
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Monday, November 9, 2026 
Committee of the Whole 

 
 
To accommodate additional attendees, the meeting will also be held virtually via an expanded Zoom 
platform. All or a portion of the meeting is being video recorded for purpose of public broadcast. 
 
 
Committee of the Whole, Band Room, C38 Cary Jr. High School, 2109 Crystal Lake Rd., Cary, IL 60013, 
6:00 PM 
 

1. Organization 

1.1. Call to Order 

1.2. Roll Call 

2. Acceptance of Agenda 
Items for discussion may be added to the agenda at the start of the meeting at the request of the 
Superintendent or any Board Member upon majority approval of those members present. 

3. October 19, 2026, Committee of the Whole Minutes 

4. Discussion Topics 

4.1. School Report Card Presentation 

4.2. Review of Bills 

4.3. Tax Levy Update 

4.4. School Maintenance Property Grant 

4.5. Property Tax Relief Grant 

4.6. Architect RFQ Recommendation 

5. Community Input 
Members of the public and District employees may take public comments at this time. Please 
identify yourself and limit your comments to 3 (three) minutes. 

6. Executive Session 

6.1. The appointment, employment, compensation, discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific 
emplyees of the public body. 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1) 

6.2. The selection of a person to fill a public office, as defined in the Open Meetings Act, including a 
vacancy in a public office, when the public body is given power to appoint under law or 
ordinance,or the discipline, performance or removal of the occupant of a public office, when 
the public body is given power to remove the occupant under law or ordinance. 5 ILCS 
120/2(c)(3). 

7. Return from Executive Session 

7.1. No Action Taken 

8. Adjournment 
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2025–26 Illinois Report 
Card: District results

Cary Community Consolidated School District 26

Dr. Shayne Birkmeier, Assistant Superintendent of Teaching and Learning



PURPOSE

Why We Review The Report Card

Transparency

Annual picture of every 
Illinois district and school

One lens of many

State results sit alongside 
our local assessments, 
attendance and 
classroom evidence.

Informing our work

The data points us to 
where curriculum,
instruction and support
need attention.

Illinois Report Card · illinoisreportcard.com 2



System Redesign

Challenges with the previous system

1 Exemplary was arbitrarily capped at the top 10% of 
schools.

2 Designations were graded on a curve, so the goal 
posts moved every year.

3 About 70% of schools landed in "Commendable," 
which hid where resources were needed most.

4 Labels flagged a problem but didn't point to the 
strategies that would help.

What the new system delivers

Clear, consistent criteria that 
make progress visible

School improvement for 
everyone

The right work at the right 
time

One system that meets ESSA 
requirements

ISBE accountability system 3



From Weighted Points To A Profile

Previous: one weighted index
Elementary/middle weights, 2023 data

ELA growth 25%

Math growth 25%

Chronic absence 20%

ELA prof. 7.5%

Math prof. 7.5%

Science 5%

ELPtP 5%

Climate 5%

New: a profile, no weights

SUMMATIVE DESIGNATION

CORE · sets the level

Proficiency Growth

ELEVATING · can only raise

EL Progress
Consistent 
Attendance

Climate Survey

High schools add Graduation Rate as a third core indicator.

ISBE accountability system 4



Five performance levels, fixed thresholds

Exemplary

Approaching Exemplary

Commendable

Developing

Comprehensive

Defined by policy. No longer capped at the top 10%.

The old "Commendable" range, split into three.

Each level matches a common data pattern and 
points to a different improvement strategy.

Defined by policy. Most intensive support.

ISBE accountability system 5



ACCOUNTABILITY

Summative Designations Determined 

1 Core indicators

Proficiency and growth on 
state tests set the starting 
level (ELA/Math IAR & ISA). A 
very low rating on either pulls 
it down a level.

2
Elevating 
indicators

Strong EL progress,
consistent attendance and 
climate survey results can 
raise the level one step.

3 Student groups

Success must be shared: if 
any student group is rated 
Comprehensive, a top-rated 
school drops to 
Commendable.

THE FIVE LEVELS, HIGHEST TO LOWEST

Exemplary Approaching Exemplary Commendable Developing Comprehensive

Source: ISBE, Report Card 2026 Open Forum #2 (Oct. 15, 2026) 6



STEP 1 · CORE INDICATORS

Where each core indicator lands (3–8)

Level
Composite 
Proficiency

Growth: Baseline 
SGP

Growth: Cohort 
SGP

Exemplary ≥ 75 ≥ 67.5 ≥ 60

Approaching Exemplary 52 to <75 60 to <67.5 52.5 to <60

Commendable 48 to <52 45 to <60 43 to <52.5

Developing 35 to <48 35 to <45 32.5 to <43

Comprehensive < 35 < 35 < 32.5

Automatic Comprehensive < 13.75 < 30 < 30

How they're calculated

PROFICIENCY · ELA + math + science

# proficient scores

# tests taken

GROWTH · ELA + math

sum of all SGPs

# students with an SGP

SGP 1 vs. same-score peers 99

ISBE accountability system, revised cut scores 8



STEP 2 · ELEVATING INDICATORS

Where each elevating indicator lands (3–8)

