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OAK PARK AND RIVER FOREST HIGH SCHOOL 

201 N. Scoville 

Oak Park, IL 60302 
 

Pool Site Committee Meeting Minutes 

October 27, 2014 
 

A Finance Committee meeting was held on Pool Site Committee. Mr. Weissglass called the 

meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. in the Board Room.  Committee members present were Jeff 

Weissglass, Tom Cofsky, Steve Gevinson, Dr. Ralph Lee, Tod Altenburg, John Stelzer, Chris 

Ledbetter, Paul Aeschleman, Joe Connell, Thomas Cronin, Chris Meister, Adam Salzman, Stephen 

Schuler, Peter Traczyk, and Cathy Yen.  Also present was Gail Kalmerton, Executive 

Assistant/Clerk of the Board.  

  

Visitors included John Phelan, OPRFHS Board of Education president; Dr. Steve Isoye, 

Superintendent; Phil Prale, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum & Instruction; Ronald 

Johnson, Purchasing Director and Transportation Coordinator; Karin Sullivan, Director of 

Communications and Community Relations; Robert Zummallen, OPRFHS Director of Buildings 

and Grounds, Patrick Brosnan and Rob Wroble, of Legat Architects, Al Steffler of Henry Bros., 

Rebecca Bibbs of the Oak Leaves, Jeramie Bizzle  of the Wednesday Journal; Wednesday Journal, 

and Joe Ruzich of the Chicago Tribune; Lorne Golman, video operator; Dana Connell, Arlene 

Pedraza, Kevin Peppard, and Peter Ryan, community members.    

 

Public Comments 

None 

 

Welcome and Purpose 

John Phelan too welcomed the committee members and thanked them for their willingness to serve 

the community.  The reason they were asked to serve was because the majority of the Board of 

Education was unable to make a pool site decision.  Mr. Phelan was asked to appoint a committee 

to look into what further information was needed.  Committee members include all of the Board of 

Education members who were unable to select a site and others because of their interests which 

were in conflict with the site selection efforts.  Everyone had expressed support for others, but the 

problem remains that a decision will mean taking up land and affecting someone.  While all 

stakeholders need a voice, the committee needed to be kept small because of the time constraint.  If 

a site is selected and a decision is made to put this on the ballot for a referendum, the Board of 

Education must take action by January 19, and thus the Committee must make a recommendation 

by December.  Other sites suggested by Board of Education members and others will be 

considered.   

 

Mr. Phelan continued that he knew each of the committee members and that they were known and 

had characteristics that would allow them to make the right decision, rather than making a decision 

quickly, which has to be balanced against the fact that this issue has been studied for nearly 3 

years.   He appreciated the committee members’ efforts to advise the Board of Education in such a 

short period time.  The members of the committee are willing to accept responsibility for the 

communities.  That kind of acceptance of responsibility is important to help the district.  They will 
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do this in an open forum that is being videotaped.  He believed many would be following what this 

committee does.  He also believed that the committee members had a deep seated commitment to 

the truth, to find out the facts, what is on the table, and address what is brought up by the 

committee members.  Not those that would just support one agenda, but all of the facts that would 

help make the decision for the communities.  The committee members are also people who seek 

balance and that is going to be very important. Balance, after understanding all of the perspectives 

represented around the table, is important.  In a reading he was doing, the question was asked 

which of two generals would make the better decision: the one who thinks of people as numbers 

and sends them into battle or the one who knows the individuals they will be committing to battle.  

While the general who knows the individuals will make a better decision, it will be a harder 

decision to make because they understand the consequences.  This committee will be asked to 

balance, both in the long-term and in the short-term, athletics and academics, the interests of 

several athletic teams, the desire for the type of excellent athletic and academic needs against the 

interest of the taxpayers to make sure they are not taxed more than necessary.   Each of the 

committee members possess these characteristics and they will help achieve the right decision at 

this time.   

 

While the committee did not represent the demographics of the District/community, it did 

represent a balance of interest.  However, if the lack of demographics were to hinder this work, 

Mr. Phelan suggested sharing the ideas with Mr. Weissglass, and Mr. Phelan would consider 

expanding or altering the committee. 

