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Community Consolidated School District 181 Board of Education

Executive Summary of the
Bond Referendum Review 

and Accountability Committee

On May 31, 2017, the Community Consolidated School District 181 Board of Education approved a settlement 
agreement to end litigation that had delayed the sale of bonds needed to finance construction of a new Hinsdale 
Middle School following a successful November 2016 Referendum. The settlement agreement included a clause 
that a Bond Referendum Review and Accountability Committee be formed and comprised of three Board 
members.

According to the settlement agreement, “The Committee’s goals shall be objectively to: (1) investigate any 
error(s) and/or omission(s) that may have occurred regarding the Bond Referendum; (2) to examine and make 
any recommendations regarding the District’s past communications, actions, analysis and transparency with the 
community regarding the financial aspects of the Bond Referendum and construction of Hinsdale Middle School, 
including, but not limited to, the structure and costs of the bonds, the parking deck and any construction scope 
changes; and (3) to make any recommendations to the District, if appropriate, to minimize the risk and cost of 
any future recurrence of the error(s) and/or omission(s) that may have occurred with the Bond Referendum.”

The settlement agreement goes on to say that, “After the Committee has completed its investigation... the 
Committee shall produce a written report of its investigation, which shall include any conclusions regarding 
accountability as to the Bond Referendum.” The Committee’s final report and supporting documents were made 
available to the public via the District website on September 29, 2017. 

The settlement agreement further notes that an executive summary of the final report “shall be mailed to all 
taxpayers in the District...” This publication serves to meet that stipulation of the settlement agreement.

www.d181.org > Our District > Committees > 
Board Bond Referendum Review and Accountability Committee



Community Consolidated School District 181 Board of Education
Bond Referendum Review and Accountability Committee

Final Report (September 29, 2017)

Background • Process • Timeline

Why and How the Committee was Established

On May 31, 2017, the Board of Education approved a settlement agreement to end litigation that had delayed the 
sale of bonds needed to finance construction of a new Hinsdale Middle School following a successful November 2016 
Referendum. The settlement agreement included a clause that a Bond Referendum Review and Accountability Com-
mittee be formed.

In a statement to the community sent June 2, 2017, Superintendent Dr. Don White and Board President Jennifer Burns 
noted: “The three-day publication error which led to the litigation was not caused by the District, and the District 
accepts no responsibility for the error, as clearly stated in the settlement agreement. What the District does commit to 
is the establishment of a committee… to be comprised of three Board members to review any errors or omissions that 
may have occurred regarding the publication notice for the referendum, as well as the District’s past communications 
with the community regarding the referendum and HMS construction project.” The statement went on to explain that 
the committee could not change the terms or funding model of the referendum, and could not change the structur-
ing of the bonds. Rather, the committee’s recommendations would be focused only on the period leading up to the 
referendum.

At the June 12, 2017 Board of Education Business meeting, it was determined that the committee would be com-
prised of Board President Jennifer Burns (elected in 2015), Board Secretary Meeta Jain Patel, M.D. (elected in 2017), 
and Board Member Rich Giltner (elected in 2015).

Requesting Public Comments

In addition to requiring formation of the committee, the settlement agreement required that the committee provide 
an opportunity to accept written public comments and questions related to the referendum. The opportunity to do so 
was announced on June 28, 2017 to District 181 parents, staff, and Key Communicators, and to the community at large 
via information shared with local media and posted on the District website. Individuals who wished to submit to the 
committee questions or comments could do so in one of three ways: an email sent to the Director of Communications, 
a letter sent via U.S. mail to the District Administration Center, or submission of an online form available on the District 
website. Per the settlement agreement, the deadline to submit public comments or questions was July 14, 2017.

Committee Meeting 1: July 26, 2017

A public meeting of the Bond Referendum Review and Accountability Committee was held on the afternoon of July 
26, 2017. Joining the Committee for discussion at that time were Superintendent Dr. Don White, Director of Com-
munications Bridget McGuiggan, Chief Financial Officer / Treasurer Mohsin Dada, and Board of Education Attorney 
John Izzo of Hauser Izzo, LLC. Ms. Burns began the meeting by explaining why the committee was created, stating its 
objectives, and outlining the process of accepting public comments and questions. She then briefly summarized each 
of the five online submissions and seven email submissions that were received. It was noted that Committee members 
received emails from a resident on the topic but not in one of the three ways submissions were to be accepted; the 
emails were submitted as part of a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. The Committee also received an email 
from a resident on the topic after the July 14 deadline. It was clarified that the Committee could consider those emails 
in its deliberations, as well as topics beyond those that were submitted.
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Establishing a Scope for the Committee’s Work

The committee determined the focus areas of their work through discussion at the committee meeting on July 26, 
2017.

Four sections were identified as areas to be reviewed for the final report:
1. Appraisal of the HMS Building
2. Selection of the Architect and Construction Manager
3. Additions and Changes to the HMS Design
4. Referendum Legal Notice and Related Procedures

Three topics were identified as areas to be summarized but not reviewed for the final report, with the summary to 
highlight changes and improvements made to policy and/or practice:

5. Directory Information Sharing
6. District Communication Related to Anti- and Pro-Referendum Materials
7. District Communication Related to Referendum Costs and Tax Impact

The administration was directed to gather related documents and other information (i.e. chronology of events) as spe-
cifically outlined during the meeting, and to send those materials to committee members by August 9, 2017.