Level EL Progress
Consistent 
Attendance

Climate Survey

Exemplary ≥ 75 ≥ 88 ≥ 95

Approaching Exemplary 50 to <75 80 to <88 90 to <95

Commendable 32.5 to <50 65 to <80 85 to <90

Developing 15 to <32.5 50 to <65 65 to <85

Comprehensive < 15 < 50 < 65

EL PROGRESS

scale score − prior score

gain target

CONSISTENT ATTENDANCE

students present [90% / 80%]+

total students

CLIMATE SURVEY

students who took the survey

students rostered, gr. 4–12

ISBE accountability system, revised cut scores 9



2025–26 District Data



District Demographics

2,361

Students enrolled

Preschool through grade 8

25.0%

Low income

590 students · State: 47.5%

15.9%

English learners

375 students · State: 17.5%

15.8%

Students with IEPs

372 students · State: 16.7%

D26

Black 1%

Asian 2%

Two or more races 3%

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE · Student Enrollment (as of Oct. 1) 12



ACCOUNTABILITY

School Summative Designations
All three elementary schools rated Exemplary; Cary Junior High rated Commendable.

Briargate Elementary 
School

GRADES  1–5
ANNUAL SUMMATIVE DESIGNATION

Exemplary

Deer Path 
Elementary School

GRADES  1–5
ANNUAL SUMMATIVE DESIGNATION

Exemplary

Three Oaks School

GRADES  K–5
ANNUAL SUMMATIVE DESIGNATION

Exemplary

Cary Junior High 
School

GRADES  6–8
ANNUAL SUMMATIVE DESIGNATION

Commendable

Each Illinois school receives one of five designations based on multiple measures of academic performance and student success.

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE · Summative Designation 14



EQUITY

Cary Junior High: groups needing improvement
Low income

OVERALL Comprehensive

Proficiency

34.62%
Comprehensive

Growth

42
Developing

ELA

45.79%
Math

20.19%
Sci.

45.31%
ELA

44.01
Math

39.98

EL Progress

38.29
Attendance

73.09%
Climate

86.1%

Hispanic

OVERALL Comprehensive

Proficiency

33.5%
Comprehensive

Growth

42.2
Developing

ELA

43.79%
Math

18.93%
Sci.

47.17%
ELA

43.63
Math

40.76

EL Progress

39.1
Attendance

80.66%
Climate

88.76%

English learners

OVERALL Comprehensive

Proficiency

11.88%
Comprehensive

Growth

39.53
Developing

ELA

11.9%
Math

8.33%
Sci.

20.59%
ELA

42.38
Math

36.65

EL Progress

39.75
Attendance

75.51%
Climate

85.26%

Subject row: proficiency in ELA, math and science, then growth in ELA and math.

Approaching Exemplary Commendable Developing Comprehensive

What the data shows

• All three groups rated 
Comprehensive, which caps CJH at 
Commendable

• Math Proficiency: <35 = Comprehensive

• Growth is Developing for all three 

• Attendance, climate and EL progress 
are Commendable or better

Source: Illinois Report Card 2026 (2025–26 data), ISBE · Cary Junior High School student group profiles 15



ACADEMIC PROGRESS

ELA: IAR Performance Levels

What the data shows

• 63.2% met or exceeded, vs. 
56.3% statewide

• Fewer students at Level 1 than 
the state (8.6% vs. 12.9%)

• 28.3% are approaching 
proficiency, our closest group 
to the bar

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 17



Grade level - ELA proficiency SY25 → SY26

What the data shows

• Proficiency increase grades 4–7, 
led by grade 7 (+8.4 pts)

• Grade 5 is highest at 69.0%

• Grade 8 dipped 5.6 pts; grade 3 
held close to last year 

18



Cohort data - ELA proficiency: SY25 → SY26

What the data shows

• Every cohort improved from 
SY25 to SY26

• Largest gain: grade 3 → 4 
cohort, +12.6 pts

• Middle school cohorts grew 
+1.4 to +4.6 pts

19



EQUITY

ELA: Proficiency by subgroups

What the data shows

• Overall up 2.8 pts to 62.7%

• Gains for Asian, White, male, 
female and IEP students

• Hispanic, EL and low-income 
students declined about 2 pts 
each

• Widest gap: Hispanic 41.6% vs. 
White 68.9%

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE · Overall proficiency, all tests 20



ACADEMIC PROGRESS

Math: IAR performance levels

What the data shows

• 45.0% met or exceeded, vs. 
39.6% statewide

• 55% of students are still below 
proficiency

• 35.7% are approaching, the 
largest group to move

• Level 4 equals the state at 8.0%

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 21



Grade level - Math proficiency SY25 → SY26

What the data shows

• Gains in grades 3, 4 and 6, led 
by grade 6 (+8.1 pts)

