DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Planning Division
memorandum

TO:

The Urbana Historic Preservation Commission

FROM:

Marcus Ricci, AICP, Planner II

DATE:

May 1, 2020

SUBJECT:

HP-2020-EH-01: A request by Andrew Fell for a Certificate of Economic Hardship at 2
Buena Vista Court to replace original windows with new windows, rather than restore the
originals, due to the additional expense and time required for restoration.

Introduction
Andrew Fell has submitted an application for a Certificate of Economic Hardship (COE) to be allowed to
replace all of the original windows at #2 Buena Vista Court, a contributing property in the Buena Vista Court
Historic District. Mr. Fell initially submitted a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) to repair and restore the
house. 1 The proposed work included replacing all windows, repairing and replacing the roof, repairing the
exterior walls, repairing and modifying the front porch, replacing exterior doors, and adding a front deck and
a rear door overhang.
On January 8, 2020, the Historic Preservation Commission (“the Commission”) approved the COA with
modifications, which included allowing the replacement of some windows to meet Building Code
requirements for egress windows and to facilitate restoration. Mr. Fell then submitted a request for a
Certificate of Economic Hardship, and stated that the costs of restoring the original windows and the
additional time required to restore them constituted an economic hardship. (Please refer to the February 28,
2020, staff report and exhibits for background information, including maps, applications for both the COA
and COE, and the draft minutes of the January 8, 2020, COA public hearing.)
On March 4, 2020, the Commission held the public hearing for the Certificate of Economic Hardship and
reviewed the criteria required by the Zoning Ordinance to make a determination. Members found that the
lack of additional estimates for restoration made it difficult to determine if the single estimate provided by the
applicant reflected the typical costs for restoration, and therefore could not determine if the difference
between the estimates for restoration and replacement constituted a “substantial economic loss.” The
Commission moved to continue the case to the next regularly-scheduled meeting and directed Mr. Fell to
obtain additional estimates for restoration of the windows that were not permitted to be replaced under the
COA. Mr. Fell has since obtained four additional estimates for window restoration and one additional estimate
for window replacement, and has provided comparisons of the estimates (Exhibit A). The difference between
the lowest estimates to restore or to replace the windows is $19,070.02, plus an additional $1,500 due to the
extra time it would take to restore the windows. Based on an analysis of the COE criteria against the additional
estimates, and the opinion provided by William Rose, an expert retained for the case, staff recommends that
the Commission APPROVE a Certificate of Economic Hardship in this case.
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Background
On June 15, 2000, the National Park Service listed Elm Street Court – now called Buena Vista Court – on the
National Register of Historic Places and included all eight homes. On July 19, 2004, the Urbana City Council
designated Buena Vista Court as a local historic district. 2 Section XII-6. of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance
requires a COA for any alteration that affects the exterior architectural appearance of locally-designated
landmarks. Section XII-6.D. provides that an applicant that is denied a COA may apply to the commission
for a COE on the grounds that:
[D]enial of the proposed work would leave the property without an economically viable use, and
that the sale, rental or rehabilitation of the property is not possible, resulting in the property being
incapable of earning a reasonable economic return. 3
Certificate of Appropriateness Process
The house has a total of 17 windows: 13 on the main floor and 4 in the basement. On January 8, 2020, the
Commission discussed the relative merits and drawbacks of restoring the windows versus replacing them. The
primary advantages of restoring the original windows are that the nine-light casement windows are a characterdefining architectural feature of the home, and, if restored properly, might last longer than replacement
windows. As confirmed by later expert testimony, the primary disadvantages of restoring the windows are
they will cost more to restore than to replace, will take additional time to install, do not provide egress, will
be less convenient to use, are less energy-efficient, and will require frequent repainting and repair. Although
none of the potential disadvantages are factors to be considered in COA cases, they may be considered in
economic hardship cases. The Commission voted to permit the replacement of a) the kitchen window to
accommodate interior renovations, and b) any windows deemed necessary for egress, per City building code,
as noted in the below excerpt of the minutes’ motion with conditions:
1. That construction be in general conformance with the attached Site Plan and Elevations, with
the following exceptions:
a. The original windows, except the kitchen window, be repaired except those windows that
may need to be replaced to meet Building Safety Code for rental properties. Acceptable
replacements may be all wood or metal clad wood to match the existing 9 lite windows.
After the COA hearing, Nick Hanson, Building Inspector, determined that replacing one window in each of
the two bedrooms would meet the City’s requirements for providing egress for life-safety reasons; this
determination supersedes the typical exemption for historical properties from most building code
requirements. The approved COA thus initially permitted 3 of the 17 original windows to be replaced. The
remaining 14 windows were required to be restored.
Certificate of Economic Hardship Process
On March 4, 2020, the Commission held the initial public hearing for the COE request (Exhibit B). Mr. Ricci
clarified that the city’s building code also requires one basement window egress for substantial renovations.
This, with the two bedroom windows and the one kitchen window, totaled four permitted replacement
windows. Mr. Ricci reviewed the five criteria listed in the Zoning Ordinance on which a determination was to
be based: three criteria weighed “neutrally or against” the request, and two criteria weighed “against” the
request, leading to the initial staff recommendation to deny the request for a COE.
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Discussion at the meeting revolved around the applicant’s reliance on a single estimate each for restoration
and replacement. The applicant stated he had chosen the best vendor for each and did not want to accept
lower-quality work. Commission members asked him to obtain additional quotes so that they could determine
the reasonableness of the estimates and, therefore, could determine if the magnitude of the cost difference
between the two options would pose an economic hardship. Construction methodology was discussed to
ascertain if the walls could be reframed while the windows were being restored, rather than having to wait for
the windows to be returned. Audience members spoke for and against the proposed project. One commission
member shared their experience with another window restoration vendor who charged significantly less than
the estimate provided by the applicant’s prospective vendor. Members expressed satisfaction with the
proposed finish carpentry estimate. Although no decision was made about what constituted a “substantial
economic loss,” one member expressed that the potential $20,000 difference was “certainly not ‘not
substantial.’” Members requested a continuation of the hearing, and directed the applicant to obtain at least
two additional estimates, and to clearly present the estimates so that members could easily see the difference
in the estimated costs of the options.

Discussion
Expert Testimony
Staff retained William Rose to provide expert testimony to the Commission by reviewing the application and
the estimates for both replacing and restoring the windows. Mr. Rose is a registered architect in Illinois and
recently retired as Senior Research Architect from Indoor Climate Research and Training, part of the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. His research covered heat and moisture performance of building
envelopes, and indoor air quality following energy improvements. Mr. Rose provides consulting services for
owners of historic buildings and museums regarding energy and moisture concerns, and currently serves on
the ASHRAE committee developing a guideline for Energy Efficiency in Historic Buildings.
Mr. Rose asserts that, while the windows are a signature element of the home and are clearly visible from the
interior, they would be obscured by the storm sashes and would only be “weakly perceptible” from outside
the home (Exhibit C). Additionally, the proposed replacement windows would do an adequate job of
replicating the original windows’ character and would provide better energy performance and be much more
convenient to operate. He also “do(oes) not recommend installing refurbished windows together with
replacement windows – they must all match.” 4 Finally, Mr. Rose states that, in his opinion, the difference in
cost between the replacement and restoration options is “significant and would be considered an economic
hardship.”
Factors and Standards for Decision
There are five factors the Commission should consider when making a determination in economic hardship
cases. Each factor is listed below, along with a staff analysis. The COE process places the burden of proof on
the applicant to show that denial of the proposed work would leave the property without an economically
viable use, as noted earlier. The staff analysis has been updated to include information from the additional
restoration and replacement estimates, and from the expert testimony.
When considering these factors, the Commission shall approve the issuance of the Certificate of
Economic Hardship only if it finds that either 1) the subject property cannot be put to any
reasonably beneficial use or 2) the applicant will suffer a substantial economic loss if the
application is not approved, and in either case, further finds that the hardship was not created with
the intent of circumventing this Article. 5
4
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A. A substantial decrease in the fair market value of the property as a result of the denial of the
certificate of appropriateness.
In the application, Mr. Fell does not assert that restoring the windows rather than replacing them would reduce
the fair market value of the property. Mr. Fell has indicated that he will try to rent the house for $1,000 per
month. Staff believe the fair market value of the property could be either higher or lower if the windows are
restored rather than replaced, depending on the quality of workmanship, the product used for each option,
and the preference of the future purchaser. Since it is uncertain whether denying the requested COA would
negatively affect the fair market value of the property, staff believe that this factor should weigh either
neutrally or against an overall finding of economic hardship.