Initial Document Gathering, Reporting, and Responses

On August 9, 2017, Superintendent Dr. Don White sent the committee members an email with an overview report and 
documents divided by section.

The timeline established at the July committee meeting called for committee members to evaluate the information 
and provide comments and conclusions to the administration no later than August 30, 2017. To ensure compliance 
with the Open Meetings Act, committee members were directed to submit such comments and questions to the 
Superintendent (not fellow Committee members). On August 30, 2017, Ms. Burns and Dr. Patel individually submitted 
to Dr. White an email with comments, questions, and conclusions based on the documents and reports that had been 
provided.

The administration provided information responding to the submitted comments, questions, and conclusions via 
BoardDocs as part of the committee meeting held September 11, 2017.

Committee Meeting 2: September 11, 2017

A second committee meeting was held September 11, 2017. Joining the Committee at the table were Superintendent 
Dr. Don White, Director of Communications Bridget McGuiggan, and Board of Education Attorney John Izzo of Haus-
er Izzo, LLC. Ms. Burns began the meeting by restating why the Committee was created and highlighting the com-
mittee’s objectives. The three committee members then engaged in discussion around each of the seven previously 
identified sections selected for the report. During discussion, Board members shared individual perspectives on areas 
of concern, remaining questions, conclusions (highlighted below), and suggested next steps or corrective actions 
(highlighted below).

At the conclusion of the discussion, an updated timeline was established to ensure continued compliance with the 
Settlement Agreement.

• September 15, 2017 - Deadline for the administration to provide a draft report to the committee members. (This 
document and the inclusion of all previous related materials is intended to meet that need.)

• September 22, 2017 - Deadline for the Committee to provide comments on the draft report (via individual re-
sponse to Dr. White).

• September 23, 2017 - Deadline for the administration to provide the committee with a document compiling the 
individual comments.
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• September 25, 2017 (5pm) - Committee meeting to review the final report.
• September 29, 2017 - Deadline for the administration to create the final report, as stipulated in the settlement 

agreement.
• October 20, 2017 - Deadline for the final Committee meeting, as stipulated in the Settlement Agreement.

It was noted during discussion at the September 11, 2017 committee meeting that the settlement agreement requires 
not only select information to be available on the District website for two years, but also that an executive summary of 
the final report be “mailed to all taxpayers in the District within 45 days of its issuance or within such other time period 
as reasonably practicable.” It was determined that further discussion on those points would be considered during the 
September 25, 2017 committee meeting.

Committee Meeting 3: September 25, 2017

A third committee meeting was held September 25, 2017. Joining the Committee at the table were Superintendent 
Dr. Don White and Director of Communications Bridget McGuiggan. Ms. Burns began the meeting by stating its 
purpose and noting that Dr. White had requested the opportunity to make a statement. Dr. White then read pre-
pared remarks. Ms. Burns next introduced a concept for organizing the information from the committee’s work into a 
final report, referencing use of a series of folders organized chronologically, with links to supporting information. The 
committee then provided the administration direction on how to format comments and suggested additions provid-
ed by individual committee members which had been included in the September 25, 2017 draft report. The meeting 
concluded with a review of the committee’s next steps and timeline. It was determined that the “final meeting” as 
required by the settlement agreement would be held on October 16, 2017.

Committee Meeting 4: October 16, 2017

A fourth and final committee meeting was held October 16, 2017. Joining the Committee at the table were Superin-
tendent Dr. Don White and Director of Communications Bridget McGuiggan. Ms. Burns began the meeting by stating 
its purpose and the committee’s goals as stipulated in the settlement agreement. Ms. Burns, Dr. Patel, and Mr. Giltner 
thanked those involved in the committee’s process and individually commented on and/or restated their conclusions 
as outlined in the committee’s final report (dated September 29, 2017). Some recommendations for general improve-
ments to be made to processes and practices were also shared. 

Ms. Burns made the following statement:

The work of this Committee has spanned three months, included four public meetings, provided five opportuni-
ties for public input, required the administration’s preparation and Board members’ review of hundreds, possibly 
thousands, of pages of documents, and produced a final report fourteen pages long. Countless hours have been 
spent to honor the commitment made in the settlement agreement. The process has not been an easy one and 
I appreciate the commitment of all who have been involved and, in particular, Board members Meeta Patel and 
Rich Giltner who, on top of the time they already so graciously give in service to the community as members of 
the Board of Education, participated in the work of this Committee.

As evidenced in the body of this report, Committee members have not been in agreement on the implications of 
all the issues reviewed. Some members have stressed the importance of “checks and balances” to ensure ac-
countability and others the need to consider the totality of actions and character before passing judgment. Both 
are important and essential charges of the Board of Education and consensus was not a requisite of the Commit-
tee.

Of all the issues addressed by the Committee, the most troubling to me was the Referendum Legal Notice Error. 
It is clear to me that the administration, while not legally responsible for the notice error, could have prevented or 
corrected it and had a fiduciary responsibility to do so. Of greater concern is the administration’s lack of disclo-
sure and the misrepresentation of relevant documents once they became public. This disclosure meant that the 
Board made financial and legal decisions (including an advance of over $3M to fund reconstruction costs) without 
knowledge of all available and relevant information. When the Board makes decisions without full disclosure, its 

Community Consolidated School District 181  •  115 West 55th Street, Clarendon Hills, IL 60514 
630.861.4900 • fax: 630.887.1079  •  www.d181.org  •  Twitter: @CCSD181Page 3



ability to make decisions in the best interest of the District is compromised.  