• Declines in grades 5, 7 and 8

• Proficiency falls as grade level 
rises; grade 8 is lowest at 23.5%

22



Cohort data - Math proficiency: SY25 → SY26

What the data shows

• Decline in cohorts 

• Steepest drop: grade 7 → 8 
cohort, −17.0 pts

• The grade 6 → 7 cohort was the 
one gain (+1.9 pts)

23



Math: Proficiency by subgroups

What the data shows

• Overall up 1.2 pts to 44.6%

• Asian students up 20.4 pts; 
White and female students also 
gained

• Hispanic, EL and low-income 
students declined

• Widest gap: Hispanic 22.9% vs. 
White 51.0%

24



ACADEMIC PROGRESS

Student growth

What the data shows

• ELA growth is strong with 4th 
and 7th grade showing positive 
growth

• Math is an area of focus - 6th 
grade is above the 50% growth 
line

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 25



ACADEMIC PROGRESS

Science: ISA performance levels

What the data shows

• Overall science proficiency 
56.2%, vs. 48.7% statewide

• More students at Levels 3 and 4 
than the state

• Former ELs: 92.0% proficient 
(state 66.9%)

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 26



Science proficiency: SY25 → SY26

What the data shows

• Grade 5 rose 4.5 pts to 56.1%

• Grade 8 held steady at 56.4% 
(+0.1)

• Both tested grades improved 
over 2025

27



STUDENTS

English learner progress

67.5
Progress toward proficiency

State: 54.6

D26 67.5

State 54.6

10.4%
Exited EL services

35 students · State: 7.9%

D26 10.4%

State 7.9%

79.7%
Former ELs proficient in ELA

State: 77.7%

D26 79.7%

State 77.7%

All 336 English learners took ACCESS (100% participation). 29 students have been English learners for more than seven years.

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE · English Learners Outcomes 28



STUDENTS

Attendance Rate

What the data shows

• 2026 attendance rate 94.5%, vs. 
92.1% statewide

• Up every year since the 2022 
low of 92.8%

• Still below the 2018–2020 
range (94.9%–96.7%)

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 29



STUDENTS

Chronic absenteeism by grade

What the data shows

• Below the state level

• Attendance rate 94.5% (state 
92.1%)

• Rates climb in middle school: 
grade 8 is 24.5%, above the 
state

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 30



SUMMARY

What we're CELEBRATING and where we're FOCUSING

Celebrating Where we're focusing

Achievement
Above the state in every tested subject: ELA 
63.2% (state 56.3%), math 45.0% (39.6%), science 
56.2% (48.7%), Algebra I 35.0% (30.9%)

Math is still our biggest gap: 55% of students are 
not yet proficient, and grade 8 math proficiency is 
23.5%

Student 
groups

All three elementary schools rated Exemplary; 
English learners beat the state in progress (67.5 
vs. 54.6) and exits (10.4% vs. 7.9%)

At Cary Junior High, low-income, Hispanic and 
English learner students are rated Comprehensive, 
driven by math proficiency

Attendance
Attendance rate 94.5% (state 92.1%); chronic 
absenteeism is below the state in grades K–7

Absenteeism climbs in middle school: grade 8 is 
24.5%, above the state's 22.2%

Source: Illinois Report Card 2025–26, ISBE 31



NEXT STEPS

Connecting the data to our work
OUR FOCUS AREAS

K–8 Math Collaboration 

Strengthening curriculum, review maps, 
standards alignment, resources and 
assessments to move the 35.7% of students 
approaching proficiency.

Learning Teams (PLCs)

Using state and local data to plan & deliver 
high quality instruction and increasing 
student engagement through a focus on 
lesson delivery.

Middle school focus

Strengthening grades 6–8 math, where 
proficiency drops to 23.5% in grade 8, and 
improving attendance and engagement in 
grades 7 and 8.

HOW WE'RE DOING IT

Common assessment 
development

Teacher teams build common summative 
assessments so every classroom measures 
the same standards the same way.

Data analysis to plan 
instruction

Learning Teams review state and local results 
together to target instruction, plan 
reteaching, intervention and enrichment for 
specific students and groups.

Collaboration

ALL staff engage and support Learning 
Teams, with vertical alignment across all 
grade levels and with D155 to connect grade 
8 to high school.

D26 Teaching and Learning 32



Questions and Discussion





















































































































Board of Education · November 9, 2026

2026 Tax Levy
Levy Update

Matthew Glanzman

Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Operations / CSBO

Cary Community Consolidated School District 26



Tonight's purpose

1

What a tax levy is

The basics, in plain terms

2

The proposed 2026 levy

What we plan to ask for, and 

what we expect to receive

3

The impact on a 
household

Estimated change on the District 

26 portion of a tax bill

Updated since October 19. The next slide shows what changed.