B. A substantial decrease in the financial return to owners of record or other investors in the property
as a result of the denial of the certificate of appropriateness.
Restoration versus Replacement Expense
The additional estimates yielded two replacement options and six restoration options (Exhibit A). Staff
reviewed the estimates and have provided a Comparative Cost Breakdown similar to the applicant’s (Exhibit
D). The replacement estimates ranged from $8,567.47 to $8,617.47: a range of $50. The restoration estimates
ranged from $27,637.49 to 46,942.49: a range of almost $20,000, although the two lowest estimates were
within $200 of each other, and the two highest estimates were within $1,400 of each other.
The least-expensive replacement option was from McPride Builders for $8,567.47 to install Pella Lifestyle
replacement-grade, aluminum-clad, wood-frame casement windows. The least-expensive restoration option
was $29,137.49, using Wooten Historic Revivals to restore the casement and storm sashes and build new
screen and storm sashes, and for McPride Builders to install those restored windows and the four permitted
Pella Lifestyle replacement windows. The difference in these two options – without including any cost due to
time delay – is $19,070.02. 6
Time Delay Expense
Staff noted that only the estimate from Restoration Works included an estimate of the time it would take to
restore the windows and build any missing sashes, and relies on the timeframe provided by the applicant for
the estimated time to install the replacement windows. The comparative budget (Exhibit D) included
projected timeframes of four weeks for window replacement and ten weeks for window restoration: a
difference of six weeks. At $1,000 per month of lost rent, this adds an additional $1,500 economic loss. This
would increase the difference between the two options to $20,570.02.
Mr. Fell believes that the delay time should also include the additional time to go through the COE process,
for a total time of seven months. The would yield a six-month difference between the seven-month restoration
work time and the one-month replacement work time, or $6,000. Staff disagree with his assertion that the
time delay should include the time to process the COE, as Mr. Fell chose to appeal the Certificate of
Appropriateness. The only time cost that should be considered is the difference in time it takes to restore
versus replace the windows.
Mr. Rose stated that it would be difficult to frame out the walls before the restored windows had been returned
to the worksite, so it would not be possible to reduce the restoration work timeframe by reframing the walls
while the windows were being restored. In addition, he estimated the restoration work could take an additional
Staff noted that only the most expensive estimate included an additional $3,000 option to weatherstrip the restored casement
windows, an item Mr. Rose states is critical to the restored windows’ energy performance and to reduce air and water infiltration.
If included this would increase the restoration option to an estimated $22,070.02, or $23,570.02 when factoring in a ten-week delay.
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10 to 26 weeks, rather than the 10 weeks estimated by Restoration Works. This would yield a two- to fivemonth difference between the three- to six-month restoration work time and the one-month replacement
work time, or $2,000 to $5,000 in lost rent. As the original ten-week restoration time is the lowest time
estimate, staff will continue to use it and the four-week replacement work time estimates, yielding the
aforementioned $1,500 loss of rent, which increases the difference between the two options to $20,570.02.
Energy Expense
Mr. Fell stated that the restored sash and storm windows would be less energy-efficient than the proposed
replacement windows. Mr. Rose stated the same opinion, noting that the NFRC 7 has standards for new
windows but not for restored windows; he estimated a 10% increase in heating and cooling energy bills
between restored versus replacement windows (Exhibit C). Mr. Fell does not assert that a rental property with
restored windows and higher utility bills would bring in a lower rental income, nor does he assert that it would
have a lower resale value (Factor A.).
Although the proposed rental income is $1,000 per month, staff do not know what the projected operational
monthly expenses will be, and cannot determine the increase in the simple payback between the window
restoration and replacement options. Staff presume that the increased energy cost would be borne by the
tenant. Even with that addressed, the increased cost of over $19,000 to restore the windows versus replacing
them, plus the $1,500 lost rent lead staff to believe that this factor should weigh in favor of an overall finding
of economic hardship.

C. The cost of the proposed construction, alteration, relocation or demolition, and an estimate of any
additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the recommendations of the Commission for
changes necessary for the issuance of a certificate of appropriateness.
Factor “B” discussed the difference between the window restoration and replacement options in detail. The
additional cost to comply with the Commission’s COA include a minimum increase in construction costs of
$19,070.02. Adding the estimated lost rent of $1,500 brings the estimated cost to comply with the COA to
$20,570.02. Staff believe that this factor should weigh in favor of an overall finding of economic hardship.

D. The structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for rehabilitation.
Mr. Fell does not assert that restoring the windows rather than replacing them affects the house’s structural
soundness or reduce its suitability for rehabilitation. Staff believe that the approved COA does not affect the
house’s structural integrity and that this factor should weigh against an overall finding of economic hardship.

E. The economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure, or in the case of
proposed demolition, the economic feasibility of improvement on the property.
Mr. Fell complied with the Commission’s request to obtain additional estimates to restore the original
windows. As stated earlier, with a proposed rental income of $1,000 per month and unknown monthly
operational expenses, staff cannot determine the economic feasibility of the structure for the two rehabilitation
options. Staff do believe that the increased cost of over $19,000 to restore the windows versus replacing them,
and the $1,500 in lost rent would reduce the economic feasibility of improving the property and should weigh
in favor of an overall finding of economic hardship.
Commission Findings and Determination
The Commission may approve the requested Certificate of Economic Hardship only if it finds that:
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1. The subject property cannot be put to any reasonably beneficial use; or

the applicant will suffer a substantial economic loss if the application is not approved;

and

2. The hardship was not created with the intent of circumventing this Article.

Summary
Andrew Fell has submitted a request for a Certificate of Economic Hardship, contending that the denial of
his request for a Certificate of Appropriateness will increase the total cost of his renovation project by over
$19,000, and the renovation timeframe by six months. Staff and the retained expert believe the construction
cost estimates are reasonable. Additionally, the expert believes the restoration time could be 10 to 26 weeks
longer than estimated by the vendor, potentially resulting in additional lost rental income. The overall cost
difference – including construction and time delay – is estimated to be over $20,000. Staff and expert analysis
of the COE criteria is that three criteria weigh in favor of, one criterion is either neutral or against, and one
criterion is against approving the COE.

Options
The Historic Preservation Commission has the following options in this case:
1. Approve the requested Certificate of Economic Hardship
2. Deny the requested Certificate of Economic Hardship
Should the Historic Preservation Commission choose to deny this application, the petitioner would have two
options: a) appeal the denial of the original Certificate of Appropriate to City Council within 15 days of the
notice of denial of Certificate of Economic Hardship or b) appeal the denial of the Certificate of Economic
Hardship within 15 days of the notice of denial. 8

Staff Recommendation
Based on the findings outlined herein, and without the benefit of considering additional evidence that may be
presented at the public hearing, City staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Commission
APPROVE a Certificate of Economic Hardship.
Attachments: Exhibit A: Applicant Supplemental Information
Exhibit B: Minutes of March 4, 2020, Historic Preservation Commission Meeting – DRAFT
Exhibit C: Expert Testimony Summary
Exhibit D: Comparative Cost Breakdown
cc: Andrew Fell, Applicant
William B. Rose, Retained Expert

8 Articles
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EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
APPLICANT DOCUMENT SUBMITTAL
1. Cover letter
a. Continuance submittal
b. Supplemental information
2. Estimate requests
a. Wooten Historic Revivals estimate request
b. Estimate request form letter
c. 2C-2J – photos and wall cross-sections included in estimate requests
3. Wooten Historic Revivals estimate (4 pages)
4. TMC Windows, Inc., estimate
5. Restoration Works estimate (3 pages)
6. Wells & Wells Construction Company estimate
7. McPride Builders estimate
8. Pella replacement window estimate (2 pages)
9. Window refurbishing estimate comparison
10. Window options and estimates comparison
11. Window cost comparison - least-expensive options
12. Legal hold-harmless request
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515 NORTH HICKORY, SUITE 101
CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
PHONE: 217.363.2890
EMAIL: andrewfell@comcast.net

Marcus Ricci
City of Urbana
400 South Vine Street
Urbana, Illinois 61801
RE:

#2 Buena Vista Court
Economic Hardship Continuance

Marcus,
Attached are the supporting documents requested by the Committee.
I have received three bids for refurbishing the existing windows and two bids from carpenters for the rough and
finish work required for installing the refurbished windows. I have additionally gotten bids from the contractors for
installing the replacement windows.
As the following documents reflect, there is a cost difference that exceeds $25,000 utilizing the most economical
vendors. ($ 33,637.49 vs. $ 8,567.47)
As always, please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information.
Sincerely,
Andrew T. Fell
ATF:st
A N D R E W