On a related note, I am also concerned about the lack of clarity and transparency associated with the Additions 
and Changes to the HMS Design. Based on my review of documents as well as my participation in a majority of 
the relevant meetings, it seems that features identified by the Board as important - like the quality of the HVAC 
system - were compromised to decrease the HMS budget for the 2nd referendum. These decisions were made 
without making it clear to the full Board that major mechanical systems were being compromised/downgraded. 
This is an issue because, as already indicated, without full disclosure, the ability of the Board to make decisions 
in the best interest of the District is compromised. Further, the Board can not ensure that referendum funds are 
being spent appropriately if what is and is not included in the budget and design of the new HMS is unclear. 

In other areas of Committee review, administrative actions were inconsistent with Board direction, and ineffective 
processes necessitated inefficient rehashing of discussions, decisions and recommendations. Finally, in an at-
tempt to ensure that the same mistakes are not repeated in similar future situations, I recommend the following:

1. Adhere to established policies and processes.
2. Determine if additional processes are needed to ensure good decision making. 
3. Establish proper financial controls (eg, review at both committee and Board levels).
4. Ensure Superintendent and Board actions are consistent.
5. Provide all relevant information in a timely manner prior to Board action.

The committee and administration then discussed the executive summary to be mailed to all community members, 
also as stipulated in the settlement agreement. It was determined that the entire 14-page report would be mailed; Ms. 
McGuiggan and Dr. White were directed to prepare the mailing, with Ms. Burns serving as the contact for questions 
on the mailing. It was also determined that the administration would make grammatical and spelling corrections as 
needed on committee member comments within the report before it is printed and mailed. The administration agreed 
to do so via track changes and send the document with changes shown to committee members for their individual re-
view. Ms. Burns concluded the meeting by reviewing final actions required to comply with the terms of the settlement 
agreement: ensure that the report posted on the website is accessible for two years, complete the executive summary 
mailing, and disband the committee. An opportunity for public comment and questions was offered; one community 
member shared a comment.

(Audio recordings of Board committee meetings are available online: http://livestream.com/ccsd181/boe.)

(Continued on Next Page)
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Committee Conclusions
(Suggested by Individual Committee Members)

The following conclusions were made by individual committee members at the meeting on September 11, 2017, and/
or on September 25, 2017, and/or in comments submitted prior to those meetings. These conclusions have not been 
affirmed by all committee members.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions (General)

Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: 

The reports and responses provided by Dr. White to the Committee on various issues underscore a common 
theme. There appears to be a lack of respect towards the BOE and its directives to the Superintendent. In re-
sponse to committee member questions there was often a standard non-response provided, which appeared 
to be defensive in nature. “No administrative response is necessary at this time as this seems to be a conclusion 
statement and not a request for additional information or a question.” This line was used 17 times in the report. 
While every comment may not have warranted a response, there were opportunities for a response to be made to 
clarify issues or provide explanation. These opportunities were not taken. Several responses to questions asked 
by committee members were dismissive and did not provide fully honest answers. Furthermore, the findings of 
two committee members show that during the referendum process, the BOE was not fully apprised of critical 
information as they were going through the decision making process about the referendum. 

It is this committee member’s opinion that the most serious issue this report addresses is Dr. White’s failure to 
disclose information in connection with the publication error, where information was kept from the BOE for an 
extended period of time. The findings by two committee members upon close review of District-provided doc-
uments, showing that Dr. White was in fact informed of the publication requirements by the BOE’s legal counsel 
dating back to August 19, 2016, was not only unexpected but disappointing. Dr. White had a fiduciary responsi-
bility to ensure the accurate and timely publication of the election notice and he did not meet that responsibility. 
What is at issue here is that throughout the process, Dr. White has not been forthright in sharing this information 
with the BOE dating back to December 2016. There have been a multitude of opportunities to share this informa-
tion through the litigation process, during Accountability Committee meetings and in the reports generated by 
the District in response to questions raised by the committee. At no point did Dr. White come forward with this 
information. This has resulted in a loss of trust in his leadership. The implications of this should be discussed by 
the full Board.

Committee Member Rich Giltner: 

This has been a long, tiring and frustrating process. Yet despite all of this, it is important to remember that the 
root of the issue and the reason for this report is an error by the Dupage County Election Commission. If they had 
done their job properly and published the notification within the proper time period, there would have been no 
construction delay, no lawsuit and no need for this committee.

It is true that the error by the Dupage County Election Commission was not totally unforeseeable. A similar error 
had occurred back in 2000 and the District’s lawyer strongly suggested that someone in the administration verify 
the notification was published in the proper time window. Unfortunately the Election Commission error was not 
caught, and for that the District administration bears some responsibility. Although the District appeared to do 
what they needed to do, they did not properly verify that all others in the process did their job too. However in 
assessing responsibility, it should also be remembered that there were many moving pieces at the time and many 
things that needed to be completed. It is easy looking back, knowing what we know now, to criticize this lack of 
oversight of the Election Commission’s responsibility. But it is also important context to note that there were three 
other taxing bodies that also had notifications published on the incorrect date by the Dupage County Election 
Commission in October, and none of those organizations caught the commission’s error either.
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A final issue is one of transparency. It is one thing to make an error, it is a completely different and arguably more 
serious issue to try to cover up that error. The Board was unaware of the document from the District’s lawyer until 
it was presented to them by Dr. White in the context of this committee’s work, many months after it was written. 
It is a valid question to ask why the Board was not made aware of its existence earlier. I understand there were 
thousands of documents to comb through and Dr. White felt he needed to be careful to not make conclusions or 
highlight one document over another and risk stepping into the committee’s domain. Even so, at the very least 
Dr. White showed a lack of appreciation of the importance of this document to the Board and a failure to fully 
appreciate the perception of lack of transparency the discovery of the document could generate.

