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To:

Members of the Board of Education

From: Dr. Laurie Heinz, Superintendent
Re:

Overview and Discussion of D15 Facilities - Part 1

The seating of two new Board members this spring and the transition between Superintendents offers an
ideal time to review the overall status of our facilities to ensure that our Board and administrative team
are operating from a shared basis of current information. Tonight’s discussion also is aligned with the
CCSD 15 Strategic Plan, addressing the Board’s priority area of “facilities utilization and maintenance,”
as well as three administrative goals: to develop a facilities space and utilization plan; to develop a longterm life safety and maintenance plan; and to explore extended pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten
opportunities.
This evening’s focus on facilities is intended to offer a holistic view encompassing:
● Background and current status of D15’s required life safety projects emanating from the 2014
Health-Life Safety survey;
● Capacity study and enrollment projections;
● Potential additional projects generated by the Boundaries Task Force (BTF);
● Status of Park Place proposal; and
● Associated costs and preliminary financing options to complete all/some of these projects.
In preparation for tonight’s meeting, the Board Finance Committee met on July 30 to walk through key
components outlined above. The District 15 Facilities team consisting of CSBO Mike Adamczyk,
Manager of Environmental Services Craig Phillips, and architect Jennifer Costanzo from STR Partners
and me, met on July 31 to bring into greater focus our facility needs and how to prioritize the work over
the next 3-5 years.
In addition, my efforts during my transition over the past several months have been to create a
chronology of how facility needs were identified and addressed in CCSD 15, and how this work was
financed.
Background on D15 Health-Life Safety Survey
All Illinois school districts are required to periodically evaluate their school facilities relative to code
requirements of the Health-Life Safety Code for Public Schools adopted by Illinois. This evaluation
must occur on a 10-year cycle and be performed by a licensed architect or engineer in the State of
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Illinois. Attachment 1 includes the language in the Administrative Code describing the regulations of the
10-year life safety survey; how the findings are prioritized; and the expectations for remediating found
code violations.
In researching this report, it appears that although a previous Health-Life Safety survey would have been
undertaken in 2004, the recommendations were not all completed by the time the current cycle began.
This likely resulted in a higher than typical number of items identified in the current study.
The most current CCSD15 report dates to 2014, when our architect -- STR Partners -- and their
engineering consultants surveyed all school facilities for the 10-Year Life Safety Report. CSBO
Adamczyk and Jan Taniguchi of STR Partners summarized the results of that life safety study at the
December 10, 2014 BOE Meeting.
The report identified approximately $156 million of facility needs in conflict with the Health-Life Safety
Code. The priorities by category and cost included:
1. Urgent (Priority “A”) items = $24.5 million
a. These items are required to be completed in one (1) year.
2. Required (Priority “B”) items = $110.6 million
a. These items are required to be completed within five (5) years.
3. Recommended (Priority “C”) items = $20.8 million.
a. These items are recommendations only and are not required to be completed.
b. However, it is possible that some of these items, if left unchecked, may become priority
“B” or “A” items in the future.
After Board approval of the Life Safety Report, STR submitted it to the Illinois State Board of
Education (ISBE) in 2015.
Life Safety Survey Projects Completed
● Urgent Priority “A” Items
At the October 14, 2015 BOE meeting, District 15 approved STR Partners to provide professional
services for construction documents to remediate the Urgent priority “a” items. To obtain Life Safety
Funds to pay for the work, STR submitted an Amendment to the Life Safety Report requesting approval
for life safety bonds to be issued for the Urgent items. Approval from ISBE was received on December
21, 2015.
Urgent Priority “a” items, and select “b” items, were completed through issuing life safety bonds in the
amount of $27,250,000. These items were completed during the summers of 2016 and 2017.
All required urgent priority “A” items have been completed.
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● Required Priority “B”
Required priority “B” items are the largest category and totaled as of September 2018 an estimated $106
million. These are to be completed by 2020.
During the summers of 2018 and 2019, District 15 completed a portion of the Required Priority “B”
items without issuing life safety bonds. This work included:
● HVAC projects at Plum Grove, Central Road, and Lincoln Schools
● Curtain wall replacement at Plum Grove
● Full or partial roof replacement at Central Road and Walter R. Sundling
● Bathroom renovations at WCJH, Pleasant Hill, Whiteley, Kimball Hill, Thomas Jefferson and
Paddock were completed in combination with both a and b item priority projects.
For summer 2020, D15 has requested STR Partners to prepare documents for the following Required
Priority “b” items:
● Roof Replacement at Jane Addams
● HVAC Replacements at Willow Bend
● Replacement of the canopy roof area at Marion Jordan
The chart below summarizes the status of the priority “B” items, in the original 2014 Life Safety Survey
dollar amounts.