What changed since October 19

Item October 19 November 9 Why

2026 property values (EAV) $989.3M (+0.5%) $1,046.3M (+6.2%) County estimates received

New property $1.55M $1.67M County estimates received

Estimated tax rate 3.0934 (up) 2.9250 (down) Tax cap fixes the dollars, so 

higher EAV means a lower rate

$375,000 home, D26 portion +$92 a year +$105 a year Home values up about 6%

2025 bond & interest extension $1,445,900 $1,440,953 County's final figure

Levy by fund $29.76M ask Same ask; final split by need O&M and Transportation 

deficits; bus lease +$77,500

Debt service abatement — Options added Board request

Unchanged: the ask ($29.76M, +4.99%) and the revenue we expect to receive (about $29.16M, +2.86%).



What is a tax levy?

THE ASK

Levy

The amount the Board formally 

requests from property taxes

THE BILL

Extension

What the county actually bills 

after applying the tax cap

THE DEPOSIT

Collections

What the district receives as 

taxpayers pay their bills

The Board adopts a levy every year and files it with the county clerks by the last Tuesday in December. Taxes levied in 

2026 are billed and paid in 2027 and support the 2027–28 school year.



Who does what in the property tax process

Township assessors Set each property's value

Board of Review Hears appeals and adjusts values

School Board Adopts the levy (the ask)

County clerks Apply the tax cap and set tax rates

County treasurers Mail bills, collect, and send funds 

to the district

The Board sets the size of 

the pie.

Assessors decide how it is 

sliced.



The tax cap limits growth

2.7%
Maximum growth for the 2026 levy. The 

Property Tax Extension Limitation Law 

(PTELL) allows the lesser of 5% or inflation 

(CPI). December 2025 CPI was 2.7%.

Plus new property

Newly built or improved property adds revenue without 

increasing what existing owners pay.

Bonds are outside the cap

Bond payments are levied separately and are not limited by the 

cap.

Asking less carries forward

Each year's cap starts from last year's extension, so a smaller 

ask lowers the starting point for future levies.



Why asking less carries forward

Levy year Full 2.7% Only 2.5% Lost

2026 $29,112,192 $29,055,498 $56,694

2027 $29,839,997 $29,781,886 $58,111

2028 $30,585,996 $30,526,433 $59,564

2029 $31,350,646 $31,289,594 $61,053

2030 $32,134,413 $32,071,833 $62,579

Lost over five years

$298,000
and the gap keeps growing every 

year after

Asking 0.2% less this year lowers the starting point for every future levy.



Allowed growth over the last 12 levies

0.8% 0.7%

2.1% 2.1%
1.9%

2.3%

1.4%

5.0% 5.0%

3.4%

2.9%
2.7%

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

At 2.7%, the 2026 levy is close to the long-run average of about 2.5% since tax caps began. The 2022 and 2023 levies were held 

to the 5% maximum when inflation ran higher.



The proposed 2026 levy
We plan to ask for

$29.76M
capped funds · +4.99%

We expect to receive about

$29.16M
capped funds · +2.86% (+$812,000)



Why the district needs this revenue

74%
of district revenue comes from local property taxes

74%
of operating spending is staff salaries and benefits

81%
of the state's funding target. The state counts District 26 

as underfunded (Tier 2).

$812,000
in new revenue from the 2026 levy, only about 2% of the 

$38.1M operating budget



Where operating reserves are headed

Staffing makes up 74% of the budget, so salary and benefit costs are the biggest driver, and they are growing faster than tax-

capped revenue. Reserves fall below the Board's 20% minimum in FY31. The full levy is needed, but it cannot close this gap on 

its own.

Assumes: taxes grow with the 2.7% cap (near the long-run average) plus new property · salaries about 3–4% and benefits about 7–8% a year · state and 

federal aid flat · no staffing changes



What goes into the estimate

Input Value Source

2025 capped extension (what the 

county billed last year)

$28,346,827 County, final

Inflation allowed by the tax cap (CPI) 2.7% State, final

2025 total property value (EAV) $984,822,283 County, final

Change in existing property values +6.08% County estimate

New property $1,671,236 County estimate

2026 total property value (EAV) $1,046,327,817 County estimate

EAV (equalized assessed value) is roughly one-third of market value, minus exemptions. 2026 figures are the McHenry and Lake County 

estimates; final values come in spring 2027.