For newer members to the Board with only a few months working with Dr. White, these events are a big part of 
their interaction with him and I can understand their disappointment and potential loss of trust in the relationship. 
Yet I cannot echo their concern. I am uncomfortable assuming intent in isolation when someone makes a mistake 
or an error in judgment. I prefer to judge someone with the totality of my experience of their actions and obser-
vance of their character. Every long time colleague of Dr. White I have met has vouched for his honesty and work 
ethic over multiple decades and districts. And in my role as a Board member over the last 2 1/2 years I have spent 
nearly 1,000 hours with Dr. White including Finance Committee, Insurance Committee, Facilities Committee, 
teacher negotiations, agenda setting meetings and Board meetings. In all those interactions and many others he 
has always conducted himself with the utmost of professionalism and acted with the highest integrity, and most 
importantly, has put the needs of the students and the District first.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 1 (Appraisal of the HMS Building)

• There is a discrepancy in the administration’s claim of “no knowledge” of the 2002 appraisal.
 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: Although the administration was informed of the 2002 appraisal in an 

email dated 3/22/16, the administration claimed to have “no knowledge” of the report subsequent to that 
date.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration did not locate the original 2002 HMS appraisal 
when advised of its existence on 3/22/16 by Yvonne Mayer. In addition, September 2016 FOIA responses 
made by Dr. White that he was unaware of the existence of the 2001 appraisal until August of 2016 are in-
consistent with the 3/22/16 correspondence.

• There are inconsistencies between 2016 appraisal dates, including the date on the appraisal report, the date on 
the report’s cover letter, and the email receipt date.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: These inconsistencies suggest that the administration could have pro-
vided the appraisal in a more timely manner as needed to inform Board decisions.

• Only one appraiser was contacted by the administration to perform the service.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration only contacted one appraiser to perform the ser-

vice instead of getting multiple appraiser bids.
• The appraisal report was incomplete because it did not include the “highest and best use” value.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: Despite the Board’s direction that “highest and best use” value be de-
termined the administration did not follow up with the appraiser to make the information available.

• Information shared by the appraiser related to conversations with a Village administrator could not be verified.
• The administration did not seek clarity from the Board when the administration was unclear about the need for, 

and timing of, requested information.
 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: The administration made an independent decision which was inconsis-

tent with Board direction.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration did not obtain an appraisal at the “highest and 

best use” value despite the Board directive to do so on 9/12/16. Although the Board made a decision to 
build the new HMS on the original site, they still requested a complete appraisal report since the District 
had paid for one and the report provided did not give the “highest and best use” value. Dr. White states 
in his September 4th response that he alone made the decision to not obtain the complete appraisal. Dr. 
White did not inform the Board of this decision nor did provide an explanation for why he didn’t obtain the 
report until asked by the Committee.

• The administration did not provide information requested by the Board in a timely manner.
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 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration did not provide the received 8/11/17 draft apprais-
al report to the BOE prior to the 8/15/16 BOE vote to place the referendum question on the November 
2016 ballot. Upon additional review of the documents, the following was noted: On 8/11/17, Dr. White sug-
gested 3 dates after 8/15/16 BOE meeting to the appraiser to review the draft appraisal despite having full 
knowledge of the action item on 8/15/17 agenda. The draft appraisal report was presented to the BOE on 
8/19/16, 4 days after the BOE took action to place the referendum question on the November 2016 ballot 
instead of the April 2017 ballot. The purpose of this appraisal was to aid the BOE in making a site determi-
nation of where a new building should be built. While it may not have changed the outcome, the BOE was 
unable to make an informed decision without this report.

• The lack of a complete appraisal report in 2016 may result in additional costs to the District because an apprais-
al may be needed for discussions with the Village of Hinsdale related to development of an Intergovernmental 
Agreement for the parking deck.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The lack of a complete appraisal report in 2016 may result in addi-
tional costs to the District because an appraisal may be needed for discussions with the Village of Hinsdale 
related to development of an Intergovernmental Agreement for the parking deck.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 2 (Selection of the Architect and Construction Manager)
• The process established by the administration for scoring and selecting the architect and construction manager 

was flawed.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: During the first referendum, the process established by the adminis-

tration for scoring and selecting the architect and construction manager was flawed. Based on BOE direc-
tion, it was redesigned and then a second round of scoring was done. Upon re-scoring, a different architect 
was selected.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: The administration did not hold all of the architects to the same re-
quirements when it came to providing and confirming references.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: An administrator provided one architectural firm more time to submit 
references as compared to other firms. This affected the scoring of the number of references provided.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: It appeared that attempts were made to skew the selection results 
which necessitated rescoring among committee members.

