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FORMER FOX RIVER COUNTY DAY SCHOOL
Condition Assessment
1600 Dundee Avenue
Elgin, Illinois 60120

BACKGROUND
At the request of Landmarks Illinois, Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc. (WJE) performed a limited
condition assessment of the exterior envelope of the fi can handle -ish
ormer Fox River County Day School Administration Building, Bates Art Center, and Kilns Building,
located on the campus of the former Fox River County Day School at 1600 Dundee Avenue in Elgin,
Illinois. The campus was relocated to the Elgin site in 1923 and the current campus plan and architectural
style is largely set by several buildings constructed in the 1920s by Prairie School architect, John S. Van
Bergen. The fifty-three-acre campus overlooking the Fox River Valley has been designated an Illinois
National Heritage Landscape. The school was closed in 2011. The purpose of the assessment was to gain a
general sense of the condition of the building envelope and to provide prioritized repair and maintenance
recommendations.
On March 10, 2017, Edward Gerns and Joshua Freedland performed a visual assessment of the buildings
from the exterior and accessible portions of the interior. Access to the roof of the Administration Building
was made through a window. Access to the attic of the Administration Building was not available.

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
The Administration Building, designed by John Van Bergen, is a centerpiece of the campus. The
Administration Building has not been conditioned since the school closed in 2011.
The wood frame building consists of a two-story central portion with flanking one-story wings extending
from the center portion. A basement extends below the entire building. Each of the wings extends from the
central portion and is slightly kinked in plan. The site generally slopes down from east to west, resulting in
portions of the basement, particularly on the west side of the building, being exposed. The central portion,
which contains the main entrance on the east facade, is essentially rectangular in plan with a wood frame
shingle clad hip roof. The plan of the building is organized with spaces accessed off of a corridor that
extends from the central portion along the east side of each wing at the first floor. The second floor of the
main portion contains three spaces accessed from a central corridor. A two-car garage is located at the south
end of the south wing. An elevated terrace extends off of the west facade of the central portion and is
accessed from a set of stone clad steps that extend to grade. The terrace includes a limestone clad wall
around the perimeter of the semi-circular terrace that extends above the terrace, creating a railing.
Secondary entrances to the flanking wings are located on the east facade and include limestone clad wing
walls and stone steps. A large limestone clad chimney extends through the roof on the west face of the
central portion. The wood frame shingled clad hip roofed wings with the south wing incorporates a smaller
stone clad chimney that extends through the roof.
The hip roof areas on both the central section and both wings transition to a lower slopped portion at the
area above the corridor. A sheet metal lined built-in gutter extends around the perimeter of each wing and
the central potion. The lower sloped roof areas are covered with a rubberized membrane that transitions
from the asphalt shingled steeper portion into the built-in galvanized sheet metal gutter. The other areas
transition from the shingles into the galvanized sheet metal built-in gutter.
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The exterior wood frame walls are clad with limestone cladding installed in a random bond pattern at the
base and integrally pigmented stucco above the stone. The interior walls are finished with wood lath and
plaster. The stucco extends from the walls onto the overhang soffits. Individual steel casement windows,
ganged casement windows, and ganged casement windows with transom windows above exist in various
areas of the facades. The sash and transoms are typically set in painted wood frames and are glazed with
single pane glass. Steel lintels span the masonry openings, and the windows extend to the soffit in the stucco
areas.
An aerial view of the building is shown in Figure 1. Original plans and section drawings of the building are
shown in Figure 2 through Figure 6. Overall views of various areas of the exterior of the building are shown
in Figure 7 through Figure 12. An overall view of the roof is shown in Figure 13.