Proposed levy by fund

Fund 2025 extension 2026 ask 2026 expected Expected change

Education $23,133,157 $23,995,761 $23,509,522 +1.6%

Operations & Maintenance $2,586,932 $2,910,109 $2,851,140 +10.2%

Transportation $1,313,369 $1,504,988 $1,474,492 +12.3%

Municipal Retirement 

(IMRF)

$447,740 $460,564 $451,231 +0.8%

Social Security / Medicare $447,740 $460,564 $451,231 +0.8%

Special Education $417,890 $429,860 $421,150 +0.8%

Total capped funds $28,346,827 $29,761,846 $29,158,765 +2.86%

Bond & Interest (outside the 

cap)

$1,440,953 $1,445,900 $1,445,900 +0.3%

Total $29,787,780 $31,207,746 $30,604,665 +2.74%

More of the increase goes to O&M and Transportation, which ran deficits in FY26 and face a $77,500 bus lease increase.



Why we ask for more than we expect

The ask (capped levy)

$29,761,846
+4.99% over last year's extension

Expected to receive (capped extension)

$29,158,765
+2.86%, about $812,000 more than last year

Rising home values

Do not add dollars under the cap. They lower the tax rate 

instead.

New property

New homes, businesses, and expiring TIF value do add 

dollars. This is what the cushion is for.

The extra ask (about $603,000) does not increase current homeowners' taxes. The county trims the request to what 

the tax cap allows, and if we ask for too little, the difference is lost permanently.



Truth in Taxation hearing

4.99%
capped levy increase over last year's 

extension

Illinois law requires a hearing when the levy is more than 5% above 

the prior year's extension (35 ILCS 200/18-70).

The 2026 levy stays under that threshold, so a hearing is not 

required.

The district will hold one anyway on November 16, for 

transparency.



Cash reserves in funds supported by the levy

Fund Cash, June 30, 2026

Education $24,227,459

Operations & Maintenance $2,825,006

Transportation $2,065,562

IMRF / Social Security $1,309,452

Working Cash $403,196

Total $30,830,675

Draft audit. The district requested and received an extension from the Regional Office of Education for its FY26 Annual Financial Report. Cash is 

higher than fund balance ($15.7M) because it includes property taxes collected in spring 2026 for the 2026–27 year and money held to pay bills and 

payroll. These funds also cover the district's lease payments (for example, buses, iPads, and copiers). Required disclosure under Public Act 102-0895.



Operating funds reserve report

Spending by fund FY24 audited FY25 audited FY26 draft audit 3-year average

Education $27,612,938 $29,880,397 $30,735,289 $29,409,541

Operations & 

Maintenance

$2,192,732 $2,479,728 $2,674,924 $2,449,128

Transportation $1,661,810 $1,748,895 $4,173,834 $2,528,180

Total $31,467,480 $34,109,020 $37,584,047 $34,386,849

Cash reserves, June 30, 2026

$29,118,027

Cash as a share of yearly spending

85%

Level that requires a state reduction 

plan

250%



Estimated District 26 tax rate

Per $100 of EAV 2025 actual 2026 estimate

Operating funds (capped) 2.8784 2.7868

Bond & interest 0.1463 0.1382

Total rate 3.0247 2.9250

The rate is expected to go down because property values are rising about 6%, faster than the 2.7% the cap allows.

What the rate means: about $2.93 for every $100 of taxable value. Taxable value is about one-third of market value, 

minus exemptions. A home worth $375,000 last year, now about $397,800, has a taxable value of about $124,600 after 

the $8,000 homestead exemption and would pay about $3,644 to District 26.



What this could mean for a household

Home value (2025) 2025 D26 tax 2026 D26 tax (est.) Per year Per month

$250,000 $2,279 $2,352 +$73 +$6.08

$300,000 $2,783 $2,869 +$86 +$7.16

$375,000 $3,539 $3,644 +$105 +$8.79

$450,000 $4,295 $4,420 +$125 +$10.41

$550,000 $5,303 $5,454 +$151 +$12.58

Every bill is different. District 26 portion only. Assumes the home's value rose about 6.1%, in line with the county estimate, and only the 

$8,000 general homestead exemption. A home reassessed more or less than average, other exemptions (senior, veteran, disability), and 

other taxing bodies will change the actual bill.



Same levy, different bills

Three neighbors each owned a $375,000 home last year and paid $3,539 to District 26. This year their assessed values 

change differently.

Home 2025 value Value change 2026 value 2026 D26 tax Per year Per month

Home A: no 

reassessment

$375,000 0% $375,000 $3,422 −$117 −$9.72

Home B: 

typical change

$375,000 +6.1% $397,784 $3,644 +$105 +$8.79

Home C: 

added an 

addition

$375,000 +11% $416,250 $3,824 +$286 +$23.79

The levy is the same for all three. The difference comes from each home's assessment, which is set by the township 

assessor, not the school district.



Option: abating part of the debt service levy

No abatement Abate $100,000 Abate $250,000 Abate $350,000

2026 bond & interest 

levy

$1,445,900 $1,345,900 $1,195,900 $1,095,900

Bond & interest tax rate 0.1382 0.1286 0.1143 0.1047

Bond tax, median Cary 

home ($380,719)

$164 $153 $136 $125

Savings for that home — $11 $28 $40

One-time, by design

An abatement lowers bills for one year only and does not

reduce what the district can levy in future years.

