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Preface 
 

 These reports never happen without help.  We owe thanks to superintendents Dr. 

Jim Dunnan, Dr. Chad Allaman, Mr. Patrick Martin, and Dr. John Tignor, who were most 

gracious in supplying information requested by us.  We are also certain that thanks go 

to their secretaries who did the necessary search through the files to find the 

information.  Special thanks also go to the Board of Education members and district 

administrators who gave generously of their time in order to gain their insight and 

thoughts concerning this process.   

 Finally, to the staff members who were interviewed and the general public who 

took time from their lives to share with us their perceptions of the school districts as well 

as their feelings about possible reorganization of these schools.  Without all of the 

aforementioned assistance, this report would have been less than complete. 
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History of School District Reorganization in Illinois 

Schooling for the early settlers of Illinois consisted of one-room schools in which 

the students were from rural backgrounds.  These schools taught predominately the 

“three R’s” and the teachers more often than not were “boarded out” to families of the 

students.  Control of these schools was almost entirely local in nature as they were built 

and run by the citizens of the community in which the students lived.  Parcels of land 

were set aside for the local schools in the Northwest Territory and other states west of 

the original thirteen colonies.  

The Free School Law was passed in 1825, which established common schools 

for all white citizens between the ages of five and twenty-five.  Aid for these schools was 

provided by the state in the amount of two out of every one hundred state tax dollars 

collected.  

This period was marked by the influx of immigrants, which began flooding into 

Illinois.  With these immigrants, came a need for a more modern form of education.  The 

needs of these immigrants included more than the three R’s, as they required language, 

history and political instruction.  Schools supported by the public became an accepted 

part of the communities and as the school became bigger and more sophisticated, the 

intervention of state finances and control became more prevalent in the local schools. 

As school districts were developing, a fragmenting of districts began to appear.  

Natural boundaries became the district’s borders and districts that were wealthier in 

assessed valuation tended to try to restrict their boundaries so as to not conflict with 

their neighbors who were not as financially fortunate.  Thus began, even at this point 

historically, a financial separation in which the wealthy school districts wanted to 
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maintain their privileged position and exclude their less fortunate neighboring school 

districts.  

The one-room schoolhouse was fast becoming out-moded in Illinois as in other 

Midwestern states with the rapid influx of population and the substantial growth of urban 

areas.  These areas required a higher quality, more diverse educational program than 

could be provided by the one-room school with its single teacher. 

By 1845, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction had been established. 

Section 6 of that law stated that the Superintendent “…shall use his influence to reduce 

to a system of practical operation the means of common schools in the state…” 

The following year, the Board of Trustees was created to authorize the 

reorganization of school districts and hold title to all school property.  This Board of 

Trustees was elected and functioned between the level of the state and the local Board 

of Education.  In effect, this Board of Trustees could create, alter and/or dissolve school 

districts if petitioned by local boards of education.  Today, this little known public body, 

controls annexation and, detachment petitions that are brought to them by the Regional 

Superintendent of Schools from local boards of Education and citizen’s petitions.  

With the passage of the 1870 Illinois Constitution, the General Assembly stated 

that they “…shall provide a thorough and efficient system of free schools, whereby all 

the children of the state may receive a good common school education.  It was this time 

that the General Assembly curtailed the formation of Special Charter School Districts 

with its Act of 1872.  

With the rapid expansion of the population centers in Illinois due to continued 

waves of immigration, it became necessary to reorganize school districts into larger  
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educational units in the urban areas.  With this reorganization, changes in administrative 

and instructional patterns became necessary to improve the quality of schools.  

However, then as now the rural population reluctantly gave way to the 

reorganization of larger school districts.  The loss of local control of their schools has 

presented a prevalent historical trend.  One of the prime obstacles to the formation of 

larger school districts was the problem of widely scattered populations in which the 

students couldn’t be transported to larger schools because there was no transportation 

system in place. 

The General Assembly in 1909 started the school consolidation movement when 

it allowed school districts to consolidate based upon a majority vote of the citizens in 

each affected district.  Also, in 1909, the General Assembly passed legislation 

mandating that districts which did not have a high school, must pay the tuition for each 

student whose parents were unable to pay.  By 1915, the enrollment of students in high 

school had risen by 15% while the elementary school enrollment had risen by only 1%.  

With these pieces of legislation, the concept of consolidating schools to provide a 

quality education was begun. 

By 1917, consolidated and non-high school districts were formed.  Tuition was 

paid for all eighth grade students who lived in non-high school districts, to the nearest 

district where a high school was present. 

State aid per child was first legislated in 1927.  Every district was eligible for nine 

dollars per child in attendance for students in grades one through eight.  Less wealthy 

districts were given an additional incentive for additional state aid amounting to twenty-
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five dollars per student if the district levied the maximum education tax rate allowed 

without referendum. 

The Depression created an even wider disparity in school ability to generate 

income in that state aid was apportioned by the amount of local money generated; thus, 

wealthier districts generated more revenue and in turn received more state aid.  This 

wide financial disparity created indirectly the initial legislation concerning reorganization 

of school districts in the early 1940’s. 

Transportation remained one of the earliest and largest impediments to the 

interest in consolidating school districts in Illinois.  Students living in rural areas were so 

widely scattered that a system for collecting and delivering students to centralized 

schools became a necessity for districts considering consolidation.  In 1939, the 

legislature appropriated a half million dollars for transportation aid to school districts for 

the first time.  With this aid from the state, the period of largest consolidation was 

beginning.  

Another problem facing school districts that were investigating consolidation was 

the financial inequities given to the dual system of districts in the State of Illinois.  Illinois 

maintains three types of school districts.  The first is separate elementary and high 

school districts operating autonomously in generally the same district boundaries; 

however, it is common for a number of elementary districts to feed into a single high 

school district.  Unit districts, which encompass both the elementary and high school 

districts were in existence but fairly small in number at this time. 

Prior to 1945, both type districts were eligible for the same state aid and tax rate 

limitations.  Thus unit districts were asked to provide an elementary and high school 
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education on basically the same taxing amounts that a separate elementary or high 

school would generate.  In 1945, the legislature gave the unit districts equal taxing 

power to the dual districts and in addition, unit districts were given a lower qualifying 

rate for entrance into state aid reimbursements.  In effect, unit districts were now given 

essentially financial parity with dual districts and the lower qualifying rate for state aid 

provided a powerful incentive for the formation of unit districts.  As a result of the 

aforementioned legislation, the number of districts declined from 11,000 to 5,000 by 

1950. 