School Name

Remaining BRemaining B
Items
Items
10-Year LS
(after Summer ‘16 (after Summer ‘18 Remaining B Items
Survey B-Items
& ‘17 LS)
& ‘19)
(after Summer ‘20)

Carl Sandburg

$4,376,000

$3,845,800

$3,545,800

$3,545,800

Central Road

$3,558,600

$3,387,300

$1,187,300

$1,187,300

ESC

$2,234,900

$1,992,200

$1,753,500

$1,753,500

Frank Whiteley

$4,333,800

$4,211,950

$3,911,950

$3,911,950

Gray M. Sanborn

$6,151,800

$5,730,000

$5,730,000

$5,730,000

Hunting Ridge

$2,514,100

$2,503,200

$2,503,200

$2,503,200

Jane Addams

$5,364,500

$4,911,800

$4,911,800

$3,344,800

Conyers Academy

$4,293,100

$3,821,500

$3,821,500

$3,821,500

Page 4 of 15
August 8, 2019

Kimball Hill

$4,084,900

$4,101,800

$3,801,800

$3,801,800

Lake Louise

$3,257,100

$3,226,200

$3,226,200

$3,226,200

Lincoln

$4,331,400

$4,282,200

$2,262,200

$2,262,200

Marion Jordan

$4,543,700

$4,313,500

$4,013,500

$3,794,000

Pleasant Hill

$3,969,700

$3,141,300

$3,141,300

$3,141,300

Plum Grove

$8,436,300

$4,254,400

$3,954,400

$3,954,400

Stuart R. Paddock

$3,755,750

$3,692,400

$3,692,400

$3,692,400

Thomas Jefferson

$4,097,900

$3,347,800

$3,347,800

$3,347,800

Tech Center

$297,600

$297,600

$297,600

$297,600

Virginia Lake

$3,642,800

$3,928,100

$3,628,100

$3,628,100

Walter Sundling

$7,470,500

$4,803,400

$2,931,400

$2,931,400

Warehouse

$1,599,900

$1,599,900

$1,599,900

$1,599,900

Willow Bend

$3,575,900

$3,363,550

$3,363,550

$1,570,550

Winston Campus

$7,865,600

$7,800,000

$7,800,000

$7,800,000

Totals

$93,755,850

$82,555,900

$74,425,200

$70,845,700

10% Contingency

$9,375,585

$8,255,590

$7,442,520

$7,084,570

10% AE Fees
(per ISBE*)

$9,375,585

$8,255,590

$7,442,520

$7,084,570

Totals

$112,507,020

$99,067,080

$89,310,240

$85,014,840

*

* According to STR, there are $111.2 million in “B” work items remaining after completion of the
above three items for summer 2020. Note that while the Life Safety items have not changed, the amount
has been updated by STR to include an escalation factor (37%) to accommodate the change in
construction costs from the year of the original estimate. (Attachment 2).
Funding streams need to be identified to complete this remaining work.
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Financing of Prior Facilities Projects
In addition to the financing noted above for Health Life Safety projects, starting with the 2011-12 school
year through the amount that has been budgeted for the 2018-19 school year, the District will have spent
$66.26 million on facility improvements. In March 1988, the CCSD 15 community passed a $64 million
bond issue by a 2-1 margin that paid for the construction of two new buildings (CR, FCW) and
renovation of the District’s 17 other schools and transportation facility. In May 2000, the District sold
$11,199,965 in capital appreciation bonds to add 43 classrooms to eight elementary schools to provide
for increased enrollment. Fire Prevention and Life Safety Bonds were issued in 1991 and 1992. Working
Cash bonds were issued in 2001 and 2006.
2017 Referendum and Facilities Plan Committee
The Facilities Plan Committee first met on February 22, 2016. The priorities to be discussed were the
need for new classrooms due to growth and All-Day Kindergarten; closing the oldest school (GMS);
meeting the needs of “at-risk” students; and reducing busing. Administration was charged with
investigating four options: Build an elementary school in NE Palatine; Build a Junior High on the Ela
Road property; Build a K-8 school on the Ela Road property; Build a Middle School on the Ela Road
property.
An outgrowth of the FPC was the need for D15 to go for a referendum. The ballot question at the
November 8, 2016 election was to “build and equip two school buildings, acquire a site for one of said
school buildings, improve the sites of both said school buildings, and issue bonds to the amount of $130
million for the purpose of paying the costs thereof.” The buildings included a new middle school on Ela
Road property and a new grades K-5 school on Osage Park.
Note that the referendum did not include any amounts for needed health life safety facility projects.
The 2017 referendum failed.
Capacity Study
In 2017, D15 engaged STR Partners to assess the capacity of the District’s elementary and junior high
school facilities. This study was requested in order to assess the current usage of the facilities and was
meant to be a tool to assess how the District is able to accommodate current programs, and to also
identify space availability for potential future programs. However, feasibility studies were not included
in this assessment; only the existing usage of the facilities was evaluated using the District’s target
class size and building code occupancy calculations.
This study was completed December 22, 2017. No demographics study was commissioned. The
evaluations were completed using only current enrollment numbers for the 2017-18 school year. The
assessment does provide capacity numbers assuming both scenarios of half-day kindergarten and fullday kindergarten. Even with the half-day kindergarten, the assessment has identified several schools
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close to capacity, and in the most recent school year, potentially exceed capacity at a few of our
schools. In light of various other program-related decisions, District 15 would benefit from an updated
capacity study with projected enrollment figures provided by a demographer or other source.
Boundaries Task Force (BTF)
The BTF was formed in January of 2017 and included 37 members representing all schools and
geographic areas of the school district. Membership included District 15 parents, business owners, and
local residents without children enrolled in our schools.
The task force was formed for two reasons:
1. To mitigate capacity concerns at several schools where enrollment is increasing; and
2. To address community issues with the current boundary lines.
The BTF met numerous times over the course of the year to gather data and develop scenarios for the
Board to consider. To engage the community in this process, a survey was distributed to the community
to gather insights into their top priorities for the District.
Feedback was obtained from residents with children attending all 20 CCSD15 schools in addition to
community members with no children in the schools. The top 10 priorities that presented as important to
the community were as follows:
● Neighborhood Schools (1,182)
● Alignment of Elementary to JH and HS (1,005)
● Smaller class size (799)
● Full-day Kindergarten (695)
● Alleviate overcrowding (641)
● Reducing Bus Travel Times (590)
● Fiscal Responsibility (558)
● Minimal Disruption (503)
● Not Splitting up Subdivisions (501)
● Efficient Use of Buildings (471)
The BTF presented their preliminary Boundary Concepts at the regular meeting of the Board on June
12, 2019. (Attachment 3)
Four concepts were presented and are summarized below.
Concept 1 Overview - C1 achieves 9/10 top priorities as identified through the community survey.
Priorities achieved would include:
● Consistent School Feeder Patterns
● Neighborhood Schools
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●
●
●
●
●
●