Paid from reserves

The bond payment is still due. Every dollar abated is paid from 

the Debt Service fund balance and, if needed, a transfer from 

another fund.



Levy timeline

Oct 16 Levy notice posted on the district website

Oct 19 First look at Committee of the Whole

Nov 5 Hearing notice published in the newspaper

Nov 9 Updated levy presented to the Board (tonight)

Nov 16 Truth in Taxation hearing and levy adoption

By Dec 29 Levy filed with the McHenry and Lake County Clerks

Spring 2027 Counties finalize property values and tax rates; bills follow



What could still change

Property values

County estimates are final in 

spring 2027. Higher values mean 

a lower tax rate.

New property

More new construction than the 

$1.67M estimate would add 

revenue. The cushion covers up to 

about $23M.

Board decisions

Whether to abate part of the bond 

levy, and adoption of the levy on 

November 16.

The levy has been reviewed by colleagues and checked against county reports and the draft audit.



Questions and discussion
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MEMO 
To: Board of Education 

CC: Dr. Sarah Cacciatore, Superintendent 

From: Matthew Glanzman, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Operations 

Date: November 9, 2026 

Re: FY 2027 School Maintenance Project Grant Application 

 

Finance and Operations is providing the Board with background on the Illinois State Board of Education 
(ISBE) School Maintenance Project Grant (SMPG) for fiscal year 2027. The SMPG is a dollar-for-dollar 
matching grant that provides up to $50,000 for the maintenance or upkeep of school buildings and 
structures. The District has been awarded SMPG projects in each cycle since 2021. For fiscal year 2027, 
Administration proposes repaving Tiger Trail at Briargate Elementary and installing fencing around the 
playgrounds at Oak Knoll Early Childhood Center. Administration recommends that the Board approve 
submission of the fiscal year 2027 SMPG application. 

Background 

The SMPG provides awards of up to $50,000 exclusively for the maintenance or upkeep of buildings or 
structures used for educational purposes. The District must provide a match from local funds equal to the 
grant amount requested. There is no limit on the total cost of a project, and a project may involve different 
types of work on a single building or on several buildings or structures. Ongoing operational costs, 
including in-house labor for work that is not contracted out, cannot be included. 

 
The fiscal year 2027 application period opened September 28, 2026, and closes at 4 p.m. on Friday, 
January 29, 2027. Local board approval is required to submit the application; a Board resolution is not.  
 
After submission, the application is reviewed by the Regional Superintendent within two weeks and then 
by ISBE's School Business Services Department. Work on a listed project may not begin before the 
application is submitted, and submission does not guarantee an award. 

Award Priorities 

Within each round, ISBE awards grants in order of five priority levels. Emergency projects are funded first, 
followed by Health/Life Safety projects, and then each remaining level until funds run out. If funds run out 
partway through a priority level, applications in that level are ranked and awarded by the district's need 
index. 
● Emergency projects. Projects made necessary by a disaster. Conditions caused by age or lack of timely 

maintenance do not qualify, and costs covered by insurance cannot be claimed. 
● Health/Life Safety projects. Projects within the existing exterior walls that correct a violation of the 

Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools or provide accessibility or school security, such as a secure 
entrance or vestibule.  



● State priority projects. Projects for energy conservation or that adapt a building or structure to better 
serve students in a program funded under the School Code, such as preschool education or school 
technology. 

● Permanent improvement projects. Projects that upgrade or install building systems, such as air 
conditioning, electrical, or plumbing, or that otherwise better adapt a building or structure to the 
District's educational programs. 

● Other projects. Projects that do not fit any of the categories above. 

District SMPG Projects in Prior Years 

 

Year Project(s) Submitted 

2021 Cary Junior High: replacement and upgrade of the Building Automation System, 
which was outdated and for which repair parts are difficult to find 

2022 Oak Knoll Early Childhood Center: full roof replacement  

2023 Cary Junior High: security cameras and lighting 

2024 Three Oaks Elementary: playground edging;  
Briargate and Deer Path Elementary: replacement of all exterior lighting with LED 

2025 Briargate Elementary: roof replacement 

2026 Cary Junior High: HVAC computer and software upgrade;  
Oak Knoll, Briargate, Deer Path, Three Oaks, and Cary Junior High: replacement and 
installation of airphones;  
Briargate: replacement of security alarm panel;  
Deer Path: wayfinding 

 

Proposed Fiscal Year 2027 Projects 

Administration is proposing two projects for the fiscal year 2027 application: 
● Briargate Elementary: Tiger Trail repaving. This project would repave Tiger Trail at Briargate 

Elementary. Administration anticipates submitting this project under the permanent improvement 
priority level. 