More recent legislation has further created financial incentives for districts to 

consolidate.  In 1983, legislation was enacted to guarantee that districts, which 

consolidated were insured of state aid that would not be less than would have been 

generated separately.  This parity was insured for a period of three years.  

In addition, state incentive money was guaranteed to equalize the salaries of the 

certified employees of districts that consolidated.  This aid was also in the form of a 

three-year guarantee, which theoretically would give a newly formed district time to deal 

with staffing problems that would normally accrue in the formation of a new school 

district and the combination of employees. 

Probably, the most significant incentive legislated in the 1983 package, was the 

state incentive aid on a one-time basis that would erase the “operational deficit” of 

combining districts.  This legislation therefore would bring all districts combining at least 

to a zero level and enable the newly formed district to begin operations without a deficit 

in its main operating funds. 
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By 1985, the State Board of Education was investigating not only the financial 

aspects of school consolidation but also the educational inequities that were present in 

schools of various sizes.  A study was commissioned by ISBE that examined the effects 

of enrollment size and district type on the quality of the educational program.  This study 

reported minimal and optimal sizes of effective high schools in Illinois based on the 

number of courses available, achievement of students, number of teacher’s 

preparations required and educational offerings available in high schools.  Highest 

achievement was found to occur in high schools of between 494-1279 students.  What 

ensued was legislation in the Omnibus 1985 reform educational legislation that 

determined that a minimal size for school districts and that unit districts were preferred 

over a dual district format.  

Mandated reorganization committees were formed and given the task of studying 

reorganization in every region in the State of Illinois.  Committee members were 

appointed by local boards of education.  With few exceptions, these members were 

sympathetic to the current district structure and most of these committees resisted ISBE 

efforts to impose reorganization.  As the political ramifications of school reorganization 

rose to the top of the political arena, the Governor and the State Superintendent 

“reinterpreted” their intent of these reorganization committees and withdrew the minimal 

size of districts reorganizing and the preferred status of unit districts.  With this, the 

reorganization committees, by and large, performed perfunctorily and made reports, 

which stated that no reorganization was needed or wanted by most districts in the state.  

Legislation since 1983 has removed many of the disincentives discouraging 

reorganization.  While the mandated avenue of reorganization at the state level has met 
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with a great deal of resistance by the local school districts, the legislature and ISBE has 

attempted to encourage further reorganization by enacting legislation favorable to 

districts contemplating reorganization.  Currently, there are more alternative methods 

now available to districts besides the referendum, which has been the historical model 

used to reorganize school districts.  This variety of methods has sparked a renewed 

interest with generally smaller unit districts in dealing with their sparse high school 

populations.  Also, small districts in general are looking at reorganization simply 

because the economy of size has caught up with their districts and they are finding it 

increasingly more difficult to fund the quality education of their students in an equitable 

and efficient manner.  Therefore, the trend toward consolidation in the State of Illinois 

should continue as districts explore the various alternatives now open to them. 

 



Historical Considerations and Alternative Strategies 

During the last fifty years, many school districts in Illinois have changed in the 

size of the geographic area that they serve as well as in their pattern of organization.  

Although it seems that Illinois has a large number of school districts (872 in 2006), it 

was not that long ago (1940s) that the state had over 12,000 districts. 

There has been increasing emphasis in recent years on reducing the total 

number of school districts and on increasing the geographic area served by districts in 

order to increase both the size of student enrollment and staff.  In May of 1985, the 

State Board of Education published yet another study on school district organization.  

This report found that there was evidence that students: 

"In the hundreds of very small school districts were 
receiving a significant loss in opportunity to learn when 
the courses available to them are compared with those 
available to students in high schools with enrollments of 
over 500 pupils."  
 

This study further concluded that the current system of organization meant that: 

"Uniform access to both adequate financial support and 
reasonable educational quality is not permitted by the 
present organization of our school districts." 

 
Public Act 84-126 enacted in 1985 made sweeping changes and mandated the 

school reorganization of many smaller districts into larger districts through an elaborate 

set of procedures.  However, within nine months of its enactment, the general assembly 

modified the reform bill with the passage of Public Act 84-1115, which effectively 

eliminated the mandatory reorganization procedures, which had been created by the 

earlier law. 
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Since the passage of PA 84-1115, it appears to some that there is literally an 

unannounced plan to bring about school consolidation as a result of additional reform 

legislation; increased activities by the State Board of Education through more stringent 

rules and regulations; and legislative finance policies which place increasing pressure 

on local property to support schools.  The combination of these factors continues to 

apply unrelenting pressure upon small districts to reorganize in some way into larger 

units of instruction.  Added to these three forces, one must add a fourth and most recent 

one in the form of the State Board of Higher Education, high school requirements for 

admission to Illinois colleges and universities. 

Despite well-researched studies as to the benefits of greater equity, the ability to 

attract higher quality teachers, the ability to increase both the depth and breadth of 

curricular offerings and a number of other "benefits" to be derived from economies of 

scale, those school reorganizations which actually take place are most often brought 

about by concern over increasing tax loads at the local level. 

Recently, financial equity plans have included a statewide constitution challenge 

to the school funding formula.  By seeking judicial relief in the form of a court case 

showcasing the inequity of school district financing in Illinois, school districts 

endeavored to change the current school district funding formula.  While this effort was 

unsuccessful, it can be assumed that in the future, there will be other judicial or 

constitutional challenges to the system of financing Illinois schools, which have 

precipitated a disparate financing formula for the school children of Illinois. 

Although the primary question in this study relates to the procedures and 

processes by which school districts might reorganize, the fact is that there have been 
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less than fifty consolidations of school districts in the past five years.  This translates 

into a consolidation figure of about five percent of the state’s school districts.  This low 

percentage is particularly remarkable when one considers that over half of the high 

schools in the state have enrollments of less than five hundred students.  Given these 

realities, this section is intended to address some “alternatives” being practiced in the 

state to inform the districts involved in this study. 

Legislative Facilitation 

Cooperative agreements between school districts or between school districts and 

other governmental agencies have provided some viable consolidation alternatives.  

Probably more Illinois districts than not, are involved in cooperatives in the areas of 

special education, vocational education, or both.  What about areas other than these? 