• The ranking and scoring process should have been more balanced in its participants in regard to the number of 
administrators involved vs. community members.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I do not agree with this comment. The committee members were well 
known to the public and the Board. The breakdown between community members, Board members and 
administration was also well known and transparent. If the Board felt the balance was off, they could have 
easily stated so and requested a change; I do not recall that desire ever being stated at a Board meeting or 
a committee meeting.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The ranking and scoring process should have been more balanced in 
its participants in regard to the number of administrators involved vs. community members vs. BOE commit-
tee members.

• The ranking and scoring process documentation was not transparent.
 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I do not agree that “the ranking and scoring process documentation was 

not transparent.” I attended most if not all of the Facilities Committee meetings when the ranking and scor-
ing took place. The process was not clearly established in advance and the committee was trying to decide 
together the best way to rank and score as those meetings were happening. I agree that is not ideal, howev-
er to say it was not transparent I feel is unfair and not accurate. It seems to imply it was a secretive process, 
which was not the case.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: During the first referendum, the documentation of the ranking and 
scoring process was not transparent.

• The concept of a design competition may have resulted in the District receiving less interest in the project from 
architecture firms due to the time and financial commitment it required of the firms.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration’s suggestion of the concept of a design competi-
tion may have resulted in the District receiving less interest in the project from architecture firms due to the 
time and financial commitment it required of the firms.
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• The District needs a better process for the selection of professional partners, and that process should be docu-
mented.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 3 (Additions and Changes to the HMS Design)
• The Facilities Committee was not provided clear information on how their input would be used in forming rec-

ommendations.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The Facilities Committee was not provided clear information on how 

their input would be used in forming recommendations.
• Actions and discussions of the Facilities Committee were not consistently brought to the full Board.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I disagree. We spent a significant amount of time at the Board table dis-
cussing the actions and discussions of the Facilities Committee. Facilities Committee Chairman Gary Clarin 
and Facilities Committee Member and Board President Mridu Garg frequently provided information to the 
Board and would have provided more if requested. In addition every meeting was open to the public and 
recorded for those who wanted even more detail.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Findings, actions and discussions of the Facilities Committee were not 
consistently brought to the full Board.

• There was a lack of clarity and transparency regarding design changes made between the March and November 
referendums.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: 
 ■ On 2/8/16, the Board approved the $65M “Option G” design for the March 2016 referendum and rec-

ommended by the administration and the Facilities Committee. Support for “Option G” included the 
following:

 * The administration included the “quality of critical building features like HVAC and the roof” 
among reasons for supporting “Option G” over alternative designs. (Board Report, “Recommen-
dations on the Hinsdale Middle School Design Options,” 2/8/16.)

 * Leading up to this Board meeting (Dec 2015-Feb 2016), there were many discussions at Facilities 
Committee meetings about ways to lower the cost of the new HMS. Committee members ex-
pressed concerns about designs which would compromise either the quality of the HVAC system 
or the roof.

 ■ Following the failed March 2016 referendum, the Board tasked Cordogan Clark with revising the HMS 
design to decrease the total budget.

 ■ On 6/7/16, Cordogan Clark presented a revised conceptual design with an estimated cost reduction 
between $8M and $10M to the Facilities Committee. On 6/13/16, the same presentation was made to 
the Board.

 ■ Between June and August 2016, a revised conceptual design, budgeted at approximately $53M, was 
presented to the Facilities Committee multiple times with no mention of either inoperable windows, or 
a change in the quality of the HVAC system or the roof.

 ■ At the 8/11/16 Board meeting, the revised design was presented with the following key changes noted: 
(1) the elimination of the auditorium, (2) a reduced overall footprint (from 160,000 square feet to 133,900 
square feet), (3) reduced choral space, (4) reduced core classrooms to 34, (5) elimination of artificial turf, 
(6) elimination of the running track (to be bid as an alternate). There was no mention of a change in the 
quality of the HVAC system or the roof. There was also no mention of inoperable windows. In response 
to Board questions, Brian Kronewitter stated that decisions about design were made with the approval 
of Dr. White and Ken Surma. (Board meeting minutes, 8/11/16.)

 ■ At the 8/15/16 Board meeting, the Board approved placing a referendum on the November 2016 bal-
lot.

 ■ It was not until after the Board approved placing a $53,329,194M referendum on the November 2016 
ballot that a list of design options and “alternate bids” was recorded. Operable windows, roofing and 
an HVAC upgrade were included on the list.

• There was a lack of clarity regarding which individuals or groups authorized changes to the design and when 
those changes were approved.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I reached out to the architect, Brian Kronewitter, for clarity on the inoper-
able windows and the HVAC systems. He informed me that the HVAC system did not change between the 
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first referendum and the second referendum. He also mentioned that inoperable windows were also never 
changed between the $65 million design and the $53.3 million design and were in place for both.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: There was a lack of clarity regarding which individuals or groups au-
thorized changes to the design and when those changes were approved.

• Sufficient detail had not been provided to the full Board explaining changes made to the design, or the cost and 
quality implications of those changes.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I disagree as I feel sufficient detail was provided to the Board. If I needed 
more details there were numerous opportunities to ask for it.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Sufficient detail had not been provided to the full Board explaining 
changes made to the design and the cost implications of those changes prior to the BOE approving the 
design changes.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Information was provided to this committee member that the $65 
million referendum included the same HVAC system and inoperable windows as the $53.3 million approved 
referendum. The full BOE was not informed when they approved the referenda questions that the designs 
included an HVAC system that would need to be upgraded nor were they informed that the windows were 
inoperable. Following the approval of the $53.3M referendum, design changes with change order fees 
needed to be approved by the BOE to upgrade the HVAC system and provide operable windows in each 
classroom.