Balance Northeast Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Half-Day Kindergarten
Thomas Jefferson (TJ) conversion into a Junior High (JH)

This concept does not include a new school. Work needs to be done to determine if it is feasible to turn
TJ into a junior high. The Board would need to direct administration to work with STR Partners on a
cost proposal and timeline to do so. Although a community priority, kindergarten remains half-day.
Concept 2 Overview
C2 achieves 10/10 top priorities as identified through the community survey. Priorities achieved would
include:
● Consistent School Feeder Patterns
● Neighborhood Schools
● Balance Northeast Schools to handle population density
● Maximize use of existing space
● Alleviate overcrowding
● Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
● Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
● Thomas Jefferson (TJ) conversion to JH
● Addition of 12 classrooms to 3 existing schools
This concept does not include a new school. Like Concept 1, work needs to be done to determine if it is
feasible to turn TJ into a junior high. The Board would need to direct administration to work with STR
Partners on a cost proposal and timeline to do so. The concept also needs to be analyzed to determine if
the 12 classrooms will alleviate overcrowding, and if so, at what schools. The impact on transportation
and the bilingual overlay also need to be considered.
Concept 3 Overview
C3 achieves 10/10 top priorities as identified through the community survey. Priorities achieved would
include:
● Consistent School Feeder Patterns
● New Park Place school (K-6) to serve Northeast Palatine
● Neighborhood Schools
● Balance Northeast Schools to handle population density
● Maximize use of existing space
● Alleviate overcrowding
● Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
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● Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
● Thomas Jefferson (TJ) conversion into a Junior High
● Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend
This concept has D15 purchasing Park Place to serve part of NE Palatine. The concept must be more
deeply studied to ensure that full-day kindergarten can be provided at all schools. The impact on
transportation and the bilingual overlay also need to be considered. STR Partners and its engineering
firm would need to do a feasibility study to confirm that Thomas Jefferson is an appropriate site to house
a junior high with its indoor and outdoor space needs in alignment with D15’s other junior highs.
Concept 4 Overview
C4 achieves 6/10 top priorities as identified through the community survey. Priorities achieved would
include:
● New Park Place school to serve NE Palatine
● Balance NE Schools to handle population density
● Maximize use of existing space
● Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
● Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
● Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend
This concept fails to meet top priorities and does not streamline a feeder pattern from elementary to
junior high schools. Administration recommends setting aside Concept 4 from further review.
Potential Next Steps for BTF
● What would each scenario look like from a boundary perspective (what changes -- what areas are
impacted).
● Work with Transportation and EL Departments to understand busing implications of concepts
and overall programmatic impact of any changes to Bilingual Overlay.
● Community engagement surrounding the Board decision will be scheduled.
Park Place Proposal
District 15 boundaries cover a 35-mile radius covering all or part of seven municipalities.The Northeast
Quadrant (NEQ) of D15 makes up 1.5 miles of the 35 square miles and educates 23% of our overall
student body. There is no neighborhood school within the NEQ, so students are bused to Lincoln,
Central Road, Lake Louise, and Virginia Lake schools.
Looking for open land to potentially construct a school or to lease/purchase land in the NEQ was
explored. Unfortunately, that area is both densely populated and landlocked with no open parcel of land
for purchase to meet our needs.
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Through City Manager Reid Ottensen, the Village of Palatine engaged former D15 Superintendent Dr.
Scott Thompson regarding a vacant strip mall adjacent to Walmart on the corner of Rand and Dundee
Road. D15 is currently exploring the possibility of entering into an agreement with Stuckey
Construction to build out the vacant storefront and construct an 80,000 square foot school for an
estimated cost of $17.9M to acquire the building. Administration had an initial consultation with legal
counsel Hodges Loizzi regarding parameters of a proposal.
One cannot talk about facility needs, enrollment and transportation, however, without keeping in mind
the Bilingual Overlay, which according to Dr. Cheryl Wolfel has been in place in D15 since the late
1990s. If we were to acquire Park Place, D15 would have to determine which students/neighborhoods
within the NEQ would attend Park Place School. It should be noted that Park Place is not big enough to
educate all students within the 1.5 mile of the NEQ so determining which portion of the quad would
attend this new school would need to be further explored.
Additionally, according to our Director of Transportation Mr. Bramley, Park Place would present
specific transportation challenges, as Rand and Dundee Roads do not have adequate sidewalks for
students to walk to school and both roads have already been classified as hazardous roadways through IDOT. In terms of transportation, this means every student we educate at Park Place School would need
to be transported free of charge by D15 buses.
Cohort Survival Enrollment Projections
D15 recently commissioned an enrollment study completed by SBImhoff Consulting Inc. The purpose
of the study was to develop a Cohort Survival Projection Method that would allow us to use live birth
data and previous enrollment experiences to determine whether enrollment will increase or decrease
each year, both in total and by grade level.
The main findings indicate that:
● Total District 15 enrollment has decreased in each of the last six years at an average of
0.7% per year. A large reason for this is the number of births in the zip codes served by the
District declined three straight years from 2010-2012 and has remained at that level in most
years since. There were two years with more births (2014 and 2016). The District subsequently
had its largest kindergarten class in four years (1,158 students) during the 2018-19 school year
and is expected to have a similar-sized kindergarten class in 2020-21. Historically the District’s
kindergarten class increases by about 11% when those students reach 1st grade in the following
year. However, recent kindergarten and 1st grade classes have still been smaller than the
graduating 8th grade classes.
● As a result, the projections anticipate a continuing slight decline in overall enrollment over
the next four years. A decrease of 93 students is expected in the upcoming year for a total
enrollment of 11,691 in 2019-20. There is a slight uptick of 15 students in the 2020-21 projected
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enrollment followed by two more years of small decreases to arrive at an estimated enrollment of
11,652 by 2022-23.
In summary, District-wide enrollment is expected to decline by approximately 130 students (1.1%) over
the upcoming four-year period with the largest drop occurring in 2019-20 (93 students). The table below
summarizes the forecasted change in enrollment at individual schools
within the District during the next four years.

