
  

 

 
 

MINUTES 

OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF  

THE BUILDING & GROUNDS COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE PARK RIDGE PUBLIC LIBRARY HELD 

AUGUST 25, 2016 AT 7:05 P.M. IN THE THIRD FLOOR MEETING ROOM 
 
 

ROLL CALL: 

 TRUSTEES PRESENT: Joseph Egan, Chair; Karen Burkum, Stevan Dobrilovic, Charlene                  
Foss-Eggemann, Patrick Lamb, Berardino Parisi, Judith Rayborn, Michael 
Reardon, Robert Trizna 

 

 TRUSTEES ABSENT: None 
  

 OTHERS PRESENT: Janet Van De Carr, Library Director; Anastasia Daskalos, Linda Egebrecht, 
Library Staff; Rick McCarthy (Principal) and Amy (Intern), Studio GC Architecture 

 

 

Phase II Library Improvement Plan  
This Special Meeting was held to allow Studio GC, Inc. to present the Schematic Design for 
the Library Improvement Project to the Board. As discussed in March, once the Board is 
satisfied with the Schematic Design Phase, it will then give Studio GC authorization to move 
on to the Design Development and then the creation of construction documents. The goal will 
be to go to bid between December 15 and February 15. 
 
Mr. McCarthy introduced Amy, the Studio GC intern who creates the 3D models, to the 
Committee. Mr. McCarthy explained that an analysis of building codes is underway. He added 
he would like to have an informal meeting with the City to inform them of what Studio GC is 
planning, to review the main features and to verify that the plans are acceptable.  
 
Mr. Egan noted that the Board had previously discussed a fireplace as a donor possibility. Mr. 
Trizna stated he would like to see the Library renovated to a 21

st
 Century Library but he never 

intended a renovation to the building be completed with money from the referendum after 
services were restored. He stated he feels that would be dishonest. He added he wants to 
see Studio GC turn this building into a Library that really inspires and has vision. He doesn’t 
just want to move furniture around.  Mr. Egan stated he understands that this process is 
funded by the referendum. Mr. Trizna stated he wants to see another referendum for the 
Library renovations; to present this vision for an updated Library for the next ten to twenty 
years. Mr. Egan stated that this is not the scope the Board gave Studio GC for this project. 
Mrs. Van De Carr agreed, stating the Board told Studio GC there is $1.5–$2 million to work 
with for the renovations.  
 
The Committee discussed the concept of a rainy day fund and whether the Library would be 
allowed to accumulate funds in the Library Fund and whether this could be used by the City to 
justify reducing the amount levied for Library operations after referendum funding ends. The 
Committee discussed what was specified in the referendum. 
 
Mr. McCarthy explained that the Library is an old building and there are many building code 
questions, regardless of a referendum. He explained that the engineers have looked at the 
HVAC system, which they found to be an inefficient system. Some of the HVAC equipment 
will need to be replaced in the long term. New HVAC equipment would be smaller and more 
efficient. Mr. McCarthy stated the engineers will address questions regarding replacing the 
individual HVAC components.  
 
Also discussed was whether to have a revolving door or a vestibule. The Committee 
determined that a revolving door is not the best idea and so Studio GC will go back and look 
at a small vestibule design. Also discussed was a third floor hallway and a better way to 
separate public access. Mr. McCarthy reviewed the plans and drawings. 



  

 

 
 

Mrs. Van De Carr explained that staff is looking at how much to reduce the size of the various 
collections as well as looking at making the aisles ADA compliant. Mr. McCarthy stated Studio 
GC wants to make sure that nothing done now boxes the Library into a corner in the future. 
Mr. Reardon asked if the numbers on the first item correlate to the referendum question, to 
which Mr. McCarthy replied “yes”. Mr. Trizna asked if this includes new carpeting, lighting, and 
the restroom renovations mentioned in the referendum. Mr. McCarthy replied, yes, but it may 
include other things. Mr. Parisi asked if Studio GC will provide “before and after” 3D drawings 
and models. Mr. McCarthy replied yes, but without specific finishes, etc. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann 
asked if it is possible to give patrons the 3D experience via an app. Mr. McCarthy replied it is 
probably not the complete experience until the end of the process; it will look more robust as 
the process continues. Mrs. Burkum mentioned that the Highland Park Library has naming 
opportunities for shelves. Mr. McCarthy stated that Studio GC will identify every spot possible 
for donors and naming opportunities. Mrs. Van De Carr mentioned the larger bequests the 
Library has received that could potentially be used for improvements. Mrs. Rayborn stated this 
could be a starter for other gifts. 
 
Mr. McCarthy discussed the schedule and timing. September 13 – schematic design ready – 
collections worked out, layouts worked out with better costs and better estimates. He 
explained that the Design Development phase is an approximate 8-week process; creating 
the construction documents is an approximate 11-week process; the obtaining of permits, 
going out to bid, and bid review is an approximate 6-week process; construction is an 
approximate 18-week process – which may be underestimating. It will need to be phased in. 
Mr. McCarthy stated he will provide dates for each step. 
 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann mentioned her idea about hosting a gala for potential donors; she is 
hoping it would be possible by the first quarter of 2017. She asked when detailed illustrations 
might be available. Mr. McCarthy replied he will let the Board know what will be available at 
each stage so that the Board can plan the best time for a gala or other events.  
 