 

The task of the committee is to make a recommendation to the Board of Education:   

1. What do we build to replace the pools? 

2. Where do we build it? 

3. What will it cost? 

4. How will we pay for it? 

  

Some information is already available and some may have to be collected.  While the Board of 

Education was elected to make the decision, it works better when it is advised by committee 

members from both inside and outside the building.  It helps it make that decision by making a 

thoughtful recommendation.  He thanked each committee to serve in this role and Mr. Weissglass 

for his willingness to lead the committee on this important issue for the community.  He wished 

good luck to the committee and he looked forward to watching the proceedings.   

 

Mr. Weissglass appreciated Mr. Phelan’s leadership and his trust in him to steer the committee into 

making a decision. 

 

Welcome and Introductions  

Mr. Weissglass welcomed the committee members for their willingness to participate. The 

Committee members then introduced themselves. 

 

Cathy Yen, 20-year resident of Oak Park, two children, Huskies Booster Chair for 2 years, head of 

the Chamber of Commerce for OPRF and a member of the Oak Park And River Forest 

Development Group. 
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Thomas Cronin, 17-year resident in River Forest, lawyer, 3 children currently at OPRFHS, 1 

graduated, and 6 future attendees.   

 

Joe Connell, 20 year resident of Oak Park, parent of 3 swimmers, and is part of the architectural 

design community. 

 

Jeff Weissglass, 21-year resident, Board of Education member, chair of the Facility Advisory 

Committee, 3 sons whose interests are theatre and performing arts.   

 

Tod Altenburg, OPRFHS Chief School Business Official, in his second year.    

 

Dr. Steve Gevinson, an OPRFHS English teacher from 1978 to 2010, from 2002 to 2010, the 

English Department division head, parent of 3 daughters who graduated from OPRFHS.  He was 

elected to the Board of Education in 2013 and is the chair of the Board of Education Instruction 

Committee. 

 

Adam Salzman, elected as a Village board trustee in 2011, parent of 2 young children.  

 

John Stelzer, OPRFHS Athletic Director for the past 11 years. 

 

Tom Cofsky, OPRFHS Board of Education member, Chair of the Board of Education Finance 

Committee, parent of 5 children, 3 of which have graduated.  He also participated in the ad hoc 

committee that met during the summer to deliberate on the proposed pool site locations.  

 

Steve Schuler, life-long resident, 1980 graduate, played football and basketball, parent of OPRFHS 

students, lives in the 300 block of Euclid, has followed the discussion in the community papers and 

he is happy to be involved in solving the problem.   

 

Peter Traczyk, 17-year resident, lives in the 300 block of North Scoville, and parent of 3 children. 

He is serving his second term as a District 97 Board of Education member, but is not serving as a 

representative for that board on this committee. 

  

Chris Meister, resident of southeast Oak Park, parent of 4 children, 2 of which are current high 

school students.  He is the Executive Director of the Illinois Finance Authority and last year, he 

served on Finance Advisory Committee. 

 

Chris Ledbetter, 16-year OPRFHS PE teacher, a coach of football and baseball, represented the 

faculty.  His family has been residents of Oak Park for five generations.   

 

Paul Aeschleman, 10-year resident, elected to the Park Board of Oak Park and has experience in 

building a couple of pools and a gymnastic center.  In addition, he served 8 years on the Village’s 

parking and transportation committee.  He has two children, one a current student, and is active in 

the AYSO.   

 

Dr. Ralph Lee, former OPRFHS chemistry and physics teachers.  He is in the last year of his 

OPRFHS Board of Education term.  He knows the building intimately, as he served on Long Term 
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Finance and Planning Committee, which was formed after the first pool study.   He had many 

unanswered questions as to why some of the alternative sites were discarded.     

 

Discussion ensued about adding other members at this time.  Suggestions for additional people 

included someone from the Park District, Fenwick, coaches, and someone or entity that 

represented a younger population to get a sense of their view of taxing, athletics etc., as well as the 

senior population. 

 

Historical Perspective 

Dr. Isoye thanked the committee members for participating in this interesting and difficult work.  

Much of the information he had shared was in the chart now on the Board of Education page of the 

OPRFHS website under a new table called “Pool Project.”    