F E L L

ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN

EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
SUPPLIMENTAL INFOMRATION FOR MEANS AND METHODS FOR THE WORK
1) THE PROPOSALS SOLICITED ARE FOR THE FIRST FLOOR WINDOWS ONLY. THIS DOES NOT
INCLUDE ANY BASEMENT WINDOWS, NOR THE NEW EGRESS WINDOW REQUESTED FOR THE
LAUNDRY ROOM. IT WILL BE ASSUMED, UNLESS EXPLICITLY DIRECTED OTHERWISE, THAT
SHOULD REPLACEMENT WINDOWS BE APPROVED, BASEMENT WINDOWS MAY BE REPLACED AS
WELL.
2) THREE WINDOW REFURBISHING COMPANIES WERE CONTACTED:
A) Restoration Works, Inc. Kankakee
B) TMC Windows, Inc. Skokie
C) Wooten Historic Revivals, New Lebanon Missouri
3) TWO CARPENTERY COMPANIES WERE CONTACTED:
A) Wells and Wells Construction, Champaign
B) McPride Builders, Champaign
FOR THE COST COMPARISONS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSALS, THE MOST ECONOMIC VENDORS
WERE USED.
4) REPLACEMENT WINDOWS ARE PELLA LIFE SERIES IN NINE LITE CONFIGURATION TO MATCH THE
EXISTING WINDOWS AS CLOSLY AS POSSIBLE. THESE ARE THE UNITS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY
HPC FOR THE REPLACEMENT EGRESS WINDOWS. THE COST FOR 13 WINDOWS, PREFINISHED
AND DELIVERED TO THE SITE IS $6,922.47
5) THE RENTAL RATE USED IN THESE CALCULATIONS IS $1,000 PER MONTH. THIS WOULD
INCLUDE YARD MAINTENANCE, GARBAGE SERVICE, SANITRY FEES, AND CITY RECYCLING FEES.
FOR COMPARISON, #3 BUENA VISTA CURRENTLY RENTS FOR $980 PER MONTH AND INCLUDES
SIMILAR ITEMS.
6) FOLLOW UP ON THE COMMENT FROM DAVE SEYLER ON ANGLING THE JAMBS FOR EASIER
INSTALLATION OF THE EXISTING CASEMENT WINDOWS: UPON FURTHER THOUGHT, THIS
SOLUTION IS NOT WORKABLE AS THE CASEMENT WINDOW NEEDS TO OPEN A FULL 180
DEGREES TO LAY FLAT AGAINST THE WALL WHEN FULLY OPEN. AN ANGLED JAMB WILL ONLY
ALLOW THE WINDOW TO OPEN A PORTION OF THE WAY AND IT WOULD EXTEND INTO THE
FINISHED SPACE.
7) I HAVE BEEN ASKED SEVERAL TIMES IF I WAS AWARE OR UNAWARE OF THE POTENTIAL
WINDOW REPLACEMENT ISSUES PRIOR TO PURCHASING THE HOUSE. I WAS – OF COURSE. WE
PURCHASED THE HOUSE ON DECEMBER 13TH, 2019. I HAD THE INFORMATION CONCERNING
THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATEMESS INTO THE CITY ON DECEMBER 2 ND IN ORDER TO MEET
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE JANUARY HPC MEETING. THIS IS TWO WEEKS PRIOR TO EVEN
OWNING THE HOUSE. WHEN THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS CONCERNING THE
WINDOWS WAS DENIED, I HAD THE MATERIAL FOR THE ECONOMIC HARDSHIP CASE INTO THE
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CITY ON JANUARY 15TH , WELL IN TIME TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A JANUARY
MEETING– WHICH WAS NOT EVEN CALLED AS FAR AS I KNOW.
I WAS ABSOLUTELY AWARE OF THE APPROPRIATENESS, HARDSHIP, AND APPEAL PROCESSES.
THAT IS WHY I AM GOING THRU THIS NOW. I AM FOLLOWING THE EXACT HPC PROCESS. IT
SEEMS ME FOLLWING THE PROCESS AND LETTING IT PLAY OUT AS PER THE CITY AND HPC
REQUIREMENTS IS BEING CONFUSED WITH ME NOT KNOWING THE PROCESS TO BEGIN WITH. I
KNOW THE PROCESS. THAT IS WHY I AM FOLLOWING IT.
8) PLEASE KEEP IN MIND THAT WORK AT THE PROJECT WILL ESSENTIALLY NEED TO BE CEASED
UNTIL THIS WINDOW ISSUE IS RESOLVED AND THE WINDOWS ARE INSTALLED IN THE BUILDING.
THERE IS TOO MUCH RISK IN CONTINUING TO WORK ON THE HOUSE WHEN RAIN AND EVEN
EXCESS HUMIDITY CAN INFILTRATE THE INTERIOR AND DESTROY ALREADY COMPLETED WORK.
NOT TO MENTION THAT THE HOUSE IS NOT SECURE AND IS MUCH MORE SUBJECT TO
VANDALISM.
9) ADDING TO THE ECONOMIC IMPACT TO THE PROJECT IS THE FACT THAT WORK AT THE PROJECT
IS CURRENTLY SUSPENDED UNTIL THE ‘STAY AT HOME’ ORDER AS A RESULT OF THE COVID19
VIRUS IS LIFTED. THE HOUSES ARE TOO CLOSE TOGETHER TO ALLOW FOR ANY WORK AT THE
SITE WITHOUT THE SERIOUS RISK OF ENDANGERING THE NEIGHBORING RESIDENTS.
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515 NORTH HICKORY, SUITE 101
CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
PHONE: 217.363.2890
EMAIL: andrewfell@comcast.net

10MAR20
Ken Wooten
Wooten Historic Revivals, LLC
54006 State Highway M,
New London, Missouri 63549
RE:

Window Restoration
#2 Buena Vista Court
Urbana, Illinois 61801

Ken,
Thank you for taking the time to chat with me on the phone. As promised, attached is information regarding the
work on windows at the Historic Bungalow we purchased recently. It is a Historic property in the City of Urbana
and was constructed in 1925. We purchased the building last December and it was in very poor condition with a
large hole in the roof and an even larger corresponding hole from the first floor to the basement. When we
purchased the house, there was no heat or water service to the building.
As part of the restoration process we are obtaining estimates for rejuvenating the exterior windows and storm
windows as well as constructing two missing storm windows and ten matching screen units. I am currently obtaining
estimates for this work. I would like to get an accurate of estimate as possible along with the time frame for doing
the work.
The work basically consists of four parts:
1) Refurbishing ten exterior windows. All of the windows are virtually the same size – 28” x 40”. They are in
varying states of disrepair. Some have fairly significant areas of deterioration that will require epoxy or
resin reinforcement – especially at the style and rail connections, there are many instances of reinforcing
metal “L” brackets added to the corners of the window units to keep the corners intact. The windows
have a wooden stop on the interior face to retain the glazing and a putty bead on the exterior face.
2) Refurbish eight existing storm windows. The storm windows have wooden ogee molding holding in the
glazing on each face of the window. These windows also have some areas of deterioration, but are not in
as poor of condition as the windows. There will be some epoxy/resin reinforcement required, but not to
the extent of the window units.
3) Construct two new storm windows to match the existing. The ogee molding is not required to match
exactly, but should be a close approximation of the existing trim profile.
4) Construct ten wooden screen windows. These are to match the new storm windows except for the
substitution of metal screening for the glazing.
Reference attachments for photos of window and storm units, detailed photos, and drawings for the new
storm/screen units.

EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
The existing windows will be removed and all windows to be refurbished will be delivered to your shop and picked
up when your work is completed.
No new hardware is required for any of the window/storm/screen units. All hardware is to be new and will be
installed on site.
Please include the proposed finish on the window units when returned (will they be bare wood, primed, etc.?)
Please include estimates for the above work as four separate line items.
If possible, I request the estimate be returned no later than the end of the day - March 18, 2020.
As always, please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information. I am happy to
provide whatever additional information is requested.
Sincerely,
Andrew T. Fell
ATF:st
A N D R E W

F E L L

ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN
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515 NORTH HICKORY, SUITE 101
CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
PHONE: 217.363.2890
www.andrewfell.com

Dear Contractor,
I am seeking proposals or estimates for the following work at a property currently under renovation located
at #2 Buena Vista Court, Urbana.
A. One proposal is to install 13 new replacement windows (for each existing opening on the first floor).
B. The second proposal is to install three replacement windows per above and additionally reinstall the
existing, refurbished in-swing casement windows in the remaining ten existing window openings on
the first floor. It also includes refurbishing eight storm windows, constructing two new storm
windows to match the existing, and constructing ten wood screen units.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Detailed description of the work:
PROPOSAL A: Replacement windows:
1) 13 new replacement windows to be installed in existing openings on the first floor. All windows
are operable, prefinished, clad casement windows. The cost of the windows, delivered to the
site is not included in this proposal.
2) Install new windows in existing openings, shim, caulk and install new exterior brickmold trim
(trim to be supplied by window supplier and installed by the contractor).
3) The attached quote and specification information from Pella Windows is included for reference.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
PROPOSAL B: Reinstall 10 refurbished windows and install 3 replacement windows:
The basic breakdown of tasks is as follows:
1) Refurbish 10 existing single pane, nine lite windows and eight wood storm windows
2) Construct 2 storm windows from scratch
3) Reframe jambs for windows
4) Install casement windows, trim and add casing and sills, hardware, caulk, paint, weather strip
5) Prep/install exterior storm windows.
6) Construct 10 screen windows from scratch and fabricate installation method.
7) Caulk, prime and paint 10 storm and screen units.
8) Install three replacement windows as per item ‘A’ above.
Expanded Breakdown Description:
1) Refurbish 10 existing nine lite inswing casement windows and the eight remaining storm windows.
Windows will be removed and delivered to the vendor to refurbish and will be picked up and
returned to the building site. Quotes and/or estimates for this portion of the work are being
solicited by outside vendors and are not included in this work. Assume refurbished windows and
storm windows in bare wood returned to the job site ready for installation. Reference the attached
photographs.
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2) Construct two wood frame storm windows in profile and geometry to match the existing storm
windows. Match all trim profiles and match existing hardware. Reference the attached drawings
and photographs.
3) Rebuild interior window jambs to accommodate installation of the refurbished windows to include
the required jamb extensions and casing. Reference the attached sketch of a typical window jamb.
Note that each individual window was originally site built and no two are identical.
4) Install refurbished casement windows. Caulk, prime and paint windows and adjacent jamb. Adjust
windows for proper, tight fit. Install all new hardware and weatherstripping. Hardware is to match
existing as closely as possible. Reference the attached drawings.
5) Re-frame exterior side of jamb to accommodate refurbished/new storm windows. Including
required weatherstripping and matching hardware.
6)

Construct 10 screen units in configuration and profile to match the storm windows. Hardware is to
be included so that the screen panels can replace the storm panels. Reference the attached
drawings and photographs. The screen units are to match the storm units.

7) Paint exterior portion of jambs, caulk, prime and paint 10 storm windows and 10 screen units.
8) Install three replacement windows as per Item A.
__________________________________________________________________________________
For each item included above, I am requesting an estimate of both hours to perform the work and the cost
to do so – including any miscellaneous materials that may be required to perform the work.
Please additionally include a wage rate, per hour, for a finish carpenter should additional work be required
or some aspect of the work outlined above takes longer to complete.
Please find attached: a copy of the replacement window quote from Pella, a sketch of the existing and new
window jamb configurations, a sketch of a typical storm and screen panel, and various photographs of
windows and window components.
Please contact me to arrange a time to meet at the house to review the existing conditions and see the
windows that are in question. And of course, contact me if you have any questions or need any additional
information.