● Oak Knoll Early Childhood Center: Playground fencing. This project would install fencing around the 
playgrounds at Oak Knoll, following playground guidance provided through the Preschool for All 
Expansion program. As the fencing supports a preschool program funded under the School Code, 
Administration anticipates submitting this project as a state priority project.  

Estimated Project Costs 

The two projects are estimated to cost a combined $110,000: $60,000 for the Tiger Trail repaving and 
$50,000 for the playground fencing. The District will request the maximum grant award of $50,000, with 
the remaining $60,000 funded from local funds, which meets the dollar-for-dollar match requirement. If 
actual costs come in below $100,000, the District would be required to refund the portion of the grant 
that exceeds 50% of actual project expenditures. 
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MEMO 
To: Board of Education 

CC: Dr. Sarah Cacciatore, Superintendent 

From: Matthew Glanzman, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Operations 

Date: November 9, 2026 

Re: FY 2027 Property Tax Relief Grant Application 

 

Finance and Operations is providing the Board with background on the Illinois State Board of Education 
(ISBE) Property Tax Relief Grant (PTRG) for fiscal year 2027 and a recommendation on whether the District 
should apply.  The District has applied in each of the five prior grant cycles reviewed and has never 
qualified, and ISBE's preliminary fiscal year 2027 figures show it is again unlikely to qualify.  If the District 
were awarded a grant, the required three-year abatement would cost an estimated $2.5 million more 
than the grant replaces, and the grant could reduce future Evidence-Based Funding growth. 
Administration recommends that the District not apply for the fiscal year 2027 PTRG. 

Background 

The PTRG was established by Public Act 100-0465 as part of Illinois' Evidence-Based Funding (EBF) reform. 
The program gives districts with high tax rates relative to other districts of the same type an opportunity 
to lower the property tax burden on local taxpayers, with the State replacing a portion of the foregone 
tax revenue. When new EBF funding exceeds $300 million in a year, up to $50 million is reserved for the 
program. ISBE's preliminary fiscal year 2027 calculation is based on $48,741,500 in available funds. 
A district awarded a grant must adopt a Board resolution abating taxes, file it with the County Clerk by 
March 30, 2027, certify the abatement to ISBE by April 15, 2027, and continue abating for three years. 
The grant is then included in the district's Base Funding Minimum (BFM) in future EBF calculations. 
Applications for fiscal year 2027 are due January 13, 2027. 

Eligibility Outlook 

ISBE's preliminary fiscal year 2027 file places the District's 2024 Adjusted Operating Tax Rate (OTR) at 
2.95%, compared with an elementary district average of 2.87%, or 102.7% of the average. That ranks the 
District 358th of 850 districts statewide. The preliminary file shows a maximum abatement of $2,901,913 
and a maximum grant of $2,061,659 for the District, if it were to qualify. 
 
The District has submitted applications in prior cycles and has not received a grant. In each year, funding 
ran out among districts with tax rates more than 50% above the average for their type, while the District's 
rate has remained within roughly 7% of the elementary average. 
 

 

 



District Results in Prior PTRG Cycles 

Fiscal Year District % of 
Average 

Lowest % 
Funded 

Districts Funded / 
Applicants 

Applicants 
Ranked Ahead of 

District 

FY 2020 107.4% 156.6% 39 of 233 120 

FY 2022 100.5% 157.2% 37 of 149 103 

FY 2023 101.0% 151.1% 32 of 130 82 

FY 2024 93.1% 154.8% 32 of 155 114 

FY 2025 100.4% 155.7% 34 of 143 96 

 
For fiscal year 2027, the 357 districts ranked ahead of the District could claim roughly $735 million in 
grants. The District would qualify only if nearly every higher-ranked district declined to apply, which has 
not occurred in any prior cycle. 

Long-Term Financial Impact 

If the District were awarded a grant, it would lose an estimated $2.5 million over the three abatement 
years: 
● The grant does not replace the full abatement. Using ISBE's preliminary fiscal year 2027 figures, the 

District would abate $2,901,913 in property taxes and receive a grant of $2,061,659, a net revenue 
loss of $840,254 in the first year. 

● The abatement continues for three years. The District must abate in each of three years, but the 
State does not award a new grant each year; the first-year grant amount instead carries forward 
within the District's BFM. Holding the abatement at the first-year level, the District would forgo about 
$8.7 million in local taxes over three years while receiving about $6.2 million in State support, a 
cumulative loss of roughly $2.5 million. 

● Future Tier funding may decline. Since the grant is added to the District's BFM, the District's resources 
in the EBF formula rise and its adequacy gap narrows. ISBE notes that Tier funding may decline as BFM 
increases. In effect, the grant can take the place of new EBF dollars the District would otherwise 
receive in future years, so the State support counted above is not fully additional. 

● Failing to complete the abatement carries a penalty. If the District does not abate in the second or 
third year, the grant is removed from its BFM in the following fiscal year. The commitment also limits 
the Board's levy flexibility for three years regardless of changes in enrollment, costs, or other revenue. 

