised the Board that if they 

were leaning towards a construction project, that they take timing into consideration due to 

winter rapidly approaching. 

  

Rea discussed the report with the Commissioners. There were three parts of the report discussed. 

The first process was when an engineer from Stantec came out to perform dye testing and 

completed that activity around the tot pool (inlet, drain, seams) detecting leaks when the system 

was turned off. They also had chain drag done that day. This is when a chain is dragged across 

the surface and the sound changes when the concrete is not hitting the surface below. 

The second step occurred when Pegasus Environmental came out and could detect changes in 

subsoils such as saturation by using ground penetrating technology. After being provided 

blueprints of the pool, Pegasus could determine where the main drain was and were able to find a 
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number of different issues. Saturation was discovered in the main drain, the returns coming back 

from the skimmers from the tot pool as well as from the pump house. 

 

The third step was to stop power to the pool so a diver from the Cary Fire Department could be 

brought in to test items in the pool with a special dye to see if they could get movement into the 

main drain. During testing, they could get dye into the seam. Once all tests were completed, the 

consultant took all of the info back for review. They also did a time test of water loss with the 

pool with everything off, and it was discovered that it was losing 28 gallons per minute in both 

the tot and main pool. The consultant stated it is very uncommon for both pools to have the same 

rate of loss. Water loss is more of a concern for the tot pool than the main pool due to size. Rea 

stated he would be happy to answer any questions the Commissioners may have. 

  

Jones asked the Commissioners to look at the memo. Stantec provided three options to address 

the situation of water loss and Park District staff added two more. The three options by Stantec 

included only repair of the bowed pipe in the basement. Staff supports other options since it still 

runs a risk of saturation from return lines. If this would occur, the pool would have to be shut 

down mid-season. 

 

Jones then listed the different options available to address water loss. 

 

 Option A – Repair the broken plumbing just outside of the mechanical room and leave all 

other pipes as is. The estimated construction costs for this option are $10,000.00 - 

$15,000.00. Soft costs would be additional.  

 Option B – Repair the broken plumbing just outside of the mechanical room and replace 

all tot pool plumbing to and from the mechanical room. The estimated construction costs 

for this option are $80,000.00 - $120,000.00. An additional $12,000.00 - $24,000.00 (15 

– 20%) in soft costs are anticipated with this option.  

 Option C – Repair the broken plumbing just outside of the mechanical room and 

completely replace the tot pool and associated plumbing. The estimated construction 

costs for this option are $800,000.00 - $1,500,000.00. An additional $120,000.00 - 

$225,000.00 (15%) in soft costs are anticipated with this option.  

 Option D – This option recommends that a pool replacement study be conducted at a cost 

of $25,000.00 - $50,000.00. The current comprehensive master plan process has already 

gathered much of the data suggested for the study, making it unnecessary to complete at 

this time. 

 Option E – Do nothing and attempt to operate the pool as we did this past year with no 

repairs.  

 Option F – Complete Option A and close the tot pool permanently.  

 Option G – Do nothing and make a decision to close the pool permanently. 

 

Jones explained option C is too much money to invest into the current pools. For Option E, he 

explained that during the 2015 swim season, staff were challenged with constantly having to 

correct the chemical balance in the pool. When that much fresh water is being pumped into the 

pools, it messes with PH levels. Doing nothing doesn’t address the concern of the pipe in the 

basement leaking.  
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Jones discussed Option F. He stated he has seen districts do this, but those who have done it have 

had more segregation between pools. This isn’t the best message for people having an empty tot 

pool with the main pool still in operation. It would also decrease the use of the pool by the day 

camp.  

 

Staff would not recommend Option G without providing some sort of alternative aquatics 

offering for the community. Even though the pool doesn’t have modern amenities, it does fill an 

aquatic need within the community.  

 

Staff is in favor of option B. Choosing option B would address two of the more significant 

issues. It would approve the Park District’s ability to operate the pool and buy the District 

approximately 3-5 years to figure out what the next steps in aquatic offerings will be. Option B’s 

estimate is roughly $150,000. Jones explained to Commissioners it was a rough estimate and it 

could be more or less depending on what actually needs to be done once the work takes place. 