As a reminder, cohort survival enrollment projections are just one tool to assist with District planning.
The model excels at showing how cohort enrollments change as students advance from grade to grade
within the District. However, the District will need to consider if there are outliers in recent enrollment
history or future economic factors (new housing developments, changing community demographics,
etc.) that would cause projected enrollment to vary from the historic averages used in the model’s
calculations. Building capacities are also important to analyze in conjunction with these projections. For
example, the model may predict a small percentage increase in future enrollment for a particular school,
but if the building is already near capacity, a small increase could have significant ramifications. Future
enrollments will undoubtedly vary
from expectations to some extent, but having more information available upfront makes it
easier for the District to plan for contingencies and adjust when these changes occur.
Revenue Streams for Facility Related Needs
Outside of Health Life Safety projects, numerous capital projects have been completed using District
funds. Most recently, five secure vestibules were completed during summer 2019 and
six are scheduled for summer 2020.
As Mr. Adamczyk shared during his tentative budget presentation at the June 12 regular meeting
(Attachment 4), the capital budget cannot possibly fund all needed health life safety projects and other
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critical infrastructure work. Therefore, to gain a better understanding of overall revenue sources
available to D15, Mr. Adamczyk and I met with Managing Director Elizabeth Hennessy from Raymond
James. Mrs. Hennessy serves as the District’s financial advisor and has worked within the District since
2014 when they were hired via an RFP process. Raymond James specializes in K-12 financing and is
considered a “top ten” underwriter of school bonds nationwide and in Illinois. Mrs. Hennessy comes to
us with over 30 years of experience. Their role is to help develop a sustainable financing plan to address
the District’s capital needs.
Mrs. Hennessey will present funding options to the Board of Education to provide the District with
needed funds to begin to more aggressively tackle priority “B” projects over the next 3 to 5 years. Her
presentation has tentatively been scheduled for the September meeting.
In addition to creating a new funding stream through bonding, the District also must address other
capital, preventative maintenance, and site work that are part of critical infrastructure needs currently not
being adequately addressed through the District’s annual Operating Funds.
Next Steps
We hope this report has been helpful in consolidating and clarifying the extensive facility needs that
must be addressed, while also highlighting other community and educational goals focused around our
facilities. This work is essential if the Board is to address its Strategic Plan priority area of “facilities
utilization and maintenance,” as well as for our administrative team to meet three administrative goals in
the Strategic Plan to: develop a facilities space and utilization plan; develop a long-term life safety and
maintenance plan; and explore extended pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten opportunities.
At tonight’s meeting, we hope to engage the Board in discussion of:
● how to prioritize our facility work in the short term to address the Park Place proposal;
● to look at a plan for the middle range of 3-5 years ahead in addressing our health life safety
survey projects; and
● to take a longer view of District facilities as we prepare to enter the next decade 2020-30.
The Board will be asked to reach consensus to direct administration on next steps to move forward.
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Attachment 1
Illinois School Building Code (excerpt)
According to 2-3.12 of the Illinois School Building Code, to prepare for school boards with the advice
of the Department of Public Health, the Capital Development Board, and the State Fire Marshal a
school building code that will conserve the health and safety and general welfare of the pupils and
school personnel and others who use public school facilities.
Within 2 years after September 23, 1983, and every 10 years thereafter, or at such other times as the
State Board of Education deems necessary or the regional superintendent so orders, each school
board subject to the provisions of this Section shall again survey its school buildings and effectuate
any recommendations in accordance with the procedures set forth herein.
1.
An architect or engineer licensed in the State of Illinois is required to conduct the surveys
under the provisions of this Section and shall make a report of the findings of the survey titled
“safety survey report” to the school board.
2.
The school board shall approve the safety survey report, including any recommendations to
effectuate compliance with the code, and submit it to the Regional Superintendent.
3.
The Regional Superintendent shall render a decision regarding approval or denial and
submit the safety survey report to the State Superintendent of Education.
4.
The State Superintendent of Education shall approve or deny the report including
recommendations to effectuate compliance with the code and, if approved, issue a certificate of
approval.
5.
Upon receipt of the certificate of approval, the Regional Superintendent shall issue an order
to effect any approved recommendations included in the report. The report shall meet all of the
following requirements:
○
Urgent items shall be considered as those items related to life safety problems that present an
immediate hazard to the safety of students.
○
Required items shall be considered as those items that are necessary for a safe environment