 

He noted that several committees had vetted the pools:  the Long-Term Facility Committee and the 

Pool Committee with members of the Board of Education.  In 2012, the Board of Education 

approved the Stantec examination of the pool.  While it was agreed that a pool was needed, what 

size and where were not determined.   A scoring mechanism was developed and the following sites 

were explored:  1) East pool, 2) Tennis Courts, 3) Lake Street Field Only, 4) Garage, 5) North 

Café, 6) Field House, and 7) West Pool.  The matrix provided of scorecard of impact that included 

daily use schedule, competition dimensions, and recommended sizes (existing, FINA).  The three 

final sites based on the criteria were recommended, noting that more study was needed:  East 

Pool/south gym, garage, and Fieldhouse West Pool (although Stantec was concerned about the cost 

and disruption to the building). 

 

The recommendation was moved to the Long-term Facilities Committee who studied it from April 

to September 2013.  The committee was concerned about the potential disruption and costs of the 

West Pool/Field House, both short-term and long-term, due to construction.  A presentation was 

made to the Finance Committee and to the full Board of Education who then sent it back to 

committee and the administration reviewed the sites further and then proposed the tennis courts, 

the garage and the baseball field.  The East Pool was removed as an option as it would be too 

destructive due to construction, as the locker rooms, the dance studio, and the two third floor gyms 

would be lost, and the size would not allow for a long course pool in that area.  In December 2013, 

the Board of Education approved the feasibility study on the garage and the baseball field sites, not 

the tennis courts.  In April, the Board of Education received the feasibility study of costs.  At this 

same time, a suggestion was made to consider Scoville spur (Lake and Scoville Avenues) to gain 

real estate. 

 

At the August 19, 2014 Special Board Meeting, the matric of the impact on the three sites was 

presented and a recommendation was made for the baseball field site.  Before the August 28 Board 

of Education, the recommendation was retracted because the dimensions were rechecked and 

found lacking.  However, at that time, the majority of the Board of Education affirmed 1) the 

desire for a new Olympic-sized pool, 2) to support an advisory referendum, and 4) the idea of 

having a board committee formed to take the discussion further.  Discussion ensued about new 

sites suggested by Dr. Gevinson, Dr. Lee, and Mr. Weissglass.  In response to further questioning, 

Dr. Isoye noted that discussion had occurred about moving the tennis courts to the Scoville spur, 

but concerns arose about the direction they would face.  The LTFC talked about some new ideas, 
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but it was split between the ideas of the utilization of classrooms, 60% utilization would mean 

teachers would have their own classroom and 85% meant that teachers would share classrooms but 

have their own offices.  An off-campus pool site was eliminated because of a value judgment that 

the pool was for PE curriculum.  If a standalone site were chosen, the old pools would have to be 

retrofitted at a cost of $16 million, but for what purpose had yet to be determined.  No discussion 

previously occurred about refurbishing or renovating the south athletic building or Fieldhouse.  

The question had been raised as to whether that should be part of the bigger picture. 

 

Dr. Gevinson noted that he had been influenced by the traffic and parking study that came to the 

Board of Education at its September meeting.  Mr. Cofsky concurred, noting that it came at the last 

moment of deliberation.  He also stated that an Olympic pool was a term used to describe the 

dimensions of a body of water.  A long course pool is 50 meters X 25 meters.  A March 2013 

proposal from the aquatics community will be posted to the webpage and its prioritization was 

curricular, extracurricular, and then community usage.   

 

Mr. Weissglass reviewed the committee’s charge as stated by Mr. Phelan earlier, noting that the 

charges were not prioritized.  He also laid out tentative agendas for the upcoming meetings, which 

were:  

  

November 3 Design Workshop  

November 17 Cost Analysis  

December 1 Deliberate and Draft Recommendation 

December 8 Refine Recommendations (if necessary) 

 

The committee’s scope was to recommend a wise course of action.  As such, one member 

suggested having a strategic conversation about athletic facilities (the area south corridor) in 

general, as well as educational needs for the school that precedes getting into specific sites.  This 

may be part of the long-term planning discussion, rather than just the pools.  At a Board of 

Education meeting, a discussion point was that a pool site had to be selected before more 

discussion on the long-term facilities planning could occur. 

 

Mr. Weissglass reviewed the following with regard to the committee meetings: 

 

 Time - 7 to 9 p.m. 

 Because the committee is subject to the rules and regulations of the Open Meetings Act, a 

quorum is needed to start. 

 A majority of a quorum cannot discuss committee business (no more than 4, which 

includes email and asynchronous conversations).   

 Committee members need to take the OMA training; the link to the training will be sent to 

them.   

 Public comments will be taken at the end of the evenings, as had occurred at the Finance 

Advisory Committee.   