The broadest statutory authority supporting such a move is the Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act, (Chapter 127, Sections 741 - 745 (1985).  This Act states that: 

“Powers, privileges, or authority exercised 
... by a public agency of this state may be 
exercised and enjoyed jointly with any other 
public agency of this state." 

 
This appears to authorize school districts to cooperate with each other in all of the 

normal functions carried on by school districts.  Chapter 147, Section 745, further states 

that: 

“One or more public agencies may contract 
with other public agencies to perform any 
governmental service, activity, or undertaking, 
which any of the agencies is authorized by law 
to perform, provided that such contract is 
authorized by the governing body of each 
party." 
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Also, in 1985, Chapter 122 (School Code) was revised to authorize school districts to 

permit students to attend the schools of other districts.  One limitation is that every 

school board must still maintain at least one elementary school within the district.  More 

recent legislation took this process a step further.  As a result of school code revisions 

in 1986, school boards may deactivate and reactivate high school facilities under 

specific conditions, thus giving districts some time to thoroughly study the issue of 

consolidation.  High schools and junior high schools may be deactivated indefinitely, 

with their students sent to another school in another district.  This action may be taken 

with the approval of the voters in the sending district and the approval, by proper 

resolution, of the school board of the receiving district. 

Another of the more recent legislative statutes, (P.A. 85-759), is the Cooperative 

High School Attendance Centers legislation.  This legislation is a natural extension of 

the inter-governmental legislation mentioned above.  This legislation is one of the 

approved methods for school district reorganization in Illinois, but has only recently  

been utilized by school districts in Paris, Illinois.  

Educational Cooperatives and Programming, Alternative 

Taking the cooperative model of Special and Vocational education, some school 

districts have entered into the formation of academic cooperatives.  The Leland School 

District, LaSalle County #1, has been involved in a curriculum cooperative with the 

Somonauk School District #432 for many years.  Both of the high schools have very 

small student enrollments.  Yet, under a tuition agreement, students of both schools 

have access to courses in foreign languages, art, business, science, and other subjects 

that might not have been available without the agreement.  The two districts developed 
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a tuition agreement, which provided a formula for determining how much each district 

was charged based upon the “per capita tuition charge.”  As an outgrowth of the 

agreement, similar calendars, testing schedules, and transportation schedules were 

arranged cooperatively between the districts. 

 The Waterman School District #431 and Shabonna School District #524 share 

several high school staff members, course offerings, transportation, and costs related to 

these functions.  The districts have also combined their music programs that have 

resulted in one band and one chorus. 

Schools in the area of the Toulon-Lafayette School District, band together to pool 

their resources by sharing staff, utilizing the local community colleges, and investing in 

microwave television hookups.  These brief examples only begin to discuss academic 

cooperation, which is being carried out between and among many small districts in the 

state. 

 For many years the Hoopeston area school district and Rossville-Alvin school 

district have shared their curricular offerings, transporting students between the two 

high schools each period of the school day. 

 
Staff Recruitment, Retention, and Development Alternatives 

A shortage of teachers, keeping good teachers, and in-service education 

opportunities are problems relating to staffing that often force consolidation.  Districts 

may combat the problem of teacher shortages in the small district through the following 

strategies: 

• Make all district personnel and board members aware of shortages. 

• Print brochures pointing up local advantages. 
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• Offer part-time additional jobs for qualified teachers. 

• Establish cooperative staff development. 

• Help teachers procure housing at a reasonable cost. 

• Promote the benefits and challenges of a small district. 

• Share a teacher among several districts in a technical or low incidence 
program (advanced math, electronics, physics, and music). 

• Give academic credit for experience outside of teaching. 

• Provide summer job assistance for teachers. 

• Offer extended contracts for teaching on a year-round or near year-round 
basis. 

Others who have worked on this problem suggest making salary and fringe 

benefits competitive, but a caution here is that community support is even more 

essential.  Other approaches include the subsidizing of further education of teachers in 

small districts, encouraging churches and civic organizations to include teachers in their 

activities, and making recreational programs in the community available to teachers. 

Staff development is a particularly critical area for recruiting and holding teachers 

in small communities.  Teacher assistance teams can be established so that teachers 

may help other teachers, and visits to nearby districts are always a possibility.  The 

Regional Office of Education (ROE) should be approached for specific and worthy 

in-service programs, which the districts want, not just what the ROE wishes to provide.  

Federal grants for staff development are available as are state assistance grants.  

Teachers can be reimbursed for college credit and should be encouraged to take as 

many courses in a new subject matter as possible.  Finally, every district has "experts" 

living in the surrounding area that can be called upon to provide valuable in-service 

training to teachers.  
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Administrative Alternatives 

William Collier, retired superintendent in the Dunlap Unit School District, 

proposes that one superintendent be shared by several school districts to reduce costs 

and gain greater economy of scale.  In an administrative co-op, two small districts can 

share the services of one superintendent and a small office staff.  Duties and 

responsibilities associated with the Superintendent's position would remain much the 

same.  Possible strengths include the fact that one person would be totally aware of the 

cooperating districts strengths and weaknesses and would be able to make adjustments 

easily.  Collier provides a list of areas where sharing could occur as a result of 

administrative cooperation:  food service, transportation, gifted education, legal 

services, guidance programs, driver education, purchasing, staff development, and staff 

sharing.  Superintendent Collier claims that,  

"Many of the concerns of small districts 
could be eliminated by' well organized 
and trusting cooperation."'  

 

Several recommendations (from the IASB Journal article entitled, "Tips for Sharing 

Administrators" by William H. Phillips) have been developed by a superintendent who 

had direct experience with administrative cooperatives.  In the article, Dr. Phillips relates 

his experience as a superintendent of two school districts and provides suggestions for 

superintendents contemplating administrative sharing with two or more school districts:  

• Share superintendents but do not share principals. 

• Re-define the superintendent's job so that the workload is the 
equivalent of one position, not two or three. 

• Establish one central administrative office.  

• Do not have the superintendent wasting time between separate 
district offices. 
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• Create continuing communication linkages between 
participating school boards. Joint informational board meetings 
enhance economy of time by allowing the superintendent to 
keep all boards informed with a single report. 

 
Technological Alternatives 

A major success story in the area of technology is that of Hall-Spring Valley High 

School.  At this high school, satellite television in the classroom allows students to 

communicate with students in other schools both inside and outside of this country.  In 

this particular case, government surplus materials were used to build the receiving 

station.  The Illinois location also permits the use of lower cost receiving equipment.  