but present less of an immediate hazard to the safety of students.
○
Urgent and required items shall reference a specific rule in the code authorized by this
Section that is currently being violated or will be violated within the next 12 months if the violation
is not remedied.
6.
Items in the report shall be prioritized.
7.
Urgent items shall be considered as those items related to life safety problems that present an
immediate hazard to the safety of students.
8.
Required items shall be considered as those items that are necessary for a safe environment
but present less of an immediate hazard to the safety of students.
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9.
Urgent and required items shall reference a specific rule in the code authorized by this
Section that is currently being violated or will be violated within the next 12 months if the violation
is not remedied.
10. The school board of each district so surveyed and receiving a report of needed
recommendations to be made to maintain standards of safety and health of the pupils enrolled shall
effectuate the correction of urgent items as soon as achievable to ensure the safety of the students,
but in no case more than one year after the date of the State Superintendent of Education's approval
of the recommendation.
11. Required items shall be corrected in a timely manner, but in no case more than 5 years from
the date of the State Superintendent of Education's approval of the recommendation.
12. Once each year the school board shall submit a report of progress on completion of any
recommendations to effectuate compliance with the code.
(c) As soon as practicable, but not later than 2 years after January 1, 1993, the State Board of
Education shall combine the document known as “Efficient and Adequate Standards for the
Construction of Schools” with the document known as “Building Specifications for Health and Safety
in Public Schools” together with any modifications or additions that may be deemed necessary. The
combined document shall be known as the “Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools” and shall be
the governing code for all facilities that house public school students or are otherwise used for public
school purposes, whether such facilities are permanent or temporary and whether they are owned,
leased, rented, or otherwise used by the district. Facilities owned by a school district but that are not
used to house public school students or are not used for public school purposes shall be governed by
separate provisions within the code authorized by this Section.
(d) The 10 year survey cycle specified in this Section shall continue to apply based upon the
standards contained in the “Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools”, which shall specify building
standards for buildings that are constructed prior to January 1, 1993 and for buildings that are
constructed after that date.
(e) The “Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools” shall be the governing code for public schools;
however, the provisions of this Section shall not preclude inspection of school premises and buildings
pursuant to Section 9 of the Fire Investigation Act, 1 provided that the provisions of the “Health/Life
Safety Code for Public Schools”, or such predecessor document authorized by this Section as may be
applicable are used, and provided that those inspections are coordinated with the Regional
Superintendent having jurisdiction over the public school facility.
(e-5) After the effective date of this amendatory Act of the 98th General Assembly, all new school
building construction governed by the “Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools” must include, in
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its design and construction, a storm shelter that meets the minimum requirements of the ICC/NSSA
Standard for the Design and Construction of Storm Shelters (ICC-500), published jointly by the
International Code Council and the National Storm Shelter Association. Nothing in this subsection
(e-5) precludes the design engineers, architects, or school district from applying a higher life safety
standard than the ICC-500 for storm shelters.
(f) Nothing in this Section shall be construed to prohibit the State Fire Marshal or a qualified fire
official to whom the State Fire Marshal has delegated his or her authority from conducting a fire
safety check in a public school.
(g) The Regional Superintendent shall address any violations that are not corrected in a timely
manner pursuant to subsection (b) of Section 3-14.21 of this Code.
(h) Any agency having jurisdiction beyond the scope of the applicable document authorized by this
Section may issue a lawful order to a school board to effectuate recommendations, and the school
board receiving the order shall certify to the Regional Superintendent and the State Superintendent of
Education when it has complied with the order.
(i) The State Board of Education is authorized to adopt any rules that are necessary relating to the
administration and enforcement of the provisions of this Section.
(j) The code authorized by this Section shall apply only to those school districts having a population
of less than 500,000 inhabitants.
(k) In this Section, a “qualified fire official” means an individual that meets the requirements of rules
adopted by the State Fire Marshal in cooperation with the State Board of Education to administer this
Section. These rules shall be based on recommendations made by the task force established under
Section 2-3.137 (now repealed) of this Code.
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Attachment 2: STR Partners Summary of Life Safety Projects by School
Attachment 3: Boundaries Task Force Board Presentation 06.12.2019
Attachment 4: 2019-20 Board Budget Presentation 06.12.2019