 The meetings will be videotaped and posted to the website. 

  

Initial Site Discussion Overview 

Sites considered by Board of Education were: 
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 Garage site 

 Baseball field site, although the measurements were too tight and would not allow the 

baseball field and the softball field to be used at the same time as well as not all of the 

dugouts, bullpens, spectator seating, etc. could be replaced or improved upon surrounding 

the facility.    

 Tennis court site on the roof at a cost of $5 million and not well received by the tennis 

community.   

 

Board of Education described additional suggestions: 

 Baseball field site (move it to the stadium field, presented by Dr. Gevinson).  The main 

advantage was if the baseball field was moved to the stadium, there would be a gain of 

about 250 feet and, thus, possibly capture a new regulation size soccer or lacrosse field.  It 

was acknowledged that at one time the baseball field had been on the football field, but 

there were no pitching mounds then and it cannot be done with a turf field.  More 

conversation will occur about this suggestion. 

 Reconfiguring the current pools and taking a deeper look at the decision to remove the 

East and West Pool sites.  What were the cost estimates?  Was consideration given to 

digging deeper to accommodate more height for the pool?  What else would be involved?  

More conversation will occur about this suggestion. 

 Renovate the current pools in order to use them primarily for instructional swim and 

simultaneously create an offsite partner with other entities for the competitive sports and 

when not in use for competitive sports to be available for the rest of the community.  No 

answers were provided to questions about how big a site would be needed, where, or how 

much it would cost.  This would be considered as a backup suggestion at this time.  Site 

costs would need to be identified for an offsite location. 

1) Move baseball field to a Park District site.  Ron Johnson shared his PowerPoint 

presentation about his idea of moving the baseball fields to a Park District site, which 

would have the least amount of impact on the facilities, programs, and students.  The 

presentation was posted to the website. In addition, this proposal was fiscally responsible 

and would foster collaboration with the community (River Forest, Oak Park, and/or Cook 

County) 

 

Professional resources available to the group are Legat Architects, Al Steffeter from Henry Bro., 

Robert Zummallen, Director of Buildings and Grounds; and Ron Johnson, Director of 

Transportation and Purchasing Coordinator.  

 

A suggestion was made to limit the committee’s discussion to athletics.  While health and 

wellness, along with technology, is the largest growing sectors of the economy and thus the 

thought was that academics should be discussed, it was noted that cognitive thinking is involved in 

every PE program and that additional classrooms and classroom upgrades are needed. 

 

To Dr. Gevinson, 3 sites were realistic and had different advantages: 

1) Parking garage site because it seemed there were enough parking for staff parking in the lot 

east of Oak Park Avenue and North Blvd. and on South Blvd.; 

2) Offsite pool plus a PE pool; and 

3) Renovation of the south part of the building, although cost was a concern.  
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The Committee identified the following needs: 

o Cost 

o Connection to LT Facility Plan 

o Does it fit within the footprint 

o Would the parking garage by subsumed 

o Consider building a new athletic facility south of Lake Street 

 

The Committee identified the following benefits: 

o Synergies 

o Limit disruption 

o Manage LT costs 

o Major investment in the community 

 

The parking garage space could be used to extend the athletic building.   

 

Additional thoughts should be sent to Mr. Weissglass via email.  The committee may address 

questions about how to spread and lower the cost, what state funding may be available, the amount 

of the fund balance, and how much money, if any, should be bonded, etc. after a site has been 

selected.  As to whether state funding was available, one member said that previously money had 

been given out to schools for construction, but those that had been awarded that money had to wait 

4 or 5 years to get it.  A new state capital bill includes vertical construction has yet to be approved.  

 

Next Steps 

 Schedule tours of the south athletic building. 

 Consider viewing by video other pools. 

 Determine the current arrangements involving District 200 and Fenwick using the Park 

District facilities. 

 Post next week’s agenda on Friday afternoon. 

 Consider questions as to how to identify the needs and/or new directions. 

 Determine how much direction the committee might give to the Board of Education. 

 What about costs for renovating the old pool spaces. 

 

Adjournment 

At 9:16 p.m., Mr. Traczyk moved to adjourn the meeting; seconded by Mr. Connell.  A voice vote 

resulted in all ayes.  Motion carried.  

 

 

 

 

       Submitted by Gail Kalmerton 

       Clerk of the Board of Education 