Observations
The following conditions were observed:
Exterior
1. Localized damage, including cracked and loose stone, at the entry stairs and wing walls leading to the
central portion of the building, as well as the wings. Similar distress exists at the stair to the terrace,
including spalled stone and missing mortar.
2. Limited areas of cracking, displacement, and loose limestone units
3. Limited areas of cracked and missing mortar in joints between the limestone cladding
4. Limited areas of missing mortar and isolated cracks near the tops of the chimneys (Figure 16)
5. Surface corrosion of the visible portions of the steel lintels that span the window openings in the
masonry (Figure 17)
6. A few areas of repointing were evident at various areas of the limestone cladding.
7. Areas of biological growth on visible portions of the stone and mortar in various areas of facades
8. A limestone band projects from the stone below the windows (Figure 18).
9. Dark staining, potentially biological growth, on the surface of some of the stucco
10. Areas of missing stucco soffit at a few areas (Figure 19)
11. Areas of shrinkage cracking at some areas of the stucco walls and soffits (Figure 20)
12. Cracks in the stucco soffit at some of the corners (Figure 22 and Figure 22)
13. Debris accumulated in the gutters around the perimeter of the building (Figure 23)
14. Peeling paint on the fascia at the transitions between section of the gable roof (Figure 24)
15. Numerous punctures and failed laps were noted in the membrane roofing above the corridors
(Figure 25).
16. Surface corrosion on most of the galvanized sheet metal in the built-in gutters (Figure 26)
17. Areas of peeling paint and deteriorated wood fascia at the roof perimeter at the gutters (Figure 27)
18. Deteriorated glazing putty and perimeter window sealant at most windows (Figure 28)
19. Extensive areas of missing, peeling, or cracked paint on the window sash and frames throughout
20. Brittle and debonded sealant at the window and door perimeters
21. Areas of peeling paint and limited areas of deteriorated wood at exterior doors and garage doors
22. Extensive loss of granules from the shingles were noted throughout the roof areas.
23. Split and debonded sealant at the chimney sheet metal counterflashing (Figure 29 and Figure 30)
Interior
24. Indication of water damaged plaster, including peeling paint and staining, at localized areas including
areas around the chimneys and some areas of the exterior walls (Figure 31 through Figure 34)

Former Fox River Country Day School
Condition Assessment
April 3, 2017
Page 3

25. Limited areas of water damaged plaster and peeling wallpaper in the basement, particularly on
foundation walls (Figure 35 and Figure 36)