 

Renner thanked staff for the report. Emma asked Rea what leakage from the gutter in the main 

pool means. Rea explained that the plumbing along the gutter needs to be replaced. Emma asked 

how he could tell it came from there, and Rea explained that due to the dye testing when the 

system was off, they could watch where the water went. Frangiamore asked what kind of 

pressure the lines run at, and Rea stated that it is 720 gallons/minute for the main pool and 100 

gallons/minute for tot pool.  

 

Emma asked how much is spent on water each year. Rea explained that it is $7.35 for every 

1,000 gallons of water. Kelly explained that they budged $10,000 for summer 2015, but actually 

spent $12,000 due to the water loss issue. 

 

Krueger thinks the report is great and stated the Board has to do something to address the pool’s 

water loss issue. His concern is how the Park District is supposed to bid on something when they 

don’t even know how much work is truly needed until the digging starts. He stated he is 

concerned that $150,000 will turn into a larger amount. Rea explained to the Commissioners that 

Park District staff rented a special camera on their own and used it to camera the pipe lines in a 

couple of main places. He stated they could see water getting past two valves in the drain. He 

also said they could see where the pipe exits the building the camera was in water, and there is a 

dip that shouldn’t be there. That would suggest the saturation is right there where the dip in the 

pipe is located.  

 

Krueger asked Jones where the $150,000 would come from out of the budget. Jones explained 

that the Park District does have the ability to absorb the cost. He stated it can come from a 

variety of areas, and the final decision as to where funds will come from does not need to be 

determined right now. Emma asked if the expense would be from this fiscal year, and Jones 

stated yes it would. 

 

Renner asked Rea where he came up with cost total for Option B, and he asked what the Park 

District was getting for that money. Rea explained there are four skimmers on the tot pool that 

take water back to the filter pit, and it is the only filtration that is happening in that pool. The 

money would replace the lines for those four skimmers. He explained that whoever does the pipe 
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repair work could cut the deck on those places only leading back to the filter pit. It would be saw 

cutting concrete and “surgically” removing the damaged pipes. He said they would also replace 

and remove original lines as well as the replacement lines. Work would also be done to repair 

outside of the mechanical room and the main drain. This would correct the issue of settling. 

 

Renner asked when all is finished if you could see on the concrete where the work happened. He 

also asked if they would have to replace the drain all the way to the pool edge. Rea stated it is 

possible, but the closer you get to the pool, then that is a different story. Renner asked if it’s 

possible that the pipe could be damaged farther into the pool deck.  Rea explained he believes the 

damage is closes to the foundation wall. 

 

Stanko asked if all of the items in basement will be corrected. Rea stated yes, they would. 

Stanko then asked if problems are detected farther down the line, if there is an option to put a 

liner in or something else to keep the pipes from leaking. Rea explained that pipes could be lined 

for an extra $80,000 but you cannot just line pool pipes due to water flow. Our system could not 

keep up with increase in flow due to the lining. Stanko stated the Board needs to do something to 

get from point A to point B in order to keep this pool running as far as possible into the future. 

 

Renner asked Rea what is received for the extra $12,000-$24,000 in costs. Rea explained that it 

covers Stantec writing the bid specs, local permit costs, any additional testing needed, and testing 

of the pipe to make sure it is properly repaired. 

 

Renner expressed concerned about finding contractors to perform he work. Jones stated that 

Bartlett had similar work done and had three pipes replaced in their pool. Right now we have 

three names of people who bid their contract.  

 

Renner asked if there were other questions. He stated it is the Committees recommendation for 

the Board to pursue option B. 

 

Stanko moved to recommend that the Board approves Option B – Repair the broken plumbing 

just outside of the mechanical room and replace all tot pool plumbing to and from the 

mechanical room. The estimated construction costs for this option are $80,000.00 - 

$120,000.00. An additional $12,000.00 - $24,000.00 (15 – 20%) in soft costs are anticipated 

with this option.  

 

Voice vote: 3-0. All voting yes. Motion carried. 

 

Stanko moved to adjourn the meeting. Second by Krueger. 

 

Voice vote: 3-0. All voting yes. Motion carried. 

 

Meeting adjourned 8:12 PM. 