Sincerely,
Andrew T. Fell
ATF:st
A N D R E W

F E L L

ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN
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Western Springs Historic Water Tower
914 Hillgrove Avenue,
Western Springs, IL 60558
Matthew Suppert,
Director of municipal services.
Office 708.246.1800 ext 205

James M. Ashley & Thomas
W.L. Ashley U.S. Courthouse
1716 Spielbusch Ave.
Toledo, OH 43604
Sam Ciminero
Tradesman Group
Office 614.799.0889
Mobile 614.596.6234
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Humboldt Park Field House
1440 North Sacramento Drive
Chicago, IL 60622
Perry Peterson
Robe Inc.
Office 773-775-8900
Mobile 312-617-1825
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4/3/2015
RE: Wooten Historic Revivals
To Whom It May Concern:
It is a pleasure to recommend Wooten Historic Revivals for work pertaining to restoration
on historic buildings.
Wooten Historic Revivals in 2014 completed restoration work for the Village of Western
Springs’ Historic Water Tower. The work consisted of the removal, rehabilitation and in
some cases reconstruction of sixteen historic windows that were more than fifty years old.
Wooten’s staff was professional and timely, and they provided excellent communication to
the Village of Western Springs and the Village’s historical society during the duration of the
project.
The Village would recommend and consider Wooten Historic Revivals for any future
projects that consist of historic properties within the Village.
Should you have any additional questions please contact me at 708-246-1800 ext. 205 or via
email at msupert@wsprings.com
Sincerely,

Matthew Supert
Director of Municipal Services
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T]\fC
Windows,
Inc.
.
.
IL

8041 Ridgeway Ave.

Skokie,

60076-3408

847.329.8000

www.tmcwindows.com

Andrew Fell
Architecture and Design
515 Hickory
Suite 101
Champagne,IL 61820
2r7-363-2890
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WINDOW SASH AND STORM WINDOW FULL RESTORATION
TMC shop and picked up by others.

sashes and storm windows to be delivered to the

Remove the existing hardware and discard.
Using the steam stripping method remove the existing putty, glass, and paint from the
window and storm sashes.
Save the existing glass.
Disassemble the sashes. Mill the flat surfaces, glazing rabbet, muntins and rail profiles
as required. Sand all surfaces smooth.
Reassemble the sashes as required.
Clamp the existing joints tight and fasten with glue and dowels or screws. Sand all
surfaces ofthe sashes until ready for decorating.
Make repairs using epoxy or inlays as required. Trim or add on to the sashes to create a
custom fit in the existing openings.
Clean and reuse the existing glass. Replace broken glass as required.
Prepare, prime, paint the sashes until finished. Color and finish to match the be
determined.

nine lite casement sashes

s9,850

- two light storm windows

$5,940

-

Shop Built Wood Storm Windows and Screens - fabricate custom size wood storm windows
and screens to match the existing as close as possible. Includes fabrication, priming and
painting. The screens to have metal screen fabric. Storm windows and screens to be fabricated
with Accoya rvr,viv. a.cc o].n.. con:
2

-

Shop

Built Storm Windows

$1,420

l0

-

Shop

Built Wood

$5,440

Screens
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Mr. Andrew Fell
515 N. Hickory Suite 101
Champaign, IL 61820
Re: #2 Buena Vista Court, Urbana
Mr. Fell
Per your request for bid, the information below breaks out our proposal.
Proposal A
1. Install (13) new replacement windows, labor only. - $1,445.00 (17hrs)
2. Install (13) new construction windows, labor only, including exterior moldings,
and sealants. - $2,550.00 (30hrs)
3. Material for items 1 and 2 - $250.00
Proposal B
1. Refurbish (10) existing windows and (8) storm windows, labor only $17,250.00 (250hrs)
2. Construct (2) new storm windows, labor only - $1,700.00 (20hrs)
3. Reframe jambs to allow refurbished windows to function - $3,400.00 (40hrs)
4. Install refurbished and new custom casement windows, including all finishes,
trim and paint (no hardware included) - $5,100.00 (60hrs)
5. Prep/install exterior storm windows - $1,105.00 (13hrs)
6. Construct (10) custom screen units with install hardware - $7,200.00 (120hrs)
7. Caulk, prime, and paint (10) storm and screen units - $1,700.00 (20hrs)
8. Install (3) replacement windows per (A) above - $340.00 (4hrs)
9. Material for items 1 thru 8 - $4,200.00
Total - $53,240.00
Note: Labor rate is $85/hr.

Thank you for the opportunity!
Sincerely,

Brett Pierce
Wells & Wells Construction Co.
612 N. Walnut Street, Champaign, Illinois 61820

217/356-7030 Fax 217/356-7033
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McPride Builders

Andrew Fell
515 Hickory St. Champaign, IL 61820

M C P R I D E B U I L DE R S

mcpridebuilders@gmail.com

815-258-4011

Dear , Andrew Fell
Thank you for the opportunity to provide the following bid. We propose to provide all material
labor and equipment as specified. The total sum for this work is $31,570.00. Per your request, I
have broken the bid into Proposal A, and Proposal B. Labor rates are included at $65/Hr.
Proposal A
1.
2.

Labor to install new replacement windows - $1,300.00
Labor to install new construction windows with exterior trims - $2,080.00
Additional material (exterior casing, trim, blocking, etc.) - $345.00
v

Proposal B
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Refurbish existing windows and storm windows - $15,000.00
Custom build 2 new storm windows - $1,500.00
Window jamb framing - $2,730.00 (labor only)
Re-install existing windows and new custom windows. Including interior finish work. $5,350.00 (labor only)
Labor to install exterior storm windows - $850.00
Custom build 10 new wood frame screens - $5,200.00 (labor only)
Prep and paint exterior screen frames and exterior storm windows. - $1,300.00
Labor to install 3 replacement windows - $390.00
Material for all work – (Poplar finish grade, trim, moldings, etc.) – $ 4620.00

Thank you for the opportunity,

Jim McCray
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Proposal - Detailed
Pella Window and Door Showroom of Champaign
1001 North Country Fair Drive
Champaign, IL 61821
Phone: (217) 356-6474 Fax: (217) 356-0871

Customer Information
Andrew Fell
515 N Hickory St Apt 101
Suite 101
Champaign, IL 61820-3876
Primary Phone: (217) 363-2890
Mobile Phone:
Fax Number:
E-Mail: andrewfell@comcast.net
Contact Name:

Sales Rep Name: Peters, Kenneth
Sales Rep Phone: (217) 356-6474
Sales Rep E-Mail: pete@illinipella.com
Sales Rep Fax:

Project/Delivery Address

Order Information

ANDREW FELL / PROPERTY OF MINE 111419

Lot #
,
County:
Owner Name:

10

Location:
WHITE / WHITE

LIFE SERIES SPECIAL SIZES WHITE/WHITE
030620

Order Number:

092

Quote Number:

12390827

Order Type:
Wall Depth:
Payment Terms:
Tax Code:
Cust Delivery Date:
Quoted Date:
Contracted Date:
Booked Date:
Customer PO #:

Owner Phone:

Great Plains #:
Customer Number: 1007343326
Customer Account: 1003055530
Line #

Quote Name:

Non-Installed Sales

9%IL TAX - CHMP
None
3/6/2020

Attributes

Lifestyle, Casement Left, 30 X 48, White
PK #
2054

Viewed From Exterior
Rough Opening: 30 - 3/4" X 48 - 3/4"

Item Price
$488.53

Qty
13

Ext'd Price
$6,350.89

1: Non-Standard SizeNon-Standard Size Left Casement
Frame Size: 30 X 48
General Information: No Package, Without Hinged Glass Panel, Clad, Pine, 5", 3 11/16"
Exterior Color / Finish: Standard Enduraclad, White
Interior Color / Finish: Prefinished White Paint Interior
Glass: Insulated Low-E Advanced Low-E Insulating Glass Argon Non High Altitude
Hardware Options: Wash Hinge Hardware, Fold-Away Crank, White, No Limited Opening Hardware, No Integrated Sensor
Screen: Full Screen, White, InView™
Performance Information: U-Factor 0.29, SHGC 0.25, VLT 0.47, CPD PEL-N-14-00501-00001, Performance Class LC, PG 50, Calculated Positive DP
Rating 50, Calculated Negative DP Rating 50, Year Rated 08|11, Egress Meets Typical 5.7 sqft (E) (United States Only)
Grille: GBG, No Custom Grille, 3/4" Contour, Prairie(0W0H), White, White
Wrapping Information: Foldout Fins, Factory Applied, No Exterior Trim, 3 11/16", 5", Factory Applied, Pella Recommended Clearance, Perimeter Length =
156".