• The full Board of Education did not have the opportunity to weigh in on decisions around changes to the design.
 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: I do not agree with this comment. There were numerous opportunities for 

the Board to weigh in on design changes.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The full Board of Education did not have the opportunity to weigh in 

on decisions around changes to the design.
• The Board was given the information requested at the time; nothing was hidden from the Board.

 ○ Committee member Jennifer Burns: Based on the chronology, content and communication of changes, it 
appears that the Board was not fully apprised of system compromises made to the approved $65M “Op-
tion G” design to decrease its budget until after the $53M referendum was approved for placement on the 
November 2016 ballot. As a result, funds have been spent during the construction process on the addition 
of features believed already included in the design and budget.

• The Board approved a referendum cost and referendum ballot language but not a final design concept.
 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: The Board approved a design concept before the referendum. The pre-

cise number of $53.3 million represented a specific design concept. The Board would not have approved an 
amount to go to referendum without a particular design behind it.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: A review of meeting minutes and information provided by the adminis-
tration indicates that the only design concept approved by the Board was the $65M “Option G.” Although 
changes to the “Option G” design which reduced its budget to $53M were presented to the Board, there 
was no approval of either the design or a final design.

 ■ The Board approved placing a referendum for $53,329,194 on the November 2016 ballot. Tying the 
$53M budget to an approved design as done for the first referendum attempt would have clearly iden-
tified design features and systems for all parties involved.

• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: Responses from the administration regarding why setbacks weren’t taken into full ac-
count prior to the referendum(s) were insufficient.

• Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: In regard to variances, ultimately there were 6 variances needed, however the BOE 
was unaware of this possibility until after the referendum was passed. The architect should have made possible variances 
and their cost implications known to the Board. The first time a variance was mentioned was at the 9/14/16 Facilities Com-
mittee meeting; the architect mentioned a second variance needing to be approved, including the parking lot setback, as 
well as the bus drop off stuff back on Washington Street. There was no further mention of additional variances until after the 
referendum passed. At the 12/14/16 Facilities Committee meeting, the architect then mentioned that the current design 
required six variances. On December 19, 2016 the Board of Education had its first presentation noting six variances and then 
they were asked to take action on a redesign that would require only three variances. These design changes cost the District 
$661,000 from its design contingency fund. There was not transparency with regards to the variances. The original design 
was changed to lower cost. After the referendum passed, the design was changed again which added cost to avoid varianc-
es. These should have been disclosed or not have been included in the design in the first place.
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Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 4 (Referendum Legal Notice and Related Procedures)
• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: Regarding the notice error and based on a review of written communica-

tions only recently made available, it appears that the administration, while not legally responsible for the error, 
could have prevented or corrected it. Of more significant concern is the lack of disclosure which occurred.

• The District was responsible for ensuring that the election notice was published correctly, as indicated by the 
August 2016 letter from Mr. Izzo to Dr. White and confirmed by the August 2016 response from Dr. White to Mr. 
Izzo.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: 
 ■ On August 19, 2016, Hauser Izzo sent a letter to Don White detailing election procedures. Number 3 of 

the nine items on what appears to be a checklist reads as follows: 
 * “Notice of the proposition to be submitted at the Election is to be published by the DuPage 

Election Commission and the Cook County Clerk. The Notice must be published not earlier than 
Saturday, Oct. 8, 2016 and not after Friday, Oct. 28, 2016 in the Hinsdalean,…”

 * “We strongly suggest that you make certain that the publication of the Notice is made in an accu-
rate and timely manner.”

 ■ On August 23, 2016, a response confirming required actions is sent to Hauser Izzo from the Superinten-
dent’s office. In that letter is stated:

 * “Our office will ensure that notice…is to be published…not earlier than Saturday, October 8, 2016 
and not after Friday, October 28, 2016, in The Hinsdalean…”

 ■ These letters were misrepresented as “requests for information” in the chronology provided on August 
9, 2017 by the administration to the Accountability Committee.

 ■ The letter from Hauser Izzo informed Don White of responsibilities and actions required by the approv-
al of the HMS referendum.

 ■ The response to Hauser Izzo was an affirmation from the administration that those responsibilities and 
actions were understood and would be fulfilled.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: As of August 19, 2016, Dr. White knew he had a fiduciary responsibility 
to ensure that the Dupage Election Commission published the election notice in accurate and timely man-
ner. At no time did he inform the BOE that he was aware of this responsibility and that he had failed to fulfill 
it. Following the publication error, Dr. White and Hauser Izzo repeatedly advised the BOE that the DuPage 
Election Commission was solely responsible for ensuring timely publication of the notice. Despite multiple 
opportunities to inform the BOE of his fiduciary responsibility, he failed to do so.

• Since the administration had been advised by Hauser Izzo that the “Notice must be published not earlier than 
Saturday, October 8, 2016 and not after Friday, October 28, 2016, in the Hinsdalean ...” the District had advance 
notice of the DuPage County Election Commission’s error, as a communication from the Election Commission to 
the administration stated that the notice would appear “beginning the week of October 3.”