Educational advantages are numerous and include the capability to tape programs for 

later playback.  District administrators report that this technology has improved virtually 

every program in the school system. 

In Carroll County, the Television Cooperative provides the use of a two-way 

interactive television system and cable facilities.  Curricular advantages include being 

able to offer courses that usually attract only a small number of students in one school 

district such as advanced level mathematics, science, and foreign language.  A second 

important feature of the system is the opportunity to utilize the best teachers to teach 

more students.  This arrangement further motivates and challenges students, promotes 

higher levels of student achievement, and increases the efficiency of teacher 

instructional time. 

An additional technological means of enhancing the financial and educational 

services of the small district is to establish a network linking a mainframe or 

mini-computer to terminals housed in several small districts.  Districts can share the 

costs of programming and maintenance of the single larger computer.  The Gillette, 
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Wyoming, school district is a national show place of connecting far-flung individual 

schools together through the use of the computer. 

The focus of this section of the study has discussed Alternatives to 

Reorganization that school districts may utilize in Illinois.  It has focused on the options 

and alternatives for high schools.  It should be noted for information purposes that 

elementary districts may also utilize these same alternatives for their elementary and 

junior high school programs. 
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A Brief Literature Review 

The issue of reorganization has been the focus of several studies throughout the 

United States.  One of the common themes in the literature has been the "strengths of 

rural schools."  Stephens (1986) lists several of the commonly accepted attributes of 

small schools: smaller classes, individual attention by teachers, low drop-out rates, the 

opportunity to develop student leadership, strong family and community support, and 

good parental interaction. 

Monk and Haller (1986), in a study of rural New York schools, found that 

substantial problems exist in small schools and these problems significantly 

disadvantage students who attend them.  At the same time, Monk and Haller found that 

small districts provide important educational advantages to pupils and to the 

communities they serve.  The weaknesses identified by Monk and Haller included: 

• Limited Curricula 

• Scheduling difficulties that further limit programs  

• Shortage of teachers in some subject areas 

• Faculty have heavy and non-specialized teaching loads 

• Educational aspirations of the students and community tend to be low.  
 

The strengths identified by Monk and Haller included: 

• Schools are the focal point of the community 

• Schools are devoid of discipline problems evident in large urban districts  

• Students learn the "basics" as well as other students and sometimes better  

• Schools provide opportunities to develop leadership potential and 
non-academic skills  

 
Monk and Haller noted that some problems appear in only the very smallest of 
schools (i.e., those schools with fewer than 100 students per grade level).  It 
should be noted that Illinois currently has at least 250 school districts that enroll 
fewer than 100 students per grade level. 
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Regarding school size, Webb (1977) states:  

‘Studies relating to effective and desirable sizes of school districts indicate that 
school district size is not an absolute, that the "optimum size" will vary from state 
to state and that size is but one of many factors related to educational quality and 
operational efficiency’. (p. 365) 

 
They also noted that in small rural schools, if a student does not relate well to a 

teacher, he/she has no other choices.  Similarly, many students are pressured into 

participating in extra-curricular activities in which they have no interest or may not have 

the physical abilities needed.  Additionally, students are unable to avoid incompetent 

teachers.  Monk and Haller note that while small schools give teachers the opportunity 

to know their students better, this also provides increased opportunities for harmful 

mistakes by teachers. 

Hughes (1990) studied the 100 smallest schools in Wisconsin from May 1987, 

through October 1988.  The study identified the same small school attributes and 

disadvantages as Monk, Haller and Stephens.  Hughes stated that following advantages 

selected from the study were verified by the literature: broader student participation, 

close personal relationships, student leadership opportunities, community support, 

better school climate and student attitudes, fewer discipline problems and greater 

flexibility.  The constraints identified by Hughes were: limited administrative and 

supervisory personnel, teachers spread too thin, lack of cultural diversity, limited 

offerings for students, difficulty in recruiting and keeping staff, restricted facilities and 

higher per pupil costs.  Hughes was not able to show that small schools had higher test 

scores or that small school graduates had a higher rate of college completion. 

A recurring problem for small rural schools, as identified by Monk, Haller, Stephens 

and Hughes is attracting and retaining competent staff.  One of the contributing factors 
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could be salaries paid to beginning and veteran teachers in small rural schools.  In a survey 

of school administrators in Illinois, Hall and Smith-Dickson (1991) found that 122 of 499 

reporting districts believed their salary schedules were not competitive and hindered the 

recruitment of qualified teachers.  Sher (I986) was commissioned by the North Carolina 

School Board Association to critique a 1986 report by the State Board of Public Instruction 

that called for larger school districts.  In his analysis of the report, Sher concluded that there 

was no solid foundation for believing that wholesale elimination of school districts would 

improve educational opportunities and stated that reorganization should be strictly 

voluntary.  In his report, Sher made the following five points: 

1. Merger decisions are too complex and far-reaching in their impact to be 
made any way other than on a case-by-case basis. 

 
2. Good schools and school districts come in all shapes and sizes (as do 

poor ones) and therefore, educational policies, which place too much 
reliance on any rigid size and organizational criteria are likely to be 
counterproductive. 

 
3. Since directly mandating across-the-board mergers will not advance any 

compelling state interest, the state should discontinue all backdoor 
approaches to the same end. 

 
4. There are a variety of alternatives to consolidation that can expand 

educational opportunities and enhance cost-effectiveness without 
abolishing existing units.  Most important, organizational issues like 
merger are very rarely the key to enhancing the quality and efficiency of 
public education. 

 
5. Most important, organizational issues like merger are very rarely the key 

to enhancing the quality and efficiency of public education.  
Occasionally, making schools and school districts bigger is helpful, but 
more often it is merely a diversion away from the greater task of finding 
new ways to positively influence the lives of children and to increase the 
effectiveness of those who work in their service. 
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School District Reorganization in Illinois Since 1985 

During the last fifty years, many school districts in Illinois have changed the size 

of the geographic area that they serve and in the manner in which they are organized.  

Although today it seems that Illinois has an extremely large number of school districts, it 

should be remembered that a few decades ago this state had an even larger number of 

school districts.  Before the end of World War II, Illinois had nearly 12,000 school 

districts.  Through the evolutionary process, the number has decreased to the point 

where the current number of school districts in Illinois is 882. 

