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MINUTES 

BOARD OF EDUCATION  

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

COMMUNITY UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 200 

January 25, 2017 

 

The Committee of the Whole meeting of the Board of Education of Community Unit School 

District 200, DuPage County, Illinois, was called to order at the School Service Center, 130 W. 

Park Avenue, Wheaton, IL, by Board President Jim Vroman, on Wednesday, January 25, 2017, 

at 7:30 PM.   

 

ROLL CALL 

Upon the roll being called, the following were present: 

 

Board Members: Jim Vroman 

   Brad Paulsen 

   Chris Crabtree 

   Joann Coghill    

   Jim Gambaiani 

   Barbara Intihar     

   Jim Mathieson    

 

Also in Attendance: Dr. Jeff Schuler 

   Mr. Bill Farley 

   Mrs. Erica Loiacono 

                                    Dr. Joanne Panopoulos 

Dr. Robert Rammer 

    

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Member Crabtree led the Board and community in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

MOTION 

Member Crabtree moved, Member Paulsen seconded to suspend the rules and adjourn to 

workshop setting.  Upon a roll call vote being taken the vote was: AYE 7, NAY 0. The motion 

carried 7-0. 

 

 

Business Services 

Financial Forecast 

Dr. Schuler introduced Mr. Bill Farley, Assistant Superintendent for Business Operations to 

provide a 5 Cast financial forecast.  It was noted this presentation was reviewed by the Board 

Finance Committee.   

 

Mr. Farley reminded the board this is the time of the year where staff looks at five year 

projections.   It was noted that this is not the budget.  This is the second year the district has been 

using this model, which gives the ability to look at multiple years and what if scenarios.  New 

information is constantly being updated into this model.  This presentation shows what the 

district is using at this point in time. 

 



Open Session Minutes – January 25, 2017  Page 2 

The 5 Cast Power Point Presentation included the following: 

 5 Cast - A powerful financial planning tool that can be used for… 

 Data Elements 

 Revenue Budget – FY 2017 Budget Revenue by Source 

 Local Revenue – Tax Base Assumptions: Consumer Price Index – Levy Years 

 Local Revenue – Tax Base Assumptions: New EAV Growth 

 Key Revenue Assumptions – Other Local Revenue (CPPRT & all other local revenue) 

 Key Revenue Assumptions – State Revenue (GSA & other state categorical grants) and 

Federal Revenue 

 State Categorical Funding – 10 Year History 

 Key Revenue Assumptions – General State Aid Revenue 

 Key Revenue Assumptions – Revenue Sensitivity: Tax Levy & General State Aid 

 Expense Budget: FY 2017 Budget – Expenditures by Object 

 Key Expenditure Assumptions: Salaries (Teachers & All Other Staff); Health & Dental 

Benefits; Purchased Services, Supplies, Capital Outlay, Tuition 

 Additional Assumptions – Staffing Assumptions (Certified Staff) 

 Additional Assumptions – Other 

 Aggregate Revenue and Expenditure Projections Excluding IMRF 

 Aggregate Revenue and Expenditure Projections Including Sherman Dergis Full Impact 

in FY 19 

 Eleven Year Perspective - Projected Year-End Balances 

 

 

 

There were additional comments on the following: 

 The district was just informed the CPI held flat at 2.1%. 

 Will use 2.0% as projection going forward. 

 EAV – two TIF’s expiring.  There is a good amount of building going on in the 

community and a lot of new growth potential for the future.  The Amazon impact is built 

in, as is tax abatement.  

 CPPRT – the state is pulling back on that number ($1.8M).  The district is keeping that 

flat. 

 There is uncertainty with the State of Illinois.  There are a number of things being talked 

about and tossed around, but nothing confirmed. 

 Currently, the district received $402.02 per student in General State Aid. 

 While the poverty grant has increased, the foundation level has stayed flat. 

 The district has not received any categorical payments for this fiscal year (owed for 

September and December). 

 General state aid funding has not increased. 

 The tax collection rate is over 99% in this area, however this shortfall amounts to $127K. 

 When the recession hit in 2008, the new growth rate dropped off. 

 This is the last year of the teacher contract.  The compensation committee has been 

meeting regularly on this topic. 

 Health and dental benefits project 3% annual increases for FY 19-22.  This is down from 

7% last year.  This drop is primarily due to the district joining the insurance coop NIHIP.  

 Emphasized this is not the district budget.  The board has adopted seven balanced 

budgets in a row.   
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 The aggregate revenue and expenditure projections including Sherman Dergis full impact 

in FY 19 (page 18 of attachment) is “what if” scenario should the referendum not be 

successful. 

 The eleven year perspective assumes that four categorical payments will be received from 

the state annually. 

 

There were additional questions and/or discussion on the following: 

 If the staff level is kept flat, this assumes the enrollment is flat. 

 Question on the potential TRS pension shift and what the cost shift element talk is that is 

circulating.  Dr. Schuler advised that everything is in a state of flux at the present time. 

 Pension cost shift vs. property tax freeze. 