Conclusions and Discussion
Generally, the Administration Building is in serviceable condition. There are extensive indications of
previous water infiltration on the interior, most notably at the chimneys, exterior walls, and limited areas
of the basement. No active leakage was noted at the time of our visit. Failed areas of the stucco soffit are
likely related to the deterioration and breaches of the roof, and specifically the detailing of the roof transition
to the built-in gutter. Ice damming may also be a contributing factor to the interior water damage at the
exterior walls as well as the stucco soffit.
Cracking of the stucco consists of areas with shrinkage cracking as well as isolated areas of movement
related cracking. The relatively tight network of cracking is consistent with shrinkage cracking of cementbased stucco. These cracks are primarily an aesthetic issue, but can also allow water to reach the substrate,
potentially resulting in delamination of areas of stucco and subsequent debonding. Wider cracks originate
at inside corners and transitions in the stucco. Thermal cycling, in combination with differential movement
between the substrate and the stucco, will result in these types of isolated cracks. These cracks are typically
wider than shrinkage related cracks and should also be repaired to limit water infiltration. Staining of the
stucco is primarily an aesthetic issue and can likely be removed using relatively gentle methods. The large
overhangs on the building, while protecting the walls, also limit the exposure of the stucco areas from water
runoff that would likely remove much of the staining. Cleaning trials should be performed to determine the
most appropriate method to remove the staining without damaging the stucco. Biological growth could also
be contributing to the stained appearance and can be cleaned without damaging the stucco.
Water damage in the basement is likely the result of a lack of a waterproofing system installed on the
exterior side of the foundation walls adjacent to occupied areas of the building. Buildings of the vintage of
the Administration Building may have had an asphaltic-based material or other hydrophobic material
applied to the foundation wall to limit hydrostatic moisture penetration at below grade areas. The extent or
effectiveness of such systems in the original construction cannot be determined without further
investigation—but regardless, based on the extent of water damage in the basement, they are likely nonexistent or no longer functioning properly. These systems may also have been supplemented with perimeter
drainage tile installed at the bottom of the wall. The intent of the drain tile is to collect water from the
perimeter and discharge it to a catch basin or drainage field. To further limit water collecting at the
foundation wall, gutters and downspouts should be integrated into the water management system for the
foundation walls.
Deterioration identified in the stone cladding consists of missing mortar, debonded mortar, cracked mortar
joints, and some isolated cracked units. The extent of deterioration is not widespread but should be
addressed to limit water infiltration. Dolomitic limestone is very dense with low absorption. As such,
selection of an appropriate mortar to bond to the stone while still being softer and more porous is necessary.
The projecting cap at the top of the stone areas incorporates mortar in the upward facing joints. These joints
are more susceptible to water infiltration when the mortar debonds from the stone or the mortar cracks.
While it is not clear how the stone is anchored to the wood framing, it is likely that some type of steel tie is
embedded into the mortar joints at regular intervals and fastened to the wood framing behind the stone.
Over time, the ties have the potential to corrode, resulting in the stone not being laterally anchored to the
walls. No indication of this was noted, but maintaining the mortar joints and limiting water infiltration will
limit the corrosion of the embedded anchors.
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Similarly, the steel lintels that span the window openings will corrode over time. Some indication of
corrosion was noted, but no significant distress was noted specifically related to corrosion of the steel lintels.
As the lintels corrode, cracking and displacement of the adjacent masonry is possible. As such, limiting
water from reaching the lintels could include exposing the lintels and installing a protective coating to limit
corrosion.
Corrosion of the steel frames and sash are not unexpected for windows of this vintage with limited
maintenance. Corrosion generally is limited to surface corrosion, resulting in peeling and cracked paint, but
no significant loss of cross sectional areas of the window components. The wood window components
exhibit more deterioration with areas of cracked and peeling coatings as well as limited rot. Glazing putty
and deteriorated sealant at the window perimeters is indicative of deferred maintenance.
It is our understanding that two possible schemes are being considered for redevelopment of the former Fox
River Country Day School, including retaining the function as a school or potentially converting the
property into a residential community. The configuration of the Administration Building can be readily
adapted to either function. Generally, the first and second floors incorporate limited interior load bearing
walls with the exception of the wall that separates the corridor from the larger spaces. As such, the other
existing interior walls are partition walls and can be readily removed or reconfigured to provide maximum
programming flexibility of the interior. Similarly, the basement contains regularly spaced columns that
support beams below the bearing walls to transfer the load from above.

REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS - PRIORITIZATION
The repair recommendations provided below have been developed from a visual inspection of the building
components only. Priority 1 repairs are those that need to be addressed within the next year or two to
manage potentially hazardous conditions. Priority 2 repairs are those needing to be addressed in the next
three to five years to limit further deterioration and maintain the integrity of the structure. Priority 3 repairs
should be anticipated within the next ten years and are generally considered maintenance items. As with all
repair projections, these time frames are based on the development and execution of an ongoing
maintenance program that includes performing some unanticipated repairs on an as-needed basis.
Alternatively, more aggressive repair and maintenance programs could be developed to lengthen the time
between repair and maintenance work on the building.
Based on our review of the Administration Building, we offer the following repair recommendations:
Priority 1: $0
1. None were observed.
 Estimated cost: NA
Priority 2: $300,000 to $350,000
2. Repair localized damage at the entry stairs and wing walls on the central portion of the building as well
as the wings. Similar repairs should be performed at the stair to the terrace.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
3. Repair localized cracking and loose limestone.
 Estimated cost: $5,000 allowance
4. Repair surface corrosion of the steel lintel that span the window openings. Install a corrosion inhibiting
coating system of the steel.
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Estimated cost: $30,000 allowance