There has been increased emphasis in recent years on reducing the total 

number of school districts and on increasing the geographic area served by districts in 

order to increase districts student enrollment, high school course offerings, assessed 

valuation, and staff size.  In May of 1985, the lllinois State Board of Education published 

a study on school district reorganization.  The report found that there was evidence that 

students "in the hundreds of very small districts were receiving a significant loss in 

opportunity with those available to students in high schools with enrollments over 500 

students."  That study concluded that the current system of organization meant that, 

"uniform access to both adequate financial support and reasonable educational quality 

is not permitted by the present organization of our school districts. 

Part of the education reform legislation that became effective on August 1, 1985, 

provided for school district reorganization.  Public Act 84-126 made sweeping changes 

and mandated the school reorganization of many smaller districts into larger districts 

through an elaborate set of Procedures.  However, shortly after enactment of that law, 

the General Assembly modified the law by Public Act 84-1115.  That law effectively 
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eliminated the mandatory reorganization procedures, which had been created by the 

earlier law. 

Notwithstanding, the General Assembly’s action, which caused Illinois to step 

back from mandated reorganization, there still exists strong interest and concern about 

what has come to be called "school consolidation."  School consolidation is the general 

term, which covers many of the different methods for school districts to be combined, 

deactivated, dissolved, annexed or otherwise reorganized. 

The reason reorganization proposals have been increasing is based on 

legislation that has encouraged consolidations in the state by allowing the various 

school districts to choose from an expanded list of methods and procedures to 

consolidate.  In addition, the financial incentives passed by the General Assembly 

continue to be a strong impetus to school districts that are increasingly experiencing 

financial trouble based upon lowered assessed valuations and declining student 

enrollments. 

As a clear example of the progress of school district reorganization in Illinois, the 

number of school consolidations in the period of 1980-85 was six consolidations.  

Additionally, at this period, there were only three authorized methods of school district 

consolidation.  As a result of numerous State Board of Education studies, there was 

adopted in 1983, the first piece of significant legislation that addressed the problem of 

school district reorganization "disincentives."  In 1983, three financial incentives were 

promulgated by the General Assembly.  These incentives paid for the operating debt 

deficits between consolidating districts from the education, operations, transportation 

and working cash fund balances of school districts.  Reorganization incentives were 
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based upon prior year's budget balances, equalizing the salaries of full-time, certified 

employees from the newly reorganized districts for a period of three years, and holding 

harmless the amount of General State Aid to be received in a newly reorganized district. 

In 1985, the Omnibus Education Bill, was enacted which addressed school 

district reorganization with its mandatory provisions while the General Assembly 

repealed the mandatory provisions of the legislation, the required studies were 

completed and seemed to initiate interest in the process of reorganization throughout 

the state.  As proof of the increasing interest in school district reorganization, there were 

44 school consolidations in the period of 1985-90 with 62 additional consolidations in 

the time period of 1990-98. 

Districts are now able to pick from an expanded list of authorized methods of 

school district reorganization.  There are currently eleven authorized methods of school 

district reorganization.  From this list of authorized methods, two methods, 11A 

consolidation and Article 7, annexations have constituted over 90% of the 

consolidations in the state since 1985.   

 In addition, another financial incentive was added to the three existing incentives.  

This incentive provides for a payment of up to three years of $4,000.00 per full-time, 

certified staff member in a newly reorganized district.  The financial incentives paid to 

school districts have amounted to over $103,000,000 from the period of 1986-1998.  

During the 1991-92 school years, the legislature did not allocate enough money to pay 

all of the incentive claims made upon the Illinois State Board of Education, and the 

$4,000 per certified employee incentive was not paid to some newly consolidated 

districts until the following year.  However, in 1993 and in all subsequent years, enough 
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funds have been allocated to pay all of the reorganization incentive claims made by 

newly consolidated districts. 

Among the currently authorized methods of school district reorganization are 

eleven different legal processes that encompass different kinds of school districts and 

their legal consolidation or dismemberment.  The names of the appropriate sections 

from the Illinois School Code are utilized to identify the separate legal processes in 

school district reorganization. 

1. Article 11E, formerly 11A, Unit District formation is the only method by which 
a new unit district can be formed from currently existing unit districts or a 
combination of elementary and high school districts.  This is one of the more 
commonly utilized methods of reorganization.  Districts using this method are 
able to access all four financial incentives.  Districts utilizing this method must 
pass with a majority of voters in each affected area to approve the 
proposition. 

 
2. Article 11E, formerly 11B, Combination of Elementary and High School 

Districts utilizes basically the same guidelines for Article 11A consolidations 
except  that it combines either elementary or high school districts.  The 
proposition to create a combined school district shall pass if a majority of 
those voting, vote in favor of the proposition.  Districts utilizing this method of 
reorganization are also eligible for the financial incentives.  

 
3.  Smaller unit districts, those less than 250 students in grades 9-12, may 

convert a unit district into a dual district and annex their high school students 
to a neighboring high school district in Article 11E, formerly 7A.  Both the 
newly created elementary district and the annexing high school district are 
eligible for financial incentives.  Unit districts wanting to utilize this 
reorganization method must have a contiguous high school district willing to 
annex their high school populations. 

 
4.  Article 11E, formerly 11D, Conversions of existing unit districts into dual 

districts is the newest of the authorized methods and has to date not been 
utilized in Illinois.  It is the only method of reorganization where more school 
districts are created than originally existed.  All newly created dual districts 
are eligible for financial incentives.  The proposition to create dual districts 
utilizing Article 11D must pass in each affected area to be successful. 

 
5. Article 7 Annexation has attained the status of the most commonly utilized 

method of school district reorganization.  Article 7 annexations are approved 
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by the Regional Board of School Trustees.  Since there is no vote to annex 
another district(s), it is usually quicker and the required public hearing is the 
opportunity for local proponents and opponents to be heard by the Regional 
Board.  Annexing districts are also eligible for financial incentives.  In addition, 
the tax rates of the annexed district convert to the existing rates of the 
annexing district.  Since 1997, annexations must now also be approved in a 
referendum by passing with a majority of voters in each affected district. 

