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Cary Park District 
Board of Commissioners 
Parks & Recreation Operations Committee 
April 9, 2015 
7:00 PM 
Cary Community Center 
255 Briargate Road 
Cary, IL 
 
Minutes 
Committee Members Present:  Harvey, Emma 
Committee Member Absent:  Krueger 
Commissioners Present: Renner, Stanko (7:02 PM) 
 
Staff Present:  Jones, V. Krueger, Raica, Rea, Kelly, Hughes, Herbster, Hedlund, Cannon 
 
Guests:  Tracy Biederstadt, Project Manager, DLA Architects, Ltd. 
               Jason Green, Civil Engineer with W-T Civil Engineering, LLC. 
 
Chair Harvey called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 
 
Approval of the March 12, 2015, Parks & Recreation Operations Committee minutes 
were tabled. 
 
There were no matters from the Public. 
 
Under Items from Commissioners, Stanko suggested that Foxford Hills Golf Club look 
into either a shelter/tent in the waiting area, or canopies atop the carts to be used during 
inclement/hot weather. 
 
Under Direction items, Rea presented the latest IPRA Environmental Report Card. He 
was pleased with the result since the Park District had scored 153 of 170 points. He said 
although there could be some improvement, the Park District is being “as green as 
possible.” 
 
Harvey asked if the deficiencies would be addressed and Rea said that they would be if it 
were possible to improve. At times some of the categories are not feasible for our type of 
agency, but every effort is made to continually improve in the categories we are able to 
handle. As an example, we have no policy on fuel and we would need some standards 
before developing one. 
 
Stanko commented that perhaps through the upcoming CMP we would be able to 
establish a nature center with a staff naturalist. 
 
Emma moved to recommend the Board accept the 2015 IPRA Environmental Report 
Card as presented. Second by Harvey. 
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Voice vote:  Yes – 2. No – 0. Motion carried. 
 
For Discussion/Information Only, was an Update-Site Analysis and Program Evaluation, 
Early Childhood Learning Center Preschool Facility. 
 
Kelly explained the progress of the feasibility study which began in December when 
DLA Architects were chosen through an RFQ to proceed with the project. 
 
Tracy Biederstadt, Project Manager with DLA, began by explaining the two sites 
considered were Lions Park, near the current Preschool facility, and the Community 
Center Park, directly across the parking lot from the Community Center. She explained 
how design was begun, with the allotment of 50 sq. ft. per student, a DCFS requirement.  
 
Working from this standard, a drawing of proposed options for buildings was presented. 
Each suggested site was shown with the Preschool alone and with the Senior Center 
included.  
 
If the Lions Park site were to be chosen, there would be issues with sewer connections 
having to be done under the road and the water main connection with Silver Lake Road. 
Also, the building would need to be positioned so there would be no view of the storage 
building and the material bin storage would need to be moved. 
 
Stanko asked if the current building would be demolished and he was told, yes, and there 
would be no reclamation to anything left at that site. 
 
The consideration of the Community Center Park site would be closer to water and sewer 
connections but the Park District would most likely have to pay for that. Renner asked 
why the existing main could not be used and there was tacit agreement that it was 
probably a political issue. 
 
Stanko asked the question if building more classrooms and spaces necessitate a parking 
study. Tracy replied that the need would be determined when the programs taking place 
in the facility would be decided upon. 
 
Stanko also asked what study had been done for the needs of the Senior Center. Jones 
replied that no full scale study had been done, just educated inquiries with Three Oaks 
Assisted Living who have become regular participants within the Center’s programs and 
with Jayne Anderson who has been the Senior Coordinator for several years. 
 
Kelly updated on the status of the current Senior Center and the fact that it doesn’t belong 
to the Park District but is leased from the Village of Cary. Also, the building is old and 
showing its age frequently with repairs and updates needed. 
 
As the discussion progressed, Stanko asked if a combined building would have separate 
entrances for the Preschool and the Senior Center. He was told that one entry would 
allow more control over who was entering the building. He also asked if there would be 
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any consideration of open space and Tracy said the building would be placed so there 
would be that opportunity. 
 