Thank You For Your Interest In Pella® Products
For more information regarding the finishing, maintenance, service and warranty of all Pella® products, visit the Pella® website at www.pella.com
Printed on 3/6/2020
Detailed Proposal
Page
1 of
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Customer: Andrew Fell

EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION Quote Number: 12390827
Project Name: ANDREW FELL / PROPERTY OF MINE 111419

Order Totals
Taxable Subtotal

$6,350.89

Sales Tax @ 9%

$571.58

Non-taxable Subtotal
Total
Deposit Received
Amount Due

$0.00
$6,922.47
$0.00
$6,922.47

For more information regarding the finishing, maintenance, service and warranty of all Pella® products, visit the Pella® website at www.pella.com
Printed on 3/6/2020
Detailed Proposal
Page
5 of
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#2 BUENA VISTA COURT
URBANA, ILLINOIS
WINDOW REFURBISHING ESTIMATES

Note that all costs included in this matrix are estimates
only.
ITEM

RESTORATION
WORKS

TMC
WINDOWS

WOOTEN HISTORIC
REVIVALS

WELLS AND WELLS
CONSTRUCTION
17,250.00

MCPRIDE BUILDERS

1. REFURBISH 10
WINDOW SAHS

$

11,000.00

$

9,850.00

$

6,400.00

$

2. REFURBISH 8
STORM UNITS

$

6,400.00

$

5,940.00

$

1,200.00

$

3. CONSTRUCT TWO
STORM UNITS

$

1,600.00

$

1,420.00

$

500.00

$

1,700.00

$

1,500.00

4. CONSTRUCT TEN
SCREEN UNITS

$

7,000.00

$

5,440.00

$

2,000.00

$

7,200.00

$

5,200.00

TOTAL

$

26,000.00

$ 22,650.00

$

10,100.00

$

26,150.00

# $

21,700.00

-

$

$

15,000.00

-
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#2 BUENA VISTS COURT
URBANA, ILLINOIS
WINDOW OPTIONS AND ESTIMATES

Please note that the costs reflected in these proposals reflect only the 13 total first floor windows.
Basement windows are not considered in these proposals.

OPTION A: REPLACEMENT WINDOWS
ITEM

WELLS AND WELLS CONST.
COST
TIME
(WEEKS)

MCBRIDE BUILDERS
COST
TIME
(WEEKS)

REMARKS

A1: 13 WINDOWS
A2: INSTALLATION
A3: MATERIAL

$ 6,922.47
$ 1,445.00
$
250.00

3
1

$ 6,922.47
$ 1,300.00
$
345.00

3
1

SUPPLIED BY PELLA WINDOWS

TOTAL COST

$ 8,617.47

4

$ 8,567.47

4

OPTION B: REFURBISHED WINDOWS
WELLS AND WELLS CONST.
COST
TIME
(WEEKS)

MCBRIDE BUILDERS
COST
TIME
(WEEKS)

REMARKS

B1: REFURBISH WINDOWS1
B2: CONSTRUCT 2 STORMS1
B3: REFRAME JAMBS
B4: INSTALL WINDOWS
B5: PREP/ NSTALL STORMS
B6: 10 SCREEN UNITS1
B7: PAINT STORM/SCREENS2
B8: INSTALL 3 REPLACEMENTS
B9: ADDITIONAL MATERIAL
B10: TIME DELAY @ $1000/MO3
HARDWARE - ESTIMATE L & M

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

SASH AND STORM REFURBISHING COMBINED

TOTAL COST

$ 33,842.49

Note 1
Note 2
Note 3

7,600.00
500.00
3,400.00
5,100.00
1,105.00
2,000.00
1,937.49
4,200.00
6,000.00
2,000.00

6
4

14

24

7,600.00
500.00
2,730.00
5,350.00
850.00
2,000.00
1,987.49
4,620.00
6,000.00
2,000.00

$ 33,637.49

6
4

INCLUDES CASING, PAINT, HARDWARE

INCLUDES $1,597.49 FOR 3 REPLACEMENT WINDOWS
14

24

Costs of Wooten Historic Revivals were used as they are the lowest aggregate estimate for this work
Painting costs not included as they are covered under rthe estimate of Wooten Historic Revivals
Time delay is in terms of months. One month is credited to these calculations to equalize
the time required for replacement windows. 24 weeks / 4 weeks per month x $1000/month = $6,000.00

EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

A N D R E W
A R C

H I T E C T

U R

F E L L

E

A N D

D E S I G N

#2 BUENA VISTA COURT
URBANA, ILLINOIS
WINDOW COST COMPARISON - LEAST EXPENSIVE OPTIONS
REPLACEMENT WINDOWS
WINDOW COST:
LABOR COST:
MISCELLANEOUS
TIME DELAY1:
TOTAL:

$ 6,922.47
$ 1,300.00
$ 345.00
$
0.00
$ 8,567.47

REFURBISHED WINDOWS
REFURBISH WINDOW COST1,3e
TWO NEW STORM WINDOWS1,3e
REFRAME JAMBS
INSTALL WINDOWS
PREP FOR STORMS
CONSTRUCT SCREENS1,3e
CAULK, PRIME, PAINT2
INSTALL THREE REPLACEMENTS
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL
HARDWARE – EST.
TIME DELAY3
TOTAL:

$ 7,600.00
$ 500.00
$ 2,730.00
$ 5,350.00
$ 850.00
$ 2,000.00
$
0.00
$ 1,987.49
$ 4,620.00
$ 2,000.00
$ 6,000.00
$ 33,637.49

515 NORTH HICKORY, SUITE 101
CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
PHONE: 217.363.2890
www.andrewfell.com

FOOTNOTES:
1. The most economic, aggregate, window refurbishing vendor was used for these figures. This is Wooten
Historic Revivals.
2: Painting costs not included separately as they are included by Wooten Historic Revivals in their bid.
3: Time delay is calculated at $1,000 per month for loss of rental income. The duration is calculated as follows:
a. Refusal to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness at the at initial January meeting. 1 month
b. Refusal to call for the meeting, or a lack of a quorum at the scheduled February meeting, although all
information for this meeting was submitted to the City in time to hold the meeting. The meeting was not
called. I was never informed as to why. 1 month
c. The Continuance, voted on at the March meeting. 1 month
d. COVID 19 delay (this delay is a direct result of items a, b, and c above.) – 2 months
e. Refurbishing and installation of the windows - 3 months
Total delay = 8 months. Time delay used is 6 months to account for the time difference required for
replacement windows vs. refurbished windows. i.e. – this is the time difference – not the total time
involved.

Sincerely,
Andrew T. Fell
ATF:st
A N D R E W

F E L L

ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN
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5 1 5 N O R T H H IC K O R Y , S U I T E 1 0 1
CHAMPAIGN, ILLINOIS 61820
PHONE: 217.363.2890
EMAIL: andrewfell@comcast.net

28FEB20
Marcus Ricci - Planner
City of Urbana Community Development Services
400 South Vine Street, Urbana IL 61801
Re:

Economic Hardship Submittal
#2 Buena Vista Court
Urbana, Illinois

Marcus,
I would like to reiterate that should the Application of Economic Hardship be denied for the replacement of
the windows at the above referenced property, my attorney has strongly advised me to require a written
notice from the City of Urbana specifically stating that I am being denied the ability, over my repeated
objection, to provide new windows in the remaining openings in the building, including the basement.
The specific reason for this is to limit the liability of I.D.E.A. Properties, and the personal liability of the
Owners should an accident occur and a tenant not be able to safely egress the building due to the existing
windows, and place that liability upon the City of Urbana.
Sincerely,
Andrew T. Fell
ATF:st
A N D R E W
ARCHITEC TURE

F E L L

AND

DESIGN

Z:\Projects\PROJECTS 2019\19105 2 Buena Vista\ecomomic hardship 1\Continuance\required letter.doc
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March 4, 2020
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
URBANA HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
DATE:

March 4, 2020

TIME:

7:00 p.m.

DRAFT

PLACE: City Council Chambers, Urbana City Building, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois

MEMBERS PRESENT

David Hays, Alice Novak, Gina Pagliuso, David Seyler, Kim Smith

MEMBERS EXCUSED

Renee Pollock, Trent Shepard

STAFF PRESENT

Lorrie Pearson, Director of Community Development Services
Department; Kevin Garcia, Planner II; Marcus Ricci, Planner II