5. Repair areas of missing and cracked stucco soffit.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
6. Scrape and paint fascia at the transitions between sections of the gable roof. Replace areas of
deteriorated wood.
 Estimated cost: $5,000 allowance
7. Replace roof, including all flashing at base of walls, chimneys, transitions, and built-in gutters. Verify
that downspouts are properly connected to catch basin and/or drainage field. Consider installing a
chimney cap on both chimneys.
 Estimated cost: $125,000 allowance
8. Repair and replace deteriorated wood fascia boards at the roof perimeter at the gutters.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
9. Repair windows by removing and replacing all glazing putty and removing coatings from the steel sash
and wood frames, and recoat sash and frames.
 Estimated cost: $100,000 allowance
10. Repaint exterior doors and garage doors and repair or replace areas of deteriorated wood.
 Estimated cost: $2,000 allowance
11. Replace the sealant at all window perimeters.
 Estimated cost: $25,000 allowance
Priority 3: $200,000 to $250,000
12. Repoint limestone cladding areas. To determine the appropriate mortar, analysis of the original mortar
should be performed. Consider installing sealant in upward facing joints at window sill areas.
 Estimated cost: $30,000 allowance
13. Repoint areas of missing mortar and isolated cracks near the tops of the chimneys.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
14. Clean stucco areas of walls and soffits. Perform cleaning trials to determine the most effective method
to clear the stucco without damage.
 Estimated cost: $7,000 allowance
15. Clean biological growth on limestone areas of facade.
 Estimated cost: $5,000 allowance
16. Repair interior plaster damage following the roof replacement.
 Estimated cost: $25,000 allowance
17. Consider excavating foundation walls in occupied areas and install waterproofing on the exterior
surface of the foundation. As part of the waterproofing process, a perimeter drain tile should be
installed.
 Estimated cost: $150,000 allowance
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BATES ART CENTER
The Bates Art Center is a wood framed building consisting of one large room with a half basement partially
below grade that sits on a significantly sloped wooded site (Figure 37 through Figure 39). The plan is
generally rectangular, with a rectangular portion at the main entrance. The gable roof is covered with asphalt
shingles. The basement walls and foundation are concrete with a form board finish (Figure 40 and
Figure 41). The exterior wood wall assembly consists of (from interior to exterior) painted wood composite
panels on regularly spaced wood studs, and wood sheathing covered in tar paper with log siding attached
with nails. The log siding consists of logs split in half with rope nogging. The siding on the exposed portions
of the basement walls and the gables is oriented vertically, and the siding on the first floor is oriented
horizontally. There is a brick chimney on one end of the building (Figure 42). The doors are wood and the
windows have wood sash in various configurations (Figure 43 through Figure 45) set into wood frames.

Observations
The following conditions were observed:
Exterior
1. Localized damage to the exterior siding and missing or ripped tar paper underlayment (Figure 46 and
Figure 47)
2. Limited areas of loose and missing nogging in joints between the siding
3. Eroded and cracked mortar joints in brick chimney
4. Cracked, brittle, and missing glazing putty at most windows (Figure 48)
5. Extensive areas of missing, peeling, or cracked paint on the window sash and frames throughout
Interior
6. Peeling and deteriorated paint at isolated areas throughout the interior (Figure 49)

Conclusions and Discussion
Generally, the Bates Art Center is in serviceable condition; however, the damage to the siding and tar paper
underlayment would need to be repaired if the building’s future use required a high degree of interior
climate control. The missing rope nogging will make the building more susceptible to water leakage;
however, no active leakage was noted at the time of our visit. Frequently, a transparent penetrating oil is
applied to log structures to provide protection from weathering. There was no indication of an existing
finish, which indicates that it has weathered completely away or that it was no longer present. A transparent
finish should be considered to provide additional protection to the log siding. There are no gutters or
downspouts, which should be considered to collect and control drainage away from the building’s
foundation. The roof could not be reviewed close-up, but based on the deferred maintenance, the asphalt
shingle roof is likely at the end of its service life.
The windows are in serviceable condition but in general need of maintenance. Given the location of the
building relative to the expressway, it may be desirable to replace the windows with new wood windows
with similar appearance, but with insulating glass to reduce the level of traffic noise within the building.
It is our understanding that two possible schemes are being considered for redevelopment of the former Fox
River Country Day School, including retaining the function as a school or potentially converting the
property into a residential community. The Bates Art Center lends itself for adaptive reuse given its open
floor plan and limited interior finishes. The limited thermal performance of the exterior walls and traffic
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noise from the expressway present the most significant design challenges for the reuse of the building;
however, there are solutions to both.

REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS - PRIORITIZATION
The repair recommendations provided below have been developed from a visual inspection of the building
components only. Priority 1 repairs are those that need to be addressed within the next year or two to
manage potentially hazardous conditions. Priority 2 repairs are those needing to be addressed in the next
three to five years to limit further deterioration and maintain the integrity of the structure. Priority 3 repairs
should be anticipated with the next ten years and are generally considered maintenance items. As with all
repair projections, these time frames are based on the development and execution of an ongoing
maintenance program that includes performing some unanticipated repairs on an as-needed basis.
Alternatively, more aggressive repair and maintenance programs could be developed to lengthen the time
between repair and maintenance work on the building.
Based on our review of the facades at the Bates Art Center, we offer the following repair recommendations:
Priority 1: $0
1. None were observed.
 Estimated cost: NA
Priority 2: $100,000 to $150,000
2. Remove and reinstall or replace log siding and replace underlayment at select areas.
 Estimated cost: $20,000 allowance
3. Apply clear penetrating finish to log siding.
 Estimated cost: $30,000 allowance
4. Replace roof, including all deteriorated sheathing, and install membrane adjacent to gutters and flashing
at the chimney.
 Estimated cost: $30,000 allowance
5. Add new gutters and downspouts.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
6. Repair windows by removing and replacing all glazing putty and removing coatings from the wood
sash and wood frames; recoat sash and frames; and install new sealant.
 Estimated cost: $20,000 allowance
7. Repaint exterior doors and repair or replace areas of deteriorated wood.
 Estimated cost: $2,000 allowance
8. Repair or replace nogging.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
Priority 3: $200,000 to $250,000
9. Remove and reinstall all wood siding and install new weather barrier.
 Estimated cost: $200,000 allowance
10. Repoint chimney and consider adding chimney cap.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance

Kilns Building
The Kilns Building is a wood framed building consisting of one single room with a concrete slab on grade
(Figure 50 through Figure 52). The plan is rectangular with a gable roof covered with asphalt shingles. The
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exterior wood wall assembly consists of (interior to exterior) regularly spaced wood studs, and wood
sheathing with horizontally oriented log siding attached with nails with wood frame windows. The tar paper
that was observed at the Bates Art Center was not observed on the Kilns Building, but may be present. The
interior sheathing is painted on the interior. The log siding consists of logs split in half with rope nogging
to imitate the appearance of a log structure.

Observations
The following conditions were observed:
Exterior
1. Limited areas of loose and missing nogging in joints between the siding (Figure 53)
2. Cracked, brittle, and missing glazing putty and perimeter window sealant at most windows
3. Extensive areas of missing, peeling, or cracked paint on the window sash and frames throughout

Conclusions and Discussion
Generally, the Kilns Building is in serviceable condition; however, a weather barrier would be required
underneath the log siding if the building was intended to serve as more than an unheated storage building.
The missing rope nogging will make the building more susceptible to water leakage; however, no active
leakage was noted at the time of our visit. Frequently, a transparent penetrating oil is applied to log
structures to provide protection from weathering. There was no indication of an existing finish, which
indicates that it has weathered completely away or that it was no longer present. A transparent finish should
be considered to provide additional protection to the log siding. There are no gutters or downspouts, which
should be considered to improve drainage from the building’s foundation. The windows are in serviceable
condition but in general need of maintenance.
It is our understanding that two possible schemes are being considered for redevelopment of the former Fox
River Country Day School, including retaining the function as a school or potentially converting the
property into a residential community. It is anticipated in either approach the Kilns Building would be
retained as unheated storage building.

REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS - PRIORITIZATION
The repair recommendations provided below have been developed from a visual inspection of the building
components only. Priority 1 repairs are those that need to be addressed within the next year or two to
manage potentially hazardous conditions. Priority 2 repairs are those needing to be addressed in the next
three to five years to limit further deterioration and maintain the integrity of the structure. Priority 3 repairs
should be anticipated with the next ten years and are generally considered maintenance items. As with all
repair projections, these time frames are based on the development and execution of an ongoing
maintenance program that includes performing some unanticipated repairs on an as-needed basis.
Alternatively, more aggressive repair and maintenance programs could be developed to lengthen the time
between repair and maintenance work on the building.
Based on our review of the Kilns Building, we offer the following repair recommendations:
Priority 1: $0
1. None were observed.
 Estimated cost: NA
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Priority 2: $10,000 to $12,500
2. Replace roof.
 Estimated cost: $5,000 allowance
3. Add new gutters and downspouts.
 Estimated cost: $2,000 allowance
4. Repair windows by removing and replacing all glazing putty and removing coatings from the window
sash and wood frames, and recoat sash and frames.
 Estimated cost: $2,500 allowance
5. Apply clear penetrating finish to log siding.
 Estimated cost: $5,000 allowance
Priority 3: $8,000 to $12,000
6. Remove and reinstall all wood siding; install weather barrier; install insulation and an interior wall.
 Estimated cost: $10,000 allowance
7. Maintain garage door.
 Estimated cost: $2,000 allowance

LIMITATIONS
Because of the limitations in detecting concealed internal distress in many components, this investigation
may not find unsafe and imminently hazardous conditions that are not readily visible. WJE shall not be
responsible for latent or hidden defects that may exist, nor shall it be inferred that all defects have been
either observed or recorded. Likewise, WJE must rely on the information provided by you in regards to past
water/air leakage issues, past repairs, and recorded documentation and/or testimony. WJE has interviewed
the building personnel made available to us in order to ascertain the past history. However, WJE has
performed this inspection and prepared this report in accordance with the applicable standard of care for
architects and engineers performing such services.
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Figure 1. Arial view of building (Google Earth). North is toward the top of the image.

Figure 2. Plan of basement (north is to the right)
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Entry Stair
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Figure 3. Plan of main floor (north is to the right). Red highlighted areas are corridors.

Figure 4. Plan of top floor of building and roof as well as other partial elevations (north is to the right)

Figure 5. Original building elevations

Figure 6. Original building section drawings

Figure 7. View of east facade

Figure 8. View of south facade of south wing

Figure 9. View of the east facade of the north wing and north facade
of central portion of building

Figure 10. View from the southwest corner of the building

Figure 11. West facade of building

Figure 12. Main entry area at main section of building

Figure 13. Overall view of roof on north wing of building

Figure 14. View of limestone base. Note projecting sill that extends
below windows and projects from stone below.

Figure 15. Selected view of limestone at base of building. Note
previous repointing and areas of missing, cracked and debonded
mortar.

Figure 16. View of stone chimney

Figure 17. Overall view of steel lintel spanning masonry opening

Figure 18. Detail of stone window sill

Figure 19. Missing area of stucco on soffit area

Figure 20. View of shrinkage cracking and staining of
stucco on walls and soffit

Figure 21. Cracked soffit at corner, and staining

Figure 22. View of cracked and stained stucco soffit
and window area on west side of south wing

Figure 23. Overall view of built-in gutter on west side of north wing

Figure 24. Roof detail at transition between gable roof areas on
wings

Figure 25. Low slope portion of roof and transition detail to built-in
gutter

Figure 26. View of transition detail between roof areas. Note surface
corrosion of galvanized sheet metal at built-in gutter.

Figure 27. Roof edge detail. Note peeling paint on fascia board and
surface corrosion of galvanized metal at gutter.

Figure 28. Representative condition of glazing putty (arrow) on
windows and failed coatings on window sash and sills

Figure 29. Chimney extending through roof area and
soffit of overhang

Figure 30. Back side of shorter chimney on south wing

Figure 31. Water damage of plaster at exterior wall

Figure 32. Water damage of ceiling plaster at exterior wall

Figure 33. Water damage of plaster ceiling at exterior wall

Figure 34. Water damage of plaster at chimney

Figure 35. Water damage on below grade portion of basement wall

Figure 36. Water damage on below grade basement
wall