 If cost shift is introduced as a phase in, this could potentially be talked about at the 

bargaining table. 

 Total expenditures:  increasing 2-2.5% annually in the next five years? 

 80% of the district costs are staff/people. 

 What would the deficit spending look like if we adjusted expenditures percentage to what 

it was in the last 5 years? 

 Does the aggregate revenue and expenditure projections assume a 2% salary increase? 

 90% of funding at the school level comes from property taxes. 

 What is the general state aid figure based on?   

 The impact to the district if the state increased the general state aid foundation level. 

 The likelihood to move out of alternative formula funding. 

 Reviewing the step and lane movement for certified staff. 

 Real dollars vs. Sherman Dergis dollars should the referendum not be successful. 

 The definition of “foundation level” – the guaranteed funding level to every student in the 

state. 

 The average cost to educate a student in the state is $12,841.  D200 is at $12,636.   

 D200 retention rate is higher than the state average. 

 This report is based on stable enrollment. 

 This report is a significant planning tool that the district can use to plan for the future. 

 

Feasibility Study for Capital Campaign 

Through the Vision 2018 Plan, a goal was identified to explore alternate revenue sources, when 

available, to support district needs. This was specifically called out as a Board Priority and the 

focus has been on supporting other agencies (PTA, Student Excellence Foundation) in their 

efforts to raise funds to support District 200 Programs.  

 

As part of the Master Facility Plan, an option has been discussed to conduct a capital campaign 

as a supplementary funding source for existing district funds and potential referendum funding. 

The Community Engagement Committee has discussed this option and asked administration to 

explore potential donors that might help to support the cost of a feasibility study.  

 

Conducting a feasibility study is an important step in determining levels of private gift support. 

The study can be used as a research tool to determine fundraising potential in District 200. 

Results would determine if a campaign is viable and help in determining the best methods for a 

major gifts campaign. To truly embrace the Board goal of looking for alternative revenue 

sources, this would be a key step to take.  

 

Over the summer, the District discussed the potential capital campaign with the DuPage 
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Community Foundation and solicited proposals from three potential partners identified as 

qualified consultants. The proposed cost for conducting a feasibility study ranged from $28,000 

to $40,000. Administration has secured $14,000 in private support for the study, and would like 

to discuss Board of Education support for the remaining cost. 

 

Administration has determined that Pruehs and Associates would be the recommended vendor if 

we conduct a feasibility study.  Dr. Schuler introduced Mr. John Pruehs from Pruehs and 

Associates to answer any questions that board members may have regarding a feasibility study. 

Mr. Pruehs discussed what the feasibility study would entail, which included the following: 

 

 Pruehs and Associates is a local company so there would be limited out-of-pocket 

expenses. 

 This study would test to see what kinds of expectations the district could have in terms of 

raising charitable gifts and grants. 

 The district would learn what strategies would best be implemented to help raise funds 

and what the amounts are that could be expected to raise successfully. 

 Identification of the most fundable projects would be a goal. 

 Suggestions as to who ought to be involved in terms of volunteer community leaders who 

might be stakeholders would be provided. 

 Prospective donor hot button topics would be identified. 

 

There was discussion on the following: 

 The potential target number and goal in order to make this worthwhile. 

 How this effort is viewed in conjunction with the Student Excellence Foundation. 

 The foundation can use this information to assist them in the future.  It would help them 

to get to know their voters. 

 People that have given before, will give again. 

 Is there a better response if there is a specific project to tie the effort to – major gift 

campaign? 

 If the target or goal is in the $3-3.5M range, has this level of contribution been successful 

with regard to a school district?  Yes.  

 The benefits of a naming methodology. 

 How long the study would take?  12 weeks.  How long would the campaign be?  Target 

18-20 months for the campaign. 

 The funds could be used to offset spending for projects that have been identified. 

 The community spoke during the community engagement process saying the district 

needs to find alternative sources of money.  This is an important step in the due diligence 

of what was promised to the community. 

 Are there upfront costs of this study?  Capital campaign costs an average of 8-12%.  

Front-end cost or investment is small. 

 Projects that would provide opportunities to focus donor interest on include a new early 

learning center, science labs, library learning centers, and a performing arts center. 

 The district would not identify new projects, rather it would be something we currently 

have on the table. 

 The incubator classroom has raised $25,000. 

 Where does the money typically come from?  Discussion starts with local business 

leaders. 
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 Can this study be successful prior to April 4? Is there enough clarity to provide direction 

for the study? The idea of providing options of some projects for donors to see is 

favorable. 

 This study would be an entrée into building relationships with major gift donors. 

 

Board members were asked if they would like to move forward and present this topic for a vote 

at a future meeting.  This item will be placed as an action item at a future meeting.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS – Non-Agenda Items 

None 
 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION 

There being no further business to come before the Board in Open Session, Member Crabtree 

moved, Member Mathieson seconded to adjourn the meeting.  Upon a voice call vote being 

taken, all were in favor and the motion carried 7-0. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:24 PM. 

 

 

___________________________________  ____________________________________ 

Chris Crabtree, Secretary                            Jim Vroman, President 