OTHERS PRESENT

Susan Appel, Andrew Fell, Susan Reimer

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
Communications received for Case No. HP-2020-EH-01
 Letter from Andrew Fell
 Sales Sheet for 4 Buena Vista Court submitted by Andrew Fell Photos taken and submitted
by Susan Reimer
 Photos of other bungalows at Buena Vista Court submitted by Susan Reimer
 Letter from Susan Appel in opposition
NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS
HP-2020-EH-01 – A request by Andrew Fell for a Certificate of Economic Hardship at 2
Buena Vista Court to replace original windows, rather than restore the originals, due to the
additional expense and time required for restoration.
Chair Novak opened the public hearing for Case No. HP-2020-EH-01. She briefly reviewed the
public hearing process.
Marcus Ricci, Planner II, presented the staff report for the case. He presented a brief background
of the subject property. He noted that he spoke with Nick Hanson, Building Inspector for the
City of Urbana, who informed him that one egress window would be required in each sleeping
room and one in the basement. He showed photos of the interior of the home. He talked about
the Certificate of Appropriateness that Mr. Fell had previously applied for. He reviewed the
budget that the applicant submitted as Exhibit C of the Certificate of Economic Hardship
application. He noted the difference in the space there would be between the storm window and
Page 1
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the window with the existing condition of the wall versus a new wall. He summarized staff’s
analysis of the five factors the Commissioners should consider to determine if there is an
economic hardship in this case. He presented staff’s recommendation to deny the request. He
noted that the applicant was present to answer questions from the Historic Preservation
Commission.
Chair Novak asked if the Historic Preservation Commission members had any questions for City
staff.
Ms. Smith asked staff to clarify the additional savings of $14,300 if the applicant replaced the
windows. This included the loss of rent for three months and the additional cost to heat the home
during the time it would take to restore the original windows. Mr. Ricci stated that this was a barebones simplistic reduction in cost. One could come up with additional things as well.
With there being no further questions for City staff, Chair Novak opened the item for public input.
Andrew Fell, applicant, approached the Historic Preservation Commission to speak on behalf of his
application. Mr. Fell began by stating his appreciation to the Commission on their efforts of historic
preservation. He stated that he felt there were two issues of the economic aspect for the windows.
They are time and money.
With regards to money, he stated that it is not just about the cost of refurbishing the sash and the
windows. He said he was confused why the Commission was encouraging him to find cheaper
estimates when he would want the best company to restore the windows; not the cheapest. He finds
this counter-productive to what historic preservation should be about.
He has an estimate from Restoration Works to restore the sashes and the storm windows for
$24,000.00. He said, say he finds a cheaper vendor to do them for $12,000.00. The cost to replace
the windows that were approved to be replaced is under $7,500.00, so he is $5000.00 in the hole
already. The house had no insulation and no way to run utilities in exterior walls, so he framed in a
2’ x 4’ wall around the exterior. Because the windows open in, the hinge is on the inside face of the
wall. Because the wall is now 4” fatter, he has to move the hinge for each window inside the house
and rebuild the entire frame of each window to extend the jamb out and still let the window fit
where it needs to on the inside. Each one of the windows were site built and none of them are the
same, so each window opening has to be framed out and custom fit. He obtained an estimate from a
finish carpenter to do this, and it will take approximately 10 hours per window opening. That is 11
windows at 110 hours, which will cost about $5,000.00. In addition, he has to deal with the storm
windows because they are different sizes as well, which will cost at least another $1000.00 to have
fitted. The windows will have to be caulked, primed, painted, have all new hardware installed,
mortice the hinges, weather strip the windows. The finish carpenter estimated 3 hours per opening
to do this and, the cost will be approximately $2,000.00. The Urbana Property Maintenance Code
requires that each window have a screen, which none of the windows currently have, so this would
cost another $4,600.00. This all totals $24,620.00.
The replacement windows that were approved to put in as egress windows in the house would be
custom-sized to fit the window opening. They would not need storm windows because they have a
thermally built-in sash. They would have screens and new hardware. They are pre-finished. The
Page 2
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only thing he would have to do to install the new replacement windows is scrap the opening after
the old windows are out, remove the brick mold, put the new window in and put the brick mold
back on.
The cost to replace all of the windows would be $17,165.00. The cost to restore most all of the
windows is $29,000.00, which is more than he paid for the house.
With regards to time, he mentioned that he had submitted the application in time for the
Commission to meet in February. He did not know why the meeting was not held, so four weeks of
this time is on the City of Urbana. To have the windows restored, Restoration Works would need
the windows for ten weeks. He is almost to the point of renovating the house to where he cannot do
anything without the windows being in place to help secure the house from water leaks, etc. A
finished carpenter with an assistant can get them installed in three weeks after he gets them back
from Restoration Works. So, they are approximately 22 weeks out from completing the
renovations. He figured he would rent the house out for $1,000.00 a month, so he will have lost out
on $5,000.00 of rent.
He summarized by saying that it would cost him an additional $23,000.00 and 22 weeks of time to
complete the renovations. He does not have either to spend on this little project, so it is an
economic hardship on him.
Mr. Hays asked for clarification on why Mr. Fell would need to wait for the windows to come back
in order to complete the build-out. Mr. Fell explained that the building is not weather tight, and he
does not want to install outlets that would get rained on. There are certain limits on what he is
willing to risk having installed and ruined and a limit on the risk that he is willing to take. This is a
money pit of a project, and he does not have extra money to spend on it.
Ms. Pagliuso stated that the windows appear to be boarded up in the photos provided. She asked if
they were all boarded or are they opened up. Mr. Fell stated that some of the windows are boarded
and some of them still have the aluminum storm windows on the outside, but the sashes are not
there or are partially missing.
Chair Novak asked for clarification that Mr. Fell purposely removed the windows in the beginning
of the project prior to getting a Certificate of Appropriateness. Mr. Fell stated that two of the
windows were completely gone when he purchased the building and he removed the other
windows.
Mr. Seyler wondered if it would be possible to create pockets for the windows to open into. Mr.
Fell stated that anything is possible, but there is a diminishing return on what is reasonable to spend
to make custom things like this. Mr. Seyler commented that it would be much simpler than building
new frames and moving the windows forward. Mr. Fell replied that it would be trading one expense
for another in his opinion.
Ms. Smith asked if Mr. Fell had concerns with condensation when the air space is increased to 7-1/2
inches. Mr. Fell replied yes. Air space over 4 inches is worthless and makes it almost pointless to
put storm windows on.
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Ms. Pagliuso asked if Mr. Fell had heard of Indows, which are storm windows installed on the
inside. Mr. Fell stated that he has used Indows on other projects; however, the windows on the
subject house open inwards.
Ms. Pagliuso stated that she understood about Mr. Fell’s want to have the best company restore the
windows if directed to do so. However, she had 11 double-hung windows (22 sashes) restored on
her home by a different company for less than $7,000.00. The company came in and removed the
windows, restored them, brought them back and installed them. She does not feel that using a
vendor other than the one that Mr. Fell had spoken with would reduce the quality of her renovation.
Susan Reimer approached the Historic Preservation Commission to speak in favor of the proposed
request for a Certificate of Economic Hardship. She stated that everyone in Buena Vista who owns
a bungalow is pleased with Mr. Fell’s decision to purchase the property at 2 Buena Vista Court and
renovate it. While she appreciates the role of the Historic Preservation Commission, the expense to
renovate the proposed house is so much. She and her husband own the two bungalows in the
center. They restored the windows on the one bungalow, but it did not cost them as much because
the windows were not in bad shape, unlike the windows at Mr. Fell’s property. She stated that
when the storm windows are on, it destroys the look of the 9-lite windows. She talked about the
other bungalows in the courtyard and noted the different elements that are not in character with the
Spanish Bungalow style. She believed that the Commission should allow Mr. Fell to replace the
windows rather than restore them since he is willing and vested in renovating the property and
keeping it as close to the original design and architecture as possible.
Chair Novak stated that the Commission was only implementing the Historic Preservation
Ordinance that was established 20 years ago. The review process provides for people not having to
make changes to make something look more historic or to restore something at that particular time.
So, the Ordinance assessed all of the bungalows for integrity and their significance to the bungalows
as a group. It would be more of an impact if a couple of the bungalows were missing and not the
entire district was left. As it was at that time and still is, there is a great deal of integrity for those
buildings. They are on the National Register of Historic Places as well as locally landmarked.
Susan Appel approached the Historic Preservation Commission to speak in opposition. She read
her letter for the record.
Andrew Fell re-approached the Commission to rebut. He stated that he resented being called out as
basically being a liar in front of the Historic Preservation Commission. Without all of the facts,
speaking out against his case does not sit well with him. He takes exception to a lot of what was
said [by Ms. Appel].
Ms. Appel re-approached to state that she was basing her comments on what she read in the staff
memo and voiced her opinion.
With no further input from the audience, Chair Novak closed the public input portion and opened it
for discussion and/or motion(s) by the Commission.
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Commission members asked Ms. Pagliuso questions regarding the restoration of her windows. She
answered the questions. She stated that everyone gets to choose their own vendor. The vendor she
used may not be the right vendor for the proposed project. She only was sharing her experience.
Mr. Hays stated that he has nothing to base a comparison on with other estimates, because there are
not any presented to the Commission.
Ms. Smith stated that the costs for the finished carpentry do not seem out-of-line to her. Mr. Seyler
agreed. Ms. Smith pointed out that the total cost is almost $20,000, which would be almost two
years of rental income. This is a significant amount.
Ms. Pagliuso stated that the term “substantial” comes up many times when the Commission is to
determine what the hardship should be. With regards to criterion A, which is a substantial decrease
in the fair market value of the property as a result of the denial of the certificate of appropriateness,
she stated that the Commission and staff do not know if it would be substantial or not based on the
staff report and on common sense. With regards to criterion B, which is a substantial decrease in
the financial return to owners of record or other investors in the property as a result of the denial of
the certificate of appropriateness, she stated that $20,000.00 was not not substantial. She stated that
Mr. Fell did not claim criterion D, which states the structural soundness of any structures on the
property and their sustainability for rehabilitation, to be an issue. She does not believe that the
window replacement or the renovation affects criterion E, which is the economic feasibility of
rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure, or in the case of proposed demolition, the economic
feasibility of improvement on the property.
Chair Novak agreed with Mr. Hays that the Commission does not have enough to compare to give
context to the estimate from Renovation Works. Therefore, she felt there was insufficient case
made for a Certificate of Economic Hardship.
Ms. Smith pointed out that Mr. Fell is required to provide one egress window in each bedroom.
One bedroom would then have two windows that do not match the new egress window
Chair Novak mentioned that Buena Vista Court has been a historic district since 2004 on the
National Register of Historic Places and then became a local historic district. It has been out there
for a long time that these are protected properties. There are rules to follow. Because of that, they
need to make extra effort to be sure that the best solution is on the table to the highest extent
possible. Some of the bungalows have integrity issues but they have been that way since before the
local designation was implemented.
Ms. Smith stated that she finds it hard to make a decision. Mr. Fell took a house that was falling
apart. The roof was caving in areas with a hole all the way down to the basement. Without his
investment, this house may not have withstood a few more months or the winter of standing up. He
has spent a lot of money in renovations so far and now the Commission is asking him to spend a
year of rental income on the windows. He has saved this property. It puts her in a difficult situation
because she sees that the windows are historical elements that should be kept but she feels that the
house way on its way to being destroyed. If you look at the Buena Vista Court historic district, it
needs some help.
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Mr. Hays agreed but felt like he did not have enough information to make a decision. Mr. Fell is an
expert in this kind of work. The liability of dealing with the windows should have been considered
right from the start. Was there something revealed along the way that was unexpected or unusual
that would not have been factored right from the beginning? There may be information or a story
that relates to what the Commission is being asked to consider. There are all sorts of things that the
Commission could be sympathetic to; but when they look at the factors the Commission members
are supposed to consider, he doesn’t know how to connect what was expected to what the specifics
are now.
Chair Novak did not understand why the windows were taken out to begin with prior to the public
hearing for a Certificate of Appropriateness. She wondered if there was an assumption that the
windows would be replaced from the start. Mr. Hays recalled that most of the windows were stored
in the basement after being removed, and that most of them were in good condition. He did not
know how the condition of the windows from 2 Buena Vista Court compared with the windows that
Ms. Reimer had restored in terms of understanding how much it would cost to repair and restore the
proposed windows right.
Ms. Pagliuso wondered what building out the walls would do for replacement windows. Would the
finish carpentry work need to be done if the windows were replaced?
Mr. Fell re-approached the Commission to help answer the questions. He stated that he took the
windows out to keep the house from falling down. They took out the hinge pins to remove the
windows and stacked them in the basement. One window was gone when he purchased the house,
and another window was in pieces and will not go back together. The window he brought in during
the Certificate of Appropriateness public hearing was middle-of-the-road in terms of quality. He
does not have all of the storm windows either. He, then, explained how the new windows would be
put in. His plan is to use a drywall return jamb that butts up to the window. It is much easier to
construct and would not require the finished carpentry.
Chair Alice wondered if Mr. Fell had ever done a project before that reused the historic windows or
called for the restoration of historic windows. Mr. Fell said yes. He noted a few projects that he
had restored the windows for, including Louise Kuhny’s home. Chair Novak asked if Restoration
Works was used to restore the windows. Mr. Fell replied that he did not remember who did the
restoration.
Ms. Pagliuso referred to Exhibit C of the Certificate of Economic Hardship application. Attachment
4 states that the estimated cost to rebuild only the first floor windows is $23,400. Would the
company be making brand new windows? Mr. Fell explained that the company would be making
storm windows that were missing and windows that are beyond repair.
Chair Novak moved that the Historic Preservation Commission deny Case No. HP-2020-EH-01 on
the grounds that insufficient evidence was provided to support the request. Mr. Seyler seconded the
motion.
Ms. Smith asked the Commission if they denied the request, what additional information would be
required. Chair Novak replied that she felt they would need at least two more estimates. The
information should be provided in table form as to replacement windows versus rehabbed old
Page 6