• The administration’s statement in its August 9, 2017 Summary that “the administration did not receive informa-
tion from the DuPage County Election Commission about the error prior to the November election and/or in 
time to remedy the error” is untrue based on the date of the 10/3/16 Election Commission letter.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: On October 3, 2016, a letter from the DuPage County Election Com-
mission was received by the Superintendent’s office. In that letter, the Election Commission stated that it 
would fulfill its obligation with the Notice “appearing in all the local newspapers throughout the county 
beginning the week of October 13, 2016.”

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: 
 ■ On August 19, 2016, a letter from the Board of Education legal firm, Hauser Izzo, was sent to the Office 

of the Superintendent, Dr. White, stating the District must follow multi-step election procedures. The 
letter states in relevant part: “Notice of the proposition to be submitted at the election is to be pub-
lished by the DuPage Election Commission and the Cook County Clerk. The notice must be published 
not earlier than Saturday, October 8, 2016 and not after Friday, October 28, 2016 in the Hinsdalean, 
which is the newspaper having general circulation in the District designated in the resolution. We 
strongly suggest that you make certain that the publication of the notice is made in an accurate and a 
timely manner.”

 ■ On August 23, 2016, a letter from the Office of the Superintendent was sent to legal firm Hauser Izzo 
in response to the August 19th letter stating that they will follow election procedures. The letter states 
in relevant part: “Our office will ensure that notice of the proposition to be submitted at the election is 
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to be published by the DuPage Election Commission and the Cook County Clerk. The notice must be 
published not earlier than Saturday, October 8, 2016 and not after Friday, October 28, 2016 in the Hins-
dalean, which is the newspaper having general circulation in the District designated in the resolution.”

 ■ Upon receipt of the letter from the DuPage Election Commission on October 3, 2016, the District was 
given notice that the publication would begin that week. Because the Hinsdalean is a weekly publica-
tion that distributes on Thursday, Dr. White was on notice that the publication would happen on Thurs-
day, October 6th, 2016. This was 2 days before the earliest permissible date of October 8th, 2016.

• The error by the DuPage County Election Commission could have been prevented or corrected had due dili-
gence been completed. 

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Dr. White did not contact the DuPage County Election Commission to 
ensure timely and accurate publication despite being notified that publication would be occurring too soon. 
The publication error could have been prevented or corrected had Dr. White exercised due diligence.

• The administration did not disclose all relevant information upon request by the Board.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: At no time after August 19th, 2016 through the present date, did Dr. 

White disclose to the BOE the existence of the three letters. Although the documents were produced to the 
Committee on August 9th, the description of the documents in Dr. White’s summaries did not accurately 
reflect the true nature of the letters. It was not until committee members read through the 1000+ pages of 
documents, that this information was found.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: At no time after bond counsel flagged the publication error in Decem-
ber 2016 and refused to sell bonds or after the lawsuit was filed, did BOE legal counsel Hauser Izzo inform 
the BOE of August 19th and 23rd letters.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: When asked at the July 26th, 2017 meeting if there was a checklist for 
referendum procedures that need to be followed, neither Dr. White nor Hauser Izzo disclosed the August 
19, 2016 letter.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 5 (Directory Information Sharing)
• Needed changes to policy and practice were made to prevent future questionable actions and potential judg-

ment errors in the area of releasing identifying student information.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: What is needed here is the background information about the direc-

tory information sharing issue to provide context for the conclusion. Similarly, we need to specify what the 
prior policy was and what the updated policy is.

 Administrative Note: The following information has been added below in response to the above request:

 Changes in Practice and/or Policy
 ■ New language was written for the steps that take place during registration related to the sharing of 

information. Those changes were made in time for 2016-17 school year registration and were further 
refined for 2017-18 school year registration. The language added clarity to the potential recipients of 
such information (PTO, Foundation, etc.) as well as clarity to the information that would be included 
in responding to such requests. Additionally, for 2016-17 registration, those actions were changed to 
an opt-in rather than an opt-out. For 2017-18 registration, in response to concerns about the number 
of parents who then in error did not opt-in to the sharing of information with the PTOs and for media/
news purposes, the selection was changed to a Yes/No option.

 ■ Policy 7:340 Student Records was modified. The section on Directory Information now reads as fol-
lows: “To the extent permitted by law, the School District may designate certain information regarding 
students as directory information. Images on a school security video, or student social security numbers 
or student identification or unique student identifiers shall not be designated as directory information. 
The School District may not release certain directory information regarding students to the general 
public, except that a student’s parent(s)/guardian(s) may opt-in to the release of the specific student 
directory information as part of the registration process. The notification to parents/guardians and 
students concerning school student records will inform them of their right to object to the release of 
directory information and that they may opt-in to the release of student directory information as part of 
the registration process.”
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 ■ The elementary and middle school handbook language was also modified to align with the changes in 
policy.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 6 (District Communication Related to Anti- and Pro-Referen-
dum Materials)

• Because districts are prohibited from advocating either for or against a referendum, countering the points made 
in the C4CH anti-referendum communication was of questionable judgment. 

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Because districts are prohibited from advocating either for or against 
a referendum, countering the points made in the C4CH anti-referendum communication was not appropri-
ate.

• The treatment of pro- and anti- referendum groups should be consistent.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The treatment of pro- and anti- referendum groups should have been 

consistent.
• The District should not comment on specific communications published by pro- and anti- referendum groups.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: This is a complicated issue that I feel does not lend itself to easy solu-
tions. I can envision an instance where outright falsehoods are presented by either pro- or anti-referendum 
groups. If it is causing confusion in the community or is beginning to be accepted as fact, a restatement of 
the facts by the District may be warranted. Even so, not commenting is the preferred response and replying 
to any misstatements should be in extreme cases and discussed with the Board in advance, if possible.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Inaccurate information about the referendum should be corrected no 
matter what the source.