Boundaries Task Force
Preliminary Draft of Boundary Concepts
June 12, 2019

Boundaries Task Force Formation

Board of Education (BOE) Strategic Plan
Develop a facilities space & utilization plan
Identify options for housing students in schools, including examining boundaries

Goal 1:

Goal 2:

To mitigate capacity concerns at several
schools where enrollment is increasing

Address community issues with the
current boundary lines

Boundaries Task Force Goals
•Identify community priorities
•Examine current boundaries and enrollment
•Create 3-4 Concepts
•Obtain feedback from community

Boundaries Task Force Guiding Principles
• Enable success for all students
• Sustained excellence of our school district
• Meet top priorities from community survey
• Align with school board class size targets

Survey open to the public from September – October 2018, 1920 respondents chose top 4 priorities

Solutions to Community Concerns
Neighborhood Schools
Alignment of Elem-JH-HS
Reducing Bus Travel Times
Subdivisions Not Split Up

Optimize Feeder Patterns – 61%

Minimal Disruption
Efficient Use of Buildings
Smaller Class Sizes

Efficiently Use / Increase Capacity – 28%

Alleviate Overcrowding
Full-Day Kindergarten

Full-Day Kindergarten – 10%

Optimize Feeder Patterns
Feeder patterns are the flow of schools that the students take as they progress
through their education. The patterns are determined by the location of the
students residence and that location within the school boundary.

“School Feeder Patterns: Overview and Impacts”, Hanover Research May 2014

District 15 Current School Feeder Pattern - Split Pathways
Jane Addams Elem
Virginia Lake Elem
Lake Louise Elem

Winston
Campus JH

Lincoln Elem

Palatine HS
(D211)

GM Sanborn Elem
Kimball Hill Elem

WR Sundling JH

SR Paddock Elem
Winston Campus Elem

Central Road Elem

Carl Sandburg
JH

Willow Bend Elem

Rolling
Meadows
HS (D214)

Pleasant Hill Elem
Hunting Ridge Elem
FC Whiteley Elem
Marion Jordan Elem
Thomas Jefferson Elem

Based on March 2004 Boundaries map

Plum Grove JH

Fremd HS
(D211)

Efficiently Use / Increase Capacity
● Several schools experiencing overcrowding
● Overcrowding and large class sizes for individual grade
levels
● High Density of students in the NE corner of Palatine with
no neighborhood school

Full-Day Kindergarten
● More formal and informal instructional time for core subjects
● More time for teacher-directed individual work to encourage cognitive
development
● More time to differentiate instruction
● More time to develop critical social and emotional skills
● No mid-day transportation
● Child-centered, developmentally appropriate approach
● Closing the achievement gap
● Preferred by many teachers and parents
● Cost effective for families - sliding scale payment consideration
● Benefit to homeowners through potentially increased property values
Source: National Education Association

Concept 1
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

9/10

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
Top
No new schools
Priorities
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Half-Day Kindergarten
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH

Concept 3
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
New Park Place school (K-6) to serve NE Palatine
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH
Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend

Concept 2
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
No new schools
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH
Addition of 12 classrooms to 3 existing schools

10/10
Top
Priorities

Concept 4
●
●
●
●
●
●

10/10
Top
Priorities

New Park Place school to serve NE Palatine
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend

6/10
Top
Priorities

Boundaries Task Force – Concept 1 Overview
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
No new schools
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District wide programs
Half-Day Kindergarten
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH

Achieves
9/10
Top
Priorities

Jane Addams Elem
Virginia Lake Elem
Lake Louise Elem
Winston Campus Elem

GM Sanborn Elem

Concept 1 - Feeder Patterns
Winston
Campus JH
WR Sundling JH

Lincoln Elem
Kimball Hill Elem
Central Road Elem

Carl Sandburg
JH

Palatine HS
(D211)
Rolling
Meadows
HS (D214)