 
6. Article 7-2a(a) Dissolutions allow districts with a population of less than 5,000 

to petition the Regional Board to Trustees to dissolve their district and annex 
them to one or more contiguous districts.  Petitions for dissolution may be 
made by school boards or a majority of voters in the dissolving district.  This 
"automatic" provision requires the Regional Board to dissolve the district after 
a public hearing and annex the district to one or more neighboring districts.  
The bonded indebtedness of the annexed district remains with the former 
district unless the annexing district votes to assume their bonded debt.  The 
annexing district(s) are eligible for financial incentives. 

 
7. Deactivations of high schools under Section 10-22.22b is the temporary 

deactivation of a junior high or high school with the approval of the board of 
the receiving district and a vote of the majority of voters in the deactivating 
district.  In this reorganization method, the deactivating district pays an 
agreed upon fee per student for educational services through an 
Intergovernmental Agreement.  These agreements begin as a two-year 
agreement but may be continued for a one or two year period.  In this 
method, the deactivated district is still existing and continues its financial 
requirements including providing transportation to the new district.  Since this 
method is only temporary in nature, there are two financial incentives 
authorized, salary equalization and $4,000 incentive. 

 
8. Section 10-22.22c allows two or more contiguous high school or unit districts,  

to jointly operate one or more high school centers.  There is a twenty-year 
minimum time period requirement for Cooperative High Schools utilizing this 
method of reorganization.  A new board of education is created from 
members of the existing boards of cooperating districts.  Since this is also a 
temporary reorganization method, only two financial incentives are 
authorized, salary equalization and $4,000 incentive.  This method of school 
district reorganization was created in 1987 and has been utilized once in the 
state as of this date. 

 
 

New reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019 are included within the 
new Article 11E are: 
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9. Optional Elementary Unit District: A unit district is formed from a high school 
district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  All 
students in the territory will attend the new district for high school purposes.  
Only those students living in elementary districts electing to join the new 
district will attend for elementary purposes.  Elementary districts electing not 
to join the new district will remain separate, independent elementary districts.  
Under prior law, one elementary district could keep an entire area from 
moving forward with a unit district formation. 

 
10. Combined high school-unit district:  A high school district can combine with a 

unit district so long as both districts approve and are physically contiguous.  
The new district would serve the entire territory for high school purposes, but 
only the former unit district territory for elementary purposes. 

 
11. Multi-unit conversion;  A new conversion process is available if two or more 

unit districts want to consolidate at the high school level, but keep a separate 
elementary district for part of the territory.  The unit districts can dissolve to 
form a new combined high school-unit district serving the entire territory for 
high school purposes, and the former territory of one of the units for 
elementary purposes.  A new elementary district would be formed serving the 
former territory of the other unit district for elementary purposes. 

 
All of the above methods of school district reorganization require that teachers 

employed in newly reorganized districts maintain their teacher tenure in the new district 

in the same manner and with the same number of years on a consolidated certified 

seniority list.  In addition, all multi-year agreements, except collectively bargained 

agreements, existing in reorganized districts must be honored or negotiated by the 

newly created district(s). 

      While the subject of school district reorganization is discussed annually by the 

Illinois General Assembly there continues to be refinement of the rules and regulations 

governing this intricate set of legal processes in Illinois.  However, there is continued 

interest in voluntary school district reorganization in Illinois due to the declining 

enrollments and fiscal conditions of many Illinois school districts.
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Illinois School Board Journal 

March/April 2006  

Proposed legislation realigns reorganization 

by William H. Phillips 

William H. Phillips is an associate professor of educational leadership at the University of Illinois-
Springfield and conducts school reorganizational studies in Illinois. 

Proposed legislation has been crafted to discuss one of the most sensitive issues involving school 
districts in Illinois: reorganization. 

In the past, the provisions of the School Code have been complicated and lengthy. Essentially, what this 
draft legislation intends to do is merge four of the eight approvable reorganization methods into a single 
article (11-E) and, in the process, allow mergers of school districts that were not previously allowed. The 
proposed legislation was written by the governor's office in conjunction with the Illinois State Board of 
Education.  

To paraphrase State Superintendent Randy Dunn, this legislation would add greater flexibility and 
efficiency to the reorganization process, while consolidating and streamlining provisions of the School 
Code. 

No language in the proposed legislation is intended to be mandatory, and voters in each district would still 
need to approve these reorganizations. 

So what are the changes, additions and implications of this lengthy proposal? 

The biggest change is the combinations allowed under a new Article 11-E of the School Code, which 
merges the only current method of creating a unit district (Article 11-A), the only way to create a new 
elementary or high school district (Article 11-B), a method to make dual districts out of unit districts 
(Article 11-D) and small unit district conversion provisions (Article 7a), in which a unit district is dissolved 
and transformed into an elementary district while concurrently annexing the high school population to a 
contiguous high school 

In this process, many of the intricacies of the previous methods have been aligned, as well as allowing 
some new combinations of school districts. New combinations would include: 

• Elementary districts within the same high school district could consolidate to form a unit 
district even if the districts are not contiguous.  

• A district (or districts) could consolidate within a high school district to form a unit district 
even if all of the elementary districts do not approve. With this provision, there is an "opt 
in" provision in which elementary districts can join the unit at a later date. This same "opt 
in" provision is also included in a possible phasing in of financial incentives for 
consolidating districts.  

• A high school district could consolidate with a unit district as long as both districts are 
contiguous. Later, feeder elementary districts from the former high school districts may 
also "opt in" to the newly created unit district.  

In addition, a "stair-step mechanism" is created in which the consolidating districts may reduce the 
maximum levy gradually to recognize the benefits of their consolidation. This provision would allow 
combination of the lowest elementary districts tax rates with the high school rates without reduction if they 
exceeded the maximum allowable rates by district type for two years and then reduce annually by .10 
percent. 
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In creating Article 11-E, many of the various provisions have been standardized for uniformity. Some of 
the recommendations include: 

• The requirements for board approval or resident signatures are standardized to 50 
signatures or 10 percent of the registered voters in each affected district, whichever is 
less.  

• The hearing requirements would be the same for all reorganization in which the Regional 
Superintendent would grant or deny reorganization petitions without state superintendent 
approval. If the ROE denies the petition, then the state superintendent may make the final 
decision.  

• Voting requirements have also been standardized so that a successful reorganization 
referendum requires a majority of voters "in each affected district for passage." This is a 
change from original requirements for 11-B reorganizations, which required a "majority of 
those voting overall."  