Mr. Reardon stated he would like to obtain some of Studio GC’s data so he can look at 
planning for efficiencies. Service points, staffing, facility size, staff costs, physical materials, 
programs, visits and how tracked, etc. Mrs. Van De Carr replied that the data Studio GC 
provided doesn’t contain the answers to these questions so she will need to survey libraries. 
Some answers are available from the national database but that data isn’t up-to-date; the 

most recent national database is from 2015. Mr. Trizna opined that there is zero value in 
using data from a national database. He believes only comparable libraries in this area should 
be looked at, i.e. suburban libraries, north shore, and other nearby, comparable communities. 
Mrs. Van De Carr explained that the list of 70 libraries might change slightly because the 
libraries that Mr. McCarthy compiled were based on comparable population however some 
may be newer libraries and some communities may be southwest Chicago suburbs. Mrs. 
Van De Carr stated she will provide the list when it is completed. 

 
Mr. Reardon explained that his questions in regard to comparing Park Ridge to other libraries 
and specifically in regard to RFID (Radio Frequency Identification) capability or not, he is 
wondering if in looking at the list of libraries and it’s found a library is incredibly efficient and 
they have RFID, then maybe that’s what’s driving their efficiency and maybe this Board should 
look at that. Mrs. Van De Carr stated the balance is that when you automate the handling 
of physical materials that reduces staff costs, however , it’s important to note that when the 
value of automation is weighed against reducing staff costs the positions that are 
eliminated are the lowest paid employees and therefore it doesn’t reduce costs 
significantly. Mr. McCarthy stated that RFID might not save much money but it might get 
the books on the shelves faster. Mr. Trizna asked if it costs more money to get it the 
materials on the shelf faster, to which Mr. McCarthy and Mrs. Van De Carr stated that they 
haven’t seen specific data in regard to that. Mrs. Van De Carr stated the cost of an RFID 
system is an expensive investment of approximately $250,000, to which Mrs. Rayborn 
stated that she believes that even though the service might improve it is still a significant 
cost for a Library that is grappling with costs, adding that this staff consistently receives 
good ratings on service. Mrs. Van De Carr added that when a library is investing in 
something when you know that the library has been seeing a decline in the circulation    



  

 

 
 

(i.e. handling of) physical materials and is seeing increased circulation in digital materials, 
one must weigh that and consider if you are investing in this and you know that over the 
next five years the circulation of physical materials will decline further. Mr. Egan asked Mr. 
McCarthy if the Board tasked him with looking into the RFID, to which Mr. McCarthy said 

no, Studio GC is looking at how much floor space is required to make an RFID system 
available and how much floor space is available in the building if in the future Studio GC is 
asked to make that happen. Mrs. Van De Carr stated that funding for an RFID system would 
be from the Technology Fund. 
 
Mrs. Van De Carr stated the reconfigurations being considered will give the Library the 
opportunity to re-evaluate staffing needs and improve service while reducing staffing costs.  
 
Mr. Lamb stated he looked at the law when the Board started down this path because he is 
concerned with the same issue that Mr. Trizna mentioned, that with a referendum that said 
‘money for A, B, C’ and then can we spend the money for ‘C, D, E’, which the law basically 
says ‘yes’ we can, but then in 2017 is the Library back to being strapped for money?  
 
Mr. Lamb asked Mrs. Van De Carr to put together the ideas in a memorandum form that the 
Board can review. Mrs. Van De Carr replied that she has some things in mind but she wants 
to put dollar figures to it and right now it is only conceptual; some things are unknown like 
reducing staff until patterns of use are seen, like with the self-checkouts. 
 
Mrs. Van De Carr explained that all along this process there have been two goals: to improve 
the Library and improve the user experience, and at the same time knowing that the Library 
has a deadline in the future whereby some of the operation costs have to be reduced. She 
added that she believes it’s doable with the changes being proposed.  
 
Mrs. Rayborn asked if the Board has to have a conversation about all this anytime soon. Mr. 
Egan stated he has slated the discussion for the next Building & Grounds COW meeting in 
September.  
 
Mrs. Van De Carr stated that the Board has only approved costs for Studio GC through the 
schematic design phase. The Library fine-tuned the contract as if the whole project was going 
forward except for the approval of the schematic design phase so the Library won’t have to 
spend much more in attorney’s fees, but the Board will have to approve going forward with at 
least the next phase, which is to give Studio GC authorization to move on to the Design 
Development phase. Mr. Egan stated that the September agenda will cover all those topics.  
 
 

Adjournment: 8:33 p.m. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

August 25, 2016 –  
Special Building & Grounds Committee Meeting 