SR Paddock Elem
Willow Bend Elem

Plum Grove JH

Pleasant Hill Elem
Hunting Ridge Elem
FC Whiteley Elem
Marion Jordan Elem

Thomas
Jefferson JH

Fremd HS
(D211)

Boundaries Task Force – Concept 2 Overview
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
No new schools
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH
Addition of 12 classrooms to 3 existing schools

Achieves
10/10
Top
Priorities

Jane Addams Elem
Virginia Lake Elem
Lake Louise Elem
Winston Campus Elem

GM Sanborn Elem

Concept 2 - Feeder Patterns
Winston
Campus JH
WR Sundling JH

Lincoln Elem
Kimball Hill Elem
Central Road Elem

Carl Sandburg
JH

Palatine HS
(D211)
Rolling
Meadows
HS (D214)

SR Paddock Elem
Willow Bend Elem

Plum Grove JH

Pleasant Hill Elem
Hunting Ridge Elem
FC Whiteley Elem
Marion Jordan Elem

Thomas
Jefferson JH

Fremd HS
(D211)

Boundaries Task Force – Concept 3 Overview
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
New Park Place school (K-6) to serve NE Palatine
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH
Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend

Achieves
10/10
Top
Priorities

Jane Addams Elem
Lake Louise Elem
Winston Campus Elem

Concept 3 - Feeder Pattern
Winston Campus
JH

NEW Park Place Elem

Virginia Lake Elem

WR Sundling JH

Palatine HS
(D211)

GM Sanborn Elem
Lincoln Elem
Kimball Hill Elem

Carl Sandburg JH

Central Road Elem
SR Paddock Elem
Willow Bend Elem

Plum Grove JH

Pleasant Hill Elem
Hunting Ridge Elem
FC Whiteley Elem
Marion Jordan Elem

Rolling
Meadows
HS (D214)

Thomas Jefferson
JH

Fremd HS
(D211)

Boundaries Task Force – Concept 4 Overview
● New Park Place school to serve NE Palatine
● Balance NE Schools to handle population density
● Maximize use of existing space
● Dynamic capacity for District wide programs

● Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools
● Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend

Achieves
6/10
Top
Priorities

Jane Addams Elem
Lake Louise Elem
Winston Campus Elem
NEW Park Place Elem

Virginia Lake Elem

Concept 4 - Feeder Pattern
Winston
Campus JH

Palatine HS
(D211)

WR Sundling JH

GM Sanborn Elem
Lincoln Elem
Kimball Hill Elem
Central Road Elem

Carl Sandburg
JH

Rolling
Meadows
HS (D214)

SR Paddock Elem
Willow Bend Elem
Pleasant Hill Elem
Hunting Ridge Elem
FC Whiteley Elem
Marion Jordan Elem
Thomas Jefferson Elem

Plum Grove JH

Fremd HS
(D211)

Concept 1 - ~$20 M
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

9/10

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
Top
No new schools
Priorities
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Half-Day Kindergarten
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH (~$20 M)

Concept 3 - ~$45 M
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
New Park Place school (K-6) to serve NE Palatine (~$22M)
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools (~$1.6M)
Top
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH (~$20 M)
Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend (~$1M) Priorities

10/10

Concept 2 - ~$28 M
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Consistent School Feeder Patterns
No new schools
Neighborhood Schools
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Alleviate overcrowding
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools (~$1.6M)
Thomas Jefferson conversion to JH (~$20 M)
Addition of 12 classrooms (~$6 M)

10/10
Top
Priorities

Concept 4 - ~$25 M
●
●
●
●
●
●

New Park Place school to serve NE Palatine (~$22M)
Balance NE Schools to handle population density
Maximize use of existing space
Dynamic capacity for District-wide programs
Full-Day Kindergarten at all schools (~$1.6M)
Addition of 2 classrooms to Willow Bend (~$1M)

6/10
Top
Priorities

Next Steps
● School Board to make Park Place decision
● Finalize Concepts
● Obtain Community Feedback
● Present to Board

Community Consolidated School District 15

2019-20 Tentative Budget
Michael M. Adamczyk, Chief School Business Official
Corey Bultemeier, Director of Fiscal Services
June 12, 2019

Major Assumptions
• Incorporates the budget guidelines
approved by the Board of Education at the
February 13, 2019 Board meeting.
• Collective bargaining agreements settled
with an approximate 2.0% increase. DTU
increases as noted in January 2019 CBA.
• Administrator and non-represented
employees budgeted with a 2.0% increase.
• Increase of 9 FTE in CTC staffing from the
November 2018 five-year forecast to meet
enrollment demands.
• Preliminary IMRF rate of 10.86% effective
January 1, 2020.

Major Assumptions
• The Senate passed a $40.6 billion
budget for 2019-20 on June 2. The
budget includes an additional $375
million in Tier spending.
• The Transportation funding line item
is budgeted for statewide increase of
$26.3 million.