EXHIBIT B
March 4, 2020
windows. Mr. Hays agreed because there is a lot of complexity to restoring them. Seeing them
stacked out would be helpful.
Mr. Garcia pointed out that the motion should be specific and address how the evidence meets the
criteria / five factors that the Commission was to consider when making a determination.
Ms. Pagliuso felt a continuance would be more in-line rather than a complete denial. The last
paragraph in Article XII-6.D.3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance states, “The Commission may
solicit expert testimony to evaluate information provided either as part of a Certificate of Economic
Hardship application or at the public hearing, and may continue the public hearing to provide time
to evaluate new evidence.” If they deny this case, then it shuts the door on it, and the applicant
would more than likely appeal. Does it make sense to ask for more information and continue the
public hearing rather than denying it outright?
Chair Novak asked City staff who would be responsible for obtaining the two additional estimates.
Kevin Garcia, Planner II, replied that the burden in this type of case would be on the applicant. Mr.
Fell would need to obtain the two additional estimates.
Ms. Smith stated that she would like to see more evidence than just two additional estimates. She
would like to see a summary of replacement versus restoration for the windows and what the loss of
income will be. Mr. Hays agreed because without knowing the measure of that the Commission
members do not know some of the relative terms, such as “substantial”, or how it compares. If new
windows are put in, there would still be a cost, which would be presumably okay. What the
Commission is being asked to assess is the relative consequence of something. They won’t know
the consequence until they have additional estimates that would allow the members to see the total
differences. He felt that there was not enough information to judge the difference. If the normal
course is to deny the case based on this, then that is one thing. However, if there is a way to have
the information made available to them to be able to make a judgement, then it seems worthwhile.
Chair Novak withdrew the motion from the floor. Mr. Seyler withdrew the second.
Ms. Pagliuso moved that the Historic Preservation Commission continue the public hearing for
Case No. HP-2020-EH-01 until the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Commission to obtain
more information to allow them to make a definitive decision. Ms. Smith seconded the motion.
There was discussion on what additional information the Commission would require to have to be
able to make a decision.
Mr. Fell re-approached the Commission to comment and ask the following questions:
1. He requested that the Commission be specific in the information they need, so that the case
is not delayed a second time.
2. While he understood that the Commission needs to continue the meeting, he wanted to let
the members know that by continuing the meeting, it only compounds his problem.
3. What are his procedural options with a continuance? Can he appeal this to the City
Council? Does he have to wait through the continuance to be denied at a future meeting
before he can appeal?
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Mr. Garcia replied to Mr. Fell’s question stating that according to Section XII-6.D.3, the
Commission has the right to continue the meeting and make a decision at the meeting on the
continued date. Then, Mr. Fell would have the right to appeal.
Ms. Smith asked Mr. Fell if he preferred that the Commission take a vote on the case at this meeting
or if he would be okay for the Commission to continue the case. Mr. Fell responded that the
decision is up to the Commission. If they deny the case at this meeting or at a future meeting, he
plans to appeal their decision. His economic hardship increases if they delay their decision.
Chair Novak asked Mr. Fell if he was open to allowing a company who charges less to perform the
restoration. Mr. Fell said yes.
Ms. Pagliuso asked if the Commission allowed him to replace the windows, would they look like
the existing windows. Would they be 9-lite windows? Mr. Fell said yes. They would not be true
divided lites, but from 20 feet away, a person would not be able to tell the difference. They would
have a muntin on the inside and one on the outside. They would be in a pattern that matches the
existing windows. The windows would be swing out casement, because double-hung windows
would be too small for safety reasons and they would not match the existing windows.
Chair Novak requested the following additional information:
• Each action that would need to be done for installing replacement windows versus
restoration of the existing windows
• True added cost or less than cost for rehabilitated windows
Mr. Ricci mentioned that in anticipation of the Commission possibly needing additional expert
opinions, he contacted Bill Rose, of the Building Research Council. Mr. Rose said that he would be
willing to review the application and provide his opinion. Chair Novak thought this would be a
great idea.
Mr. Hays wondered if it would be reasonable and appropriate to understand what costs were
anticipated when first taking on the project so the Commission members could understand if there is
a substantial decrease in the fair market value in a financial return to owners. It seems like how he
would understand what is substantial would not be a dollar amount, but it would be relative to what
was anticipated. The windows are a significant feature of the house. Is there something about it
that makes it a reasonable basis for this case? He would not want the windows to pay the price of a
cost that was unanticipated somewhere else in the project.
Chair Novak wondered if they could request dates of when window companies might have been
consulted. Mr. Ricci said that staff could ask for that information.
Mr. Garcia advised the Commission to keep their requests for more information related to the
criteria that the Commission should use in determining if there is an economic hardship. There was
discussion between City staff and Commission members about requesting anticipated project costs
to determine if the applicant assumed in the beginning to replace the windows.

Page 8

EXHIBIT B
March 4, 2020
Chair Novak asked Mr. Fell to approach the Commission to answer a few more questions. She
asked him when replacing the windows factored into the project. Mr. Fell explained that when
purchasing the property, he knew it was part of a historic district and that there would be certain
things, such as the windows, that he would need to get approval from the Historic Preservation
Commission to do. He was not aware of how much it would cost to replace or restore the windows
at that time. When he found out how much it would cost for each, he applied for a Certificate of
Economic Hardship.
Ms. Smith asked how they quantify “substantial decrease”. Chair Novak replied that is why the
Commission is asking for more information. Ms. Smith stated that once she sees the information
she won’t know if it is “substantial” or not. To her, spending $24,000.00 more to rehab the existing
windows is equal to losing two years of rent and she would consider that to be substantial. Mr. Fell
stated that he had included a spreadsheet in his application indicating some hard costs and some
estimated costs. Those costs total half as much the amount of what the house would be worth when
he is finished rehabilitating it. Every cost causes him to take a financial hit on the house.
Chair Novak stated that with all of his experience, surely he must have known that it was going to
cost a lot of money to rehab the house considering the condition it was in and known that it was in a
National Historic District. Mr. Fell stated that he knew all of this and that he would risk spending
more than the house would be worth; however, he would like to minimize that risk.
Mr. Hays did not understand why there were not more estimates to help the Commission understand
the economic hardship and to find what the lowest cost would be to get the job done correctly. Mr.
Fell explained that it will cost approximately $12,000.00 to have the windows installed; that does
not include the cost of the existing windows being restored or the cost of purchasing new windows.
In addition, he would lose around $5,000.00 in rent. This totals $17,000.00, which he considers an
economic hardship.
Chair Novak restated the motion, which is for the Historic Preservation Commission to continue
Case No. HP-2020-EH-01 until the Commission’s next regularly scheduled meeting on April 1,
2020 with the expectation that there will be additional bids and clarification on the true expenses
comparing replacement windows with historic window rehab.
Roll call on the motion was as follows:
Mr. Hays
Ms. Pagliuso
Ms. Smith

-

Yes
Yes
Yes

Ms. Novak
Mr. Seyler

The motion passed by unanimous vote.
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Yes
Yes

EXHIBIT C: EXPERT TESTIMONY SUMMARY
William B. Rose & Associates, Inc.
207 W. Iowa Street
Urbana IL 61801-4120
Phone and fax: 217 367-4610
wbrainc@gmail.com
April 3, 2020

Marcus Ricci, AICP
Planner II, City of Urbana
400 South Vine Street, Urbana IL 61801

Re: Review of Andrew Fell Certificate of Economic Hardship Documents
Dear Marcus,

I would like to applaud Mr. Fell for taking on the renovation of this property, and the City of
Urbana for their review. I have been asked to review the documents related to the
Certificate of Economic Hardship related to the Commission requirement for refurbished
original windows rather than replacement windows.