Other provisions 

Section 11-E-15 would allow School District Conversion with the following guidelines: 

• A small unit district, defined as fewer than 250 students in grades 9-12, may be dissolved 
and converted into an elementary district if the new elementary district keeps all of the 
former unit district territory and there is a concurrent annexation to a contiguous high 
school district.  

• Two or more contiguous unit districts or one or more unit districts and a high school 
district may form a high school district and new elementary districts based upon the 
former boundaries of the dissolved districts.  

• Districts may not use this second provision if they have more than 600 high school 
students. The state superintendent may grant waivers for this requirement.  

Section 11-E-25 would allow unit district formation from dual district territory exclusively. 

• In Section A of this provision, unit districts may be formed from territory of districts that 
do not encompass any unit district territory.  

• In Section B of this provision, one or more unit districts that are contiguous plus any 
territory no part of which is included within any unit district may be organized into a unit 
district.  

Section 11-E-30 allows partial elementary unit district formation. 

• In Section A of this provision high school district(s) and unit district(s) may be dissolved 
and form a combined high school-unit district.  

• In Section B of this provision a high school district and one or more elementary districts 
may organize into an "optional elementary unit district."  

• In Section C, there is an "opt-in" provision for those elementary districts that may wish to 
join the elementary unit district at a later date.  

Other issues 

Other salient issues that always accompany consolidations also are discussed in this draft legislation, 
including requirements for petitions to initiate the reorganization process. They are standardized in Article 
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11-E to include petitions from school boards and citizen petitions that have 50 voter signatures from "each 
affected district" or 10 percent of the registered voters from "each affected district," whichever is smallest. 

The petitions must also now set forth the maximum tax rates that the proposed district will be authorized 
to levy plus information pertaining to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law (PTELL), including the 
"aggregate extension base" and the "debt service extension base" of the districts. 

The allowable methods on the referendum ballot to elect board members have not changed: the "default 
method" is "at large" or the choice can be to divide the new district into seven equally populated areas. 
This second method is not newly created but does require approval at the reorganization referendum. 
However, new sections deal with Board of Education membership for community unit school districts 
formed before January 1, 1975, and for combined school districts formed before July 1, 1983. These 
circumstances may be rare, but they allow for different configurations of board membership. 

The Committee of Ten retains many of the same responsibilities for reorganization. Article 11-E contains 
language that delineates vacancies on the Committee of Ten, in which the committee may replace its own 
members, is retained from previous statutes. 

Regional superintendents will continue to hold hearings under Article 11-E, with newly expanded 
requirements. At this hearing, after notice has been published, there is a required agenda including:  

• Evidence of school needs and conditions  

• Ability of proposed district to meet standards of recognition.  

• Consideration of division of funds and assets.  

• Maximum tax rates for various purposes that the proposed district shall be authorized to 
levy including PTELL information, if appropriate, which shall have information regarding 
the "aggregate extension base" and the "debt service extension base."  

Within 14 days after the conclusion of the hearing, the regional superintendent would either approve or 
deny the petition. If the regional superintendent fails to act within 21 days after the hearing or denies the 
petition, the petition is deemed to have been denied and petitioners may appeal to the state 
superintendent. If the state superintendent denies the petition, then that office issues the "specific basis 
for the denial." Administrative review for either denial is still possible within a one-year period after the 
petition by any resident of the territory described, petitioner or board member. 

Election changes 

The election process also has been standardized in that all elections for Article 11-E reorganization must 
pass with a majority of voters in each affected district. This was the same as previously required except 
that Article 11-B previously required a "majority of those voting overall." Election passage requirements 
also feature that in an "optional elementary unit district" a majority of voters in the high school district and 
at least one affected elementary district. In the case of voting requirements for elementary districts "opting 
in" later, they must also pass with a majority of voters in each affected district. Special provisions for unit 
district formation include that if "at least two unit districts voted in favor of consolidation" then the 
members of the Committee of Ten shall present an amended petition to the boards as long as the territory 
is contiguous.  

Tax rates and the voting for these rates in a referendum are changed by Article 11-E. Previously, only the 
tax rates for the education; operations, buildings and maintenance (OMB); transportation; and life safety 
funds were included on the ballot. Now each rate is to be included on the ballot, except bond and interest, 
and there is also a new provision which allows the "maximum allowable rates by district type" to be 
exceeded for a temporary period. 
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The maximum allowable rates for a new district are calculated by combining the rates currently levied in 
education, OBM and transportation funds, with the rates of the lowest participating elementary district and 
the current rates of the high school district for two years after a successful reorganization and with a 
concurrent reduction to maximum allowable rates at .10 percent per year thereafter for a newly formed 
district. Therefore, this new provision allows a newly formed district to temporarily exceed the allowable 
tax rates by district type. This provides a necessary equalization of former tax rates for a newly merged 
district. A provision also allows districts forming in April elections may submit their new rates to respective 
county clerks and they may receive their new rates in the same calendar year in which the referendum 
was approved.  

An additional section of Article 17-3 deals with tax rates in which districts may submit a referendum to 
allow them to levy a tax for a period of "not less than three years or more than 10 years." Thus, taxpayers 
and districts have a "temporary tax increase" authority. This may cause taxpayers to be more inclined to 
vote for tax increases when they know there is a sunset date for the increase. This is currently in statutes 
but not used extensively by school districts. 

The issue of bonded indebtedness of a newly reorganized district always has been a prominent issue. 
Article 11-E again uses the concept that bonded indebtedness "stays with the district and its boundaries 
that originally issued the bonds." Also as previously allowed, bond sales may be approved at the same 
time in the passage of a reorganization referendum.  

Teacher tenure or "contractual continued service" remains mostly the same as previously approved. The 
only different implications allow teachers, who for five years previous to a reorganization served in a 
capacity as a high school teacher or an elementary school teacher, to transfer to the board of the type of 
school that allows them to serve in the same capacity. In the case of a teacher who previously split 
teaching assignments, the teacher can request to serve in either type of district. 

Financial incentives 

The state has offered four financial incentives for decades for districts that consolidate. Each incentive — 
General State Aid Equalization; Teacher Salary Equalization; Debt Difference Payment; and $4,000 per 
full-time certified teacher — is still based on an ISBE "quintile system." While there are no new incentives 
or increases in incentive amounts, there is an "opt in" provision for elementary districts merging with the 
unit district at a later date. The "opt-in" provisions are allowed for four years after a successful merger 
with other elementary districts. 