Individual Committee Member Conclusions in Section 7 (District Communication Related to Referendum Costs and 
Tax Impact)

• District communications about referendum costs and tax impact were not misleading for the first referendum 
and were further clarified for the second referendum.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The communication initially sent out by the District on February 11, 
2016 did not accurately reflect the homeowner impact of the HMS Referendum Debt Service.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: As a result of community member comments, the District released 
more detailed and accurate information in communications sent out for the second referendum.

(Continued on Next Page)
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Next Steps and/or Corrective Actions 
(Suggested by Individual Committee Members)

The following next steps and/or corrective actions were suggested by individual committee members at the meetings 
held July 26, 2017, September 11, 2017, and/or September 25, 2017, and/or in submitted comments. These sugges-
tions have not been affirmed by all committee members.

Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 1 (Appraisal of the HMS Building)
• Board requests for information should be completed thoroughly and in a timely manner.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: If the Superintendent chooses to not comply with a BOE directive, 
then the Superintendent should inform the BOE and provide rationale.

• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: In the future, (1) administrative decisions should be consistent with Board 
direction, (2) if the administration is unclear about Board direction, then clarification should be requested, and (3) 
information needed to inform the Board decisions should be provided as available.

• Requests for quotes or proposals should be sought from multiple vendors when professional services are sought.
 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Agree with remainder of items listed.

Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 2 (Selection of the Architect and Construction Man-
ager)

• Ranking or scoring done at the committee level should be done by a group of individuals that has a fair and bal-
anced representation of roles in the District (administrator, parent, community member, etc.). Discussion about 
the participants of such a process should take place with the full Board and in advance of the committee meet-
ing when it is to take place.

• Results of scoring done by committee members should be made available to the Board and public, with person-
ally identifying information redacted.

• A policy and/or best practice document should be created addressing how to conduct a selection process for 
professional partners such as an architect and construction manager.

• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: In the future, (1) the selection process, scoring criteria and participants 
should be defined in advance of the meeting in which the scoring takes place and reviewed by multiple parties 
(e.g., administration, Board, committee members) to ensure the absences of bias, and (2) scoring sheets (with 
identifying information removed) should be made public.

• Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Agree with items listed.

Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 3 (Additions and Changes to the HMS Design)
• An architect (or other such project lead) should be directed to make clear to the full Board the modifications be-

ing made in the value engineering process (with detail) and the Board should be given an opportunity to provide 
input on those decisions. 

• The administration and Committee Chair should clearly communicate to committee members when the commit-
tee’s discussion will form the basis of a recommendation.  

• Discussion at the committee level should be brought forward to the full Board, particularly if the discussion is 
providing direction on decisions.

• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: In the future, (1) at the committee level, there should be a differentiation 
between agenda items for discussion and those requiring a recommendation for the Board, (2) a more formal 
process for providing the Board with committee updates should be considered, (3) administrative responsibility 
for managing consultants (like architectural and construction management firms) should be more clearly identi-
fied, and (4) for iterative processes (eg, design, budget), a consistent format for updates should be established at 
the onset of a project for clarity and transparency.

• Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Agree with items listed.

(Continued on Next Page)
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Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 4 (Referendum Legal Notice and Related Proce-
dures)

• A clear process (checklist) for a referendum legal notice should be developed which identifies associated time-
lines and responsible parties, including both legal counsel and administration. The process should include a 
phone call to the election commission verifying the notice is accurate.

 ○ Committee Member Jennifer Burns: In the future, (1) at the onset of a project, a clear process should be 
established with deliverables, deadlines and responsible parties noted, (2) checklists and timelines should 
be utilized to track project progress and ensure details are not missed, (3) for referenda, the Board attorney 
should provide process redundancy for the administration to make certain deadlines and obligations are 
met.

• Committee Member Jennifer Burns: A clear process (i.e. checklist) is needed to ensure that all required steps 
related to a referendum legal notice are completed. The process should identify responsible parties both in the 
administration and legal counsel and should have built-in redundancies.

• Individuals in administration and legal counsel should be held accountable for the issues outlined above, includ-
ing potential personnel implications to be discussed in closed session.

• The District should review its procedures for legal notices in general in regard to the selection of newspapers 
with general circulation in the community.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: Agree with items listed with edit below. The District should only use 
newspapers that have circulation in all D181 feeder communities.

Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 5 (Directory Information Sharing)
• (Information regarding completed actions to revised policies and procedures is noted in the “conclusions” sec-

tion of this document.)

Individual Committee Member Suggested Next Steps for Section 6 (District Communication Related to Anti- and 
Pro-Referendum Materials)

• The administration should treat pro- and anti-referendum groups with consistency and not comment specifically 
on communications they may publish.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration should treat pro- and anti-referendum groups with 
consistency.

 ○ Committee Member Dr. Meeta Patel: The administration should correct any false facts that are communicat-
ed to the public.

 ○ Committee Member Rich Giltner: If it is causing confusion in the community or is beginning to be accept-
ed as fact, a restatement of the facts by the District may be warranted. Even so, not commenting is the 
preferred response and replying to any misstatements should be in extreme cases and discussed with the 
Board in advance, if possible.
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