The drawings presented showed the Preschool facility alone to be 8,770 sq. ft. and the 
combined Preschool/Senior Center to be 13,600 sq. ft. 
 
Conceptual costs for the buildings as presented, hard costs only not involving site 
preparation or ultimate finishings/furnishings, were estimated as follows:   
 
  Preschool:  $2,020,000-2,040,000  
  Preschool/Senior Center:  $$3,230,000-3,550,000. 
 
 
Stanko asked if both concepts would provide for expansion and Tracy said that 
consideration would be better served at the Community Center Park site. 
 
Renner asked which would be better for residents and Tracy said a campus atmosphere 
would be more appropriate at the Community Center Park. He also asked if these 
estimates included any landscaping and was told no. Jones commented that all that is not 
included in the estimates could be as much as $500,000. 
 
Stanko asked if there was consideration for prefab concrete and Tracy answered that 
there was no economic reason to do this. 
 
Emma questioned the plan with three rooms, since that hadn’t been considered prior (the 
current preschool has two rooms) and Jones said that this type of discussion is feedback 
is all part of the process, the plan can be changed and modified.  
 
Stanko also commented to be aware of the declining population of certain age groups 
when considering an Early Childhood Center. Harvey agreed but questioned why this 
facility plan is much larger than proposed in previous discussions. 
 
Stanko added that the third room increases the space by approximately 1900 sq. ft. 
 
Stanko asked if any more consideration had been given to use of Oak Knoll.   Jones 
updated on previous conversations he had had with SD26 regarding Oak Knoll.  Jones 
stated no new discussions had been undertaken recently. 
 
Once the presentations was completed by the representatives from DLA and W-T Civil 
Engineering, and a variety of questions answered, the discussion followed the points 
presented in the cover memo. 
 

 Should staff continue the evaluation process as 1) standalone Early Learning 
Center facility concept; or 2)combination Early Learning Center/Senior Center 
facility concept; or 3 )both facility concepts on separate evaluation tracks? 

 
 Emma felt the process should not be limited. 
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 Stanko said it was worthwhile to pursue the combined facility. Agreement would 
 depend on ultimate costs. 
 Renner said no to the high cost consideration. 
 Harvey felt all options should be kept open. 
 

 Should site review be limited to one preferred location or should both sites 
continue to be evaluated? 

  
 Stanko preferred the Community Center Park, as did Harvey. Emma felt that 
 choice shouldn’t be made yet. 
 

 Should staff evaluate the District’s ability to fund the cost of one or both of the 
facility concepts? 

  
 All four Commissioners present said yes. 
  

 Now that the CMP project is going to move forward how should this project be 
addressed or factored into the development of that plan? 

 
 Renner felt there was no room in the future to consider a $7,000,000 project with 
 all that needs to be done in the Park District and the CMP would make that clear. 
 
 Stanko felt this project is a priority and needs to be moved forward. 
 
 Emma thought it needs to be looked at from a budget aspect as well as the CMP. 
 
An inquiry about the next possible step was clarified by Tracy. She said that there would 
be a need to determine the square feet of the project and the site decision with grades, etc. 
before the next step could be taken, which would be the schematic drawings. 
 

 Should the project continue forward to the Schematic Design phase? The 
Schematic Design phase will include several drawings including a Site Plan, Floor 
Plan, Elevations and a Rendering for the chosen site(s). 

 
Harvey said that this was a natural breaking point needing supportive demographics and 
priorities, perhaps a step back to consider. His answer to proceeding with the Schematic 
Design phase was no. 
 
Emma said no, the project should be on hold for the moment.  Renner and Stanko agreed. 
 
There was further discussion regarding Oak Knoll. Renner felt it was worth looking into 
renovation of that facility, so the question would become renovate or build. 
 
Stanko agreed with the idea of looking into Oak Knoll. Harvey said to at least find out 
District 26’s asking price. Jones said he would do that. 
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Emma moved to adjourn the meeting. Second by Harvey. 
 
Voice vote:  2-0. All voting yes. Motion carried. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:37 PM. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