The signature element of the windows for the Buena Vista development is the nine-pane
arrangement in the main casement sash. From the interior, one sees this signature element
as a silhouette with light penetrating the window during daytime. Storm sash, I’ve been told,
are part of the original building construction, and the storm sash have a horizontal divider.
The storm sash sit at the exterior of the frame opening; the main sash sit at the interior,
permitting the sash to fully open against the wall. From the outside, given the reflective
nature of storm sash, the signature mullion arrangement is only weakly perceptible, and
there is no reading of the depth of the mullions. Replacement windows that contain the
pane divisions would read very similarly from the inside, though they would open to the
outside. From the outside, the pane divisions with replacement windows would still read
the pane divisions weakly; the window opening would be deeper, and there would be no
horizontal divider in the storm. In summary, I am not strongly persuaded regarding the
original Commission decision in favor of window replacement.
Below are the factors regarding economic hardship in order of the importance I attach to
them:
1. There are only 10 original sash extant of the 13 window openings. The quotes seem
to admit that replacement sash will be installed for these three. But replacement
windows are very different from the outside—they sit deeply in the opening and
there is no exterior storm. There can be no exterior storm because the replacement
casements swing outward. They are different from the inside as well, as it is unlikely
that the replacement casements will sit as far inward in the opening as the original
sash did. None of the quotes give a cost for new main sash constructed to match the
originals, and for 3 additional storms. Cost for new sash to match the original may
be expected to cost double the cost of sash refurbishment.
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2. Replacement windows are readily available. I consider it appropriate to include a
time delay cost per month equal what expected rent might be, for the expected delay
time. I would estimate a time cost of $1000 per month for 3-6 months. One quote
offers to use mahogany rails in lieu of glazing compound (which requires at least 1 2 weeks of curing before placement). I am not convinced that the water
performance of the rail windows will match that of glazed panes.
3. The Wooten quote is lower than the other two by a considerable amount. For
refurbishing 10 sashes and 8 storms, we have Wooten: $7600, W&W: $17,400, and
TMC: $16,000. We do not know if any of these vendors are equipped to produce
new sash to match existing, or what their charges might be. Given that W&W and
TMC describe cutting shaper knives, one would expect them to be capable of making
new matching sash. I do not recommend installing refurbished windows together
with replacement windows—they must all match. And Wooten says nothing to show
capability to produce matching sash.
4. Replacement sash are required to meet National Fenestration Rating Council
requirements for low thermal transfer and for airtightness. Refurbished windows
do not adhere to these standards. One may expect an energy penalty, but the size of
the penalty is in the range of guesswork. My estimate of the energy penalty is 10%
of the heating and cooling energy use billing, comparing factory windows to
weatherstripped refurbished windows. Weatherstripping of the main sash is
necessary. As a general comment, historic preservation commissions should pay far
greater attention to energy needs in historic buildings—See ASHRAE GP34—Energy
Guideline for Historic Buildings.
5. Replacement windows will require sills that conduct water effectively away.
(Original storms are outboard of most of the sill). It is not clear if the frame
installation includes sill covers or other protective measures. This cost applies to
replacement windows not to original windows.
6. Maintenance of replacement windows is much easier. Storm and screen units,
installed at the outboard plane, require frequent repainting and repair, and seasonal
changeout.

One may look at the quotes and their inclusions and exclusions in several ways. But it
should suffice to get a general idea of the relative costs of replacement versus refurbished
windows. I see a cost difference of about $28,000 in upfront cost, and long-term cost in
energy in addition. Given the aesthetic arguments expressed in the first paragraph of this
report, I consider this cost difference to constitute economic hardship for the applicant.
Respectfully,

William B. Rose
President
William B. Rose & Associates, Inc.

#2 BUENA VISTS COURT
URBANA, ILLINOIS
WINDOW OPTIONS AND ESTIMATES

EXHIBIT D: COMPARATIVE COST BREAKDOWN
Costs included only main floor windows, not basement windows.

FINAL RESULTS
Least expenisve replacement option: McPride Builders
Least expenisve restoration option: Wooten HR (refurbisher), McPride Builders (installer)
Difference attributed to Certificate of Appropriateness requirements
OPTION A: REPLACEMENT WINDOWS
ITEM
A1: 13 WINDOWS, METAL-CLAD WOOD
A2A: LABOR: REPLACEMENT-GRADE WINDOWS
A2B: LABOR: CONSTRUCTION-GRADE WINDOWS
A3: INSTALLATION MATERIAL

WELLS & WELLS
COST
WEEKS
$
6,922.47
3
$
1,445.00
1
$
2,550.00
1
$
250.00

TOTAL COST*

$

OPTION B: REFURBISHED WINDOWS

WOOTEN HR +
WELLS & WELLS
COST
WEEKS
$
6,400.00
6
not included
$
1,200.00
$
500.00
$
3,400.00
4
$
5,100.00
$
1,105.00
$
2,000.00
inc. in B1A&B2
$
1,597.49
$
340.00
$
4,200.00
$
2,000.00
$
13,697.49
$
14,145.00
$
1,500.00
$
29,342.49
10

*Total Cost listed is for installing replacement-grade windows.

B1A: REFURBISH 10 SASHES
B1B: WEATHERSEAL SASHES
B2: REFURBISH 8 STORMS
B3: CONSTRUCT 2 STORMS
*B4: REFRAME JAMBS1
2
*B5: INSTALL WINDOWS
*B6: PREP/ INSTALL STORMS
B7: CONSTRUCT 10 SCREEN UNITS
B8: PAINT STORM/SCREENS
B9: 3 WINDOWS, METAL-CLAD WOOD
*B10: INSTALL 3 REPLACEMENT WINDOWS
*B11: INSTALLATION MATERIAL
B12: HARDWARE - ESTIMATE
MATERIAL COST
B1,B2,B3,B7,B9,B12
LABOR COST
B4,B5,B6,B8,B10,B11
TIME DELAY: 1.5 MONTHS @ $1,000/MO3
TOTAL COST
Note 1
Note 2
Note 3

8,617.47

4

$
$
$

8,567.47
29,137.49
20,570.02

MCPRIDE BUILDERS
COST
$
6,922.47
$
1,300.00
$
2,080.00
$
345.00
$

WEEKS

8,567.47

WOOTEN HR +
MCPRIDE BUILDERS
COST
$
6,400.00
not included
$
1,200.00
$
500.00
$
2,730.00
$
5,350.00
$
850.00
$
2,000.00
inc. in B1A&B2
$
1,597.49
$
390.00
$
4,620.00
$
2,000.00
$
13,697.49
$
13,940.00
$
1,500.00
$
29,137.49

REMARKS
3
1

SUPPLIED BY PELLA WINDOWS

4
RESTOR. WORKS +
WELLS & WELLS
COST
$
11,000.00
$
3,200.00
$
6,400.00
$
1,600.00
$
3,400.00
$
5,100.00
$
1,105.00
$
7,000.00
inc. in B1A&B2
$
1,597.49
$
340.00
$
4,200.00
$
2,000.00
$
32,797.49
$
14,145.00
$
1,500.00
$
48,442.49

Asterisked line items are labor items provided by installer (Wells & Wells or McPride)
Price includes casing, paint, and hardware.
Time delay is in terms of months, and equals restoration time (10 weeks) minus replacement time (4 weeks) = 6 weeks (1.5 months).

TMC WINDOWS +
WELLS & WELLS
COST
$
9,850.00
not included
$
5,940.00
$
1,420.00
$
3,400.00
$
5,100.00
$
1,105.00
$
5,440.00
inc. in B1A&B2
$
1,597.49
$
340.00
$
4,200.00
$
2,000.00
$ 26,247.49
$ 14,145.00
$
1,500.00
$ 41,892.49

MCPRIDE BUILDERS
WELLS & WELLS
BUILD/INSTALL
BUILD/INSTALL
COST
COST
$
15,000.00
17,250.00 $
not
included
not included
included in B1A
included in B1A
$
1,500.00
1,700.00 $
$
3,400.00 $
2,730.00
$
5,100.00 $
5,350.00
$
1,105.00 $
850.00
$
7,200.00 $
5,200.00
$
1,700.00
$
1,300.00
$
1,597.49 $
1,597.49
$
340.00 $
390.00
$
4,200.00 $
4,620.00
$
2,000.00 $
2,000.00
$
29,747.49 $
25,297.49
$
15,845.00 $
15,240.00
$
1,500.00 $
1,500.00
$
47,092.49 $
42,037.49