● The District would eventually recover the cost. Since the tax cap law preserves the District’s levy 
base, the District could return to its full levy after the third year while the grant amount remains in its 
BFM. Using ISBE’s preliminary figures, the District would recover the $2.5 million in roughly four and 
a half to five years.  

 
Estimated Three-Year Impact (Fiscal Year 2027 Preliminary Figures) 

Year Taxes Abated State Grant / BFM Net Change to 
District 

Year 1 $2,901,913 $2,061,659 ($840,254) 

Year 2 $2,901,913 $2,061,659 ($840,254) 

Year 3 $2,901,913 $2,061,659 ($840,254) 

Three-Year Total $8,705,739 $6,184,977 ($2,520,762) 

Recommendation 

Administration recommends that the District not submit an application for the fiscal year 2027 Property 
Tax Relief Grant. The District does not come close to qualifying, the program funds districts with tax 
rates about 50% above average, and the District’s rate is near average. Even if it did qualify, the 
abatement would cost an estimated $2.5 million up front. Administration will continue to review ISBE’s 
PTRG calculations each year and will return to the Board if the District’s eligibility or the program’s terms 
change. 
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MEMO 
To: Board of Education 
CC: Dr. Sarah Cacciatore, Superintendent 
From: Matthew Glanzman, Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Operations 
Date: November 9, 2026 
Re: Architect Selection Process 
 

Finance and Operations is providing the Board with background on the process used to select an architect 
for the District.  In September 2026, the District issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for architectural 
services and received sixteen responses.  A selection committee evaluated the responses in two rounds 
and identified STR Partners LLC (STR) as the District's preferred architect.  As required by Board Policy 
2:170, a representative of STR will meet with the Superintendent and the Board.   

Background 
The Local Government Professional Services Selection Act (50 ILCS 510) requires the District to select 
architects based on qualifications rather than price.  Firms may not be asked for fees during selection. 
Once the most qualified firm is identified, the District negotiates a contract with that firm at a fee the 
District determines to be fair and reasonable. If an agreement cannot be reached, the District ends 
negotiations with that firm and begins negotiations with the next most qualified firm. 

Request for Qualifications 
The District issued the RFQ on September 1, 2026, with submittals due by 4:00 p.m. on Friday, September 
25, 2026.  The RFQ prohibited fee proposals of any kind and stated that the District would evaluate firms 
on seven factors: qualifications, ability of professional personnel, past record and experience, performance 
data on file, willingness to meet time requirements, location, and workload of the firm.  Sixteen firms 
responded. 

Selection Committee 
The selection committee was chaired by David Martin, Operations Coordinator.  Before any submittal was 
scored, the committee recorded in writing the method it would use to apply the published factors, 
including the scoring criteria, the number of firms to be interviewed, and how the final ranking would be 
determined.  

• Round 1. David Martin, Operations Coordinator, and Matthew Glanzman, Assistant Superintendent of 
Finance and Operations. 



 

 

• Round 2. Dr. Sarah Cacciatore, Superintendent, and Julie Jette, Board of Education President, joined 
Mr. Martin and Mr. Glanzman.  President Jette served as the Board liaison, as permitted by Policy 
2:150. 

Round 1: Review of Written Qualifications 
Each submittal was first screened for responsiveness to the RFQ, and all sixteen advanced to scoring.  Each 
reviewer then independently scored every submittal on a 0 to 5 scale for seven weighted criteria: key 
personnel and construction administration; project approach, scheduling, and cost methodology (cost 
level was not scored); location and responsiveness; and performance record, references, and disclosures. 

Based on the results of Round 1, the committee narrowed the field to six firms for interviews. 

Round 2: Presentations and Interviews 
Each of the six firms presented to the full committee and was then asked the same set of questions in the 
same order.  Each committee member independently scored each firm immediately after its interview on 
five criteria: understanding of the District's facilities and needs; the proposed team members who would 
actually be assigned to the District; construction administration and field presence; responsiveness, 
workload, and capacity; and communication with the Board, staff, and community.  Round 1 scores were 
not carried forward, so the final ranking rests on the interviews alone. 

Based on the results of Round 2, the committee identified STR as the District's preferred architect.  STR 
showed the strongest understanding of the District's facilities and needs moving forward.  Their 
presentation used District data and photographs of District buildings and tied their approach to the 
District's Strategic Goal 5.  STR also brought every primary member of their proposed team to the 
interview, described clearly defined roles, and committed that the assigned team would stay with the 
District.  

Next Steps 
No fees have been discussed with any firm.  With the assistance of the District's attorneys, Administration 
is negotiating a proposed agreement for architectural services with STR.  Administration will bring an 
updated memo to the Board, along with the proposed agreement, once negotiations are finalized.  No 
Board action is requested at this time. 
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