Budget Highlights - REVENUE
• Total Property Tax Revenue of
$124,325,749, excluding Debt.
• Accounts for 76.39% of district revenue.
• Total State Sources of $22,313,222 or
13.71%.
• Total Federal Sources of $9,835,038 or
6.04%.

Budget Highlights - REVENUE
• 2018-19 Base Funding
Add’l Tier Funding 2018-19
Total FY 19 State Funding
Add’l Tier Funding 2019-20
Total FY 20 State Funding

$16,120,517
394,637
$16,515,154
375,000
$16,890,154

• Assume $16.89M for all future years.
• Additional Tier Funding, 2019-20 and
beyond?

Budget Highlights - EXPENDITURES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Total Salaries of $107,916,014 or 63.91%.
Employee Benefits of $28,896,125 or 17.11%.
Utilities of $2,325,820 or 1.38%.
Liability Insurance of $1,365,000 or 0.81%.
Technology expenditures of $2,067,189 or 1.22%.
Food and supply costs of $1,987,650 or 1.18%.
Capital Projects Fund expenditures of $7,232,723 or 4.28%.
Transportation Fund expenditures of $2,988,896 or 1.77%.
O/M Fund expenditures of $3,249,030 or 1.92%.
These items are $158.03 million of $168.86 million budget,
or 93.58%.

CTC COUNT
• 888.260 FTE
(8.225 FTE)
880.035 FTE

$70,231,890
328,540
$69,903,350

• CTC Negotiations
@ 880.035 FTE

$70,204,816

• Under projections
$301,466
• Variance
0.429%

Budget Highlights
Excess Revenue over/(under) Expenditures
($6,458,871) – Proposed Budget
7,232,723 – Capital Projects Fund
$773,852

Reconciliation
FY 2019/20 – Nov. 14, 2018
($2,184,813)
Add’l EBF Funding
375,000
Add’l Replacement Taxes
250,000
Increased IMRF Expenditures
(361,000)
Increased O&M Expenditures
(295,000)
Increased Taxi Services
(240,000)
Add’l Coord & Admin Positions
(948,000)
Increased Bus Drivers Salaries
(277,000)
Increased CP Fund Expenditures
(1,290,000)
DOI Textbooks & Supplies
(1,175,000)
(359,496)
Add’l CTC Positions
($6,505,309)
FY 2019-20, June 12, 2019

($6,458,871)

Revenue Summary
Audited Actual
2017-18

Adopted Budget
2018-19

Tentative Budget
2019-20

Increase/(Decrease)
Adopted to Tentative

Revenue
124,582,427

128,008,353

130,477,927

14,420,027

14,584,818

16,175,161

Transportation

9,633,996

9,328,922

9,094,158

IMRF/Social Security

5,348,094

5,284,353

5,090,473

Working Cash

1,312

1,300

1,300

Tort Immunity

1,296,158

1,290,559

1,455,099

648,308

500,000

436,000

18,088

400

400

155,948,410

158,998,703

162,730,520

5,643,285

5,845,650

5,845,650

161,591,695

164,844,353

168,576,170

Educational
Operations and Maintenance

Capital Projects
Health & Life Safety
Debt
Total All Funds

2.35%
2.26%

Expenditures Summary
Expenditures

Audited Actual
2017-18

Adopted Budget
2018-19

Tentative Budget
2019-20

Increase/(Decrease)
Adopted to Tentative

121,784,112

128,043,151

132,940,905

11,542,249

11,742,217

12,120,151

Transportation

8,866,041

9,046,262

9,983,630

IMRF/Social Security

5,202,740

5,224,895

5,392,795

Working Cash

-

-

-

Tort Immunity

1,398,857

1,295,000

1,365,000

Capital Projects

8,632,009

7,389,987

7,232,723

Health & Life Safety

6,195,918

-

-

163,621,925

162,741,512

169,035,204

5,995,261

5,995,335

5,995,336

169,617,186

168,736,847

175,030,540

(154,186)

(154,186)

(154,186)

Educational
Operations and Maintenance

Debt
Total All Funds
Lap Top Lease & Data Refresh

3.87%
3.73%

Fund Balance Summary
Audited Actual
2017-18

Adopted Budget
2018-19

Increase/(Decrease)
Tentative Budget
Adopted to
2019-20
Tentative

Net change in Fund Balance
Excluding Debt Service

(7,827,702)

(3,896,995)

(6,458,871)

Beginning Fund Balance

66,952,890

59,125,188

55,228,193

-6.59%

Ending Fund Balance

59,125,188

55,228,193

48,769,322

-11.69%

36.14%

33.94%

28.85%

62,336,795

58,341,101

51,886,730

36.75%

34.58%

30%

(8,179,677)

(4,046,680)

(6,608,556)

All Funds % of Expenditures
Ending Fund Bal including
Debt Services:
Ending Fund Bal including
Debt Svcs. as % of Expend.
Revenues over/(under)
Expenditures incl. Debt

-11.06%

QUESTIONS?