This legislation is lengthy and complicated, allowing changes in possible school district configurations, 
opting-in provisions, more tax rates being included on a referendum, districts to use a combined tax rate 
that may exceed allowable rate limits temporarily, newly expanded requirements for ROE hearings and a 
host of other issues. 

Keep in mind that all of these changes are meant to be permissive; there are no mandatory provisions for 
districts to consolidate. 

Changes of this magnitude to existing laws and procedures are bound to raise considerable interest and 
concern, if not outright skepticism. However, do not let the sheer size and number of changes keep you 
from a careful examination of this legislation that addresses, more than any legislation since 1985, the 
issue of school district reorganization in Illinois. 
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GUIDANCE DOCUMENT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATIONS  
 

UNDER PUBLIC ACT 94-1019 
 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION ON PUBLIC ACT AND REORGANIZATION 
OPTIONS IN ILLINOIS   

1. What is meant by the term “school district reorganization”?  

School district reorganization is the umbrella term which includes consolidation, 
combination, annexation, unit district conversion, high school deactivation, and 
cooperative high school attendance centers.  

2. In general, how does P.A. 94-1019 impact school district reorganization?  

Public Act 94-1019 consolidates Articles 7A, 11A, 11B and 11D of the School Code into a new 
Article 11E.  It adds greater flexibility and efficiency to the reorganization process.  In addition, 
it creates opportunities for new types of reorganizations not allowed under prior law. Petition and 
voting requirements are now consistent for all types of reorganizations under Article 11E. The 
new Article 11E only includes options that ensure any reorganization will be approved by the 
voters, and ensures no reorganization will raise taxes without approval by the voters in the 
affected districts.    

3. Why is it important to provide more opportunities for reorganizations?  

Illinois has approximately 875 school districts; about 200 of these districts are single-school. 
Having multiple school districts in the same geographic area can lead to unnecessary 
administrative costs.  Smaller school districts can have difficulty providing a comprehensive 
program, especially at the high school level.  In areas with multiple elementary districts feeding 
to a separate high school district, it can be difficult to achieve curricular alignment among the 
elementary, middle and senior high schools.  

4. What types of school district reorganizations are allowed after P.A. 94-1019?  

School district reorganizations can be grouped into three categories:  (A) reorganization types 
not included in Article 11E as the result of P.A. 94-1019, and therefore not impacted by this 
Act; (B) reorganization types authorized under prior law and included within Article 11E 
pursuant to P.A. 94-1019; and (C) new reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019.  

A. Reorganization types not included in Article 11E as the result of P.A. 94-1019, and 
therefore not impacted by this Act  

Article 11E does not include reorganization types not involving the creation of a new 
district. These types of reorganization are:  
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•      Deactivation (Sec. 10-22.22b)   
•      Cooperative High School (Sec. 10-22.22c)  
•      Dissolution or Detachment (Article 7)  
 
P.A. 94-1019 does not impact a community’s ability to use a reorganization process not 
included in Article 11E.  These options may still offer the best solution for a particular 
community’s needs.  

(B)  Reorganization types authorized under prior law and included within Article 11E 
pursuant to P.A. 94-1019  

Reorganizations allowed under prior law and included within Article 11E (with minor 
changes described later) are:  
 
Small unit district conversion (previously in Article 7A of the School Code):  A small 
unit district is dissolved.  An elementary district is created, and high school students go 
to a contiguous high school district.    
•      Unit district formation (previously in Article 11A of the School Code):  Formation 

of a K-12 district from elementary and high school (dual) territory, or from an 
existing unit district and territory not within a unit district, or from two or more 
existing unit districts.  

•      Combined school district (previously in Article 11B of the School Code):  Two or 
more elementary districts or two or more high school districts combine to form a new 
district.  

•      School district conversion (previously in Article 11D of the School Code):  Two 
or more unit districts combine to form elementary districts based on the old unit 
district boundaries and a new high school district overlying the entire territory.   

 
 
 C. New reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019  
 
The new reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019 and included within the new Article 
11E are:  
 
•      Optional elementary unit district:  A unit district is formed from a high school 

district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  All students in the 
territory will attend the new district for high school purposes.  Only those students 
living in elementary districts electing to join the new district will attend for elementary 
purposes.  Elementary districts electing not to join the new district will remain 
separate, independent elementary districts.  Under prior law, one elementary district 
could keep an entire area from moving forward with a unit district formation.  

• Combined high school – unit district:  A high school district can combine with a unit 
district so long as both districts approve and are physically contiguous.  The new 
district would serve the entire territory for high school purposes, but only the former 
unit district territory for elementary purposes.  

• Multi-unit conversion: A new conversion process is available if two or more unit 
districts want to consolidate at the high school level, but keep a separate  
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elementary district for part of the territory.  The unit districts can dissolve to form a 
new combined high school-unit district serving the entire territory for high school 
purposes, and the former territory of one of the units for elementary purposes. A new 
elementary district would be formed serving the former territory of the other unit 
district for elementary purposes.    

5.   Are any of the reorganization types included in Article 11E involuntary?  

No. All reorganizations included in Article 11E must be approved by a majority vote in each of 
the districts impacted by the reorganization.  

6.   Does P.A. 94-1019 change the prior requirements for conversions, combinations and 
unit district formations?  
 
P.A. 94-1019 makes minor changes to the prior requirements for conversions, combinations 
and unit district formations to provide more opportunities for voluntary reorganizations. It 
eliminates the minimum equalized assessed valuation (EAV) and population requirements for 
the formation of unit districts and school district combinations, which lead to larger districts.  It 
also eliminates the maximum enrollment limits for school district conversions, which lead to 
larger high school districts.  The regional superintendent and State Superintendent will have 
the opportunity to review the viability of the proposed districts. Therefore, the drafters of P.A. 
94-1019 felt these statutory restrictions were unnecessary.   
  
P.A. 94-1019 also authorizes elementary districts within the same high school district to 
consolidate, even if not contiguous. These districts will always be in the same general 
geographic region, and because they feed to the same high school district, their consolidation 
can help with curricular alignment between the elementary and high school districts.  
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B.  FURTHER EXPLANATION OF “HYBRID” DISTRICTS  
 
P.A. 94-1019 authorizes the creation of two entirely new types of school districts:  optional 
elementary unit districts, and combined-high school unit districts.  (A multi-unit conversion is 
a new reorganization process that results in a combined high school – unit district and one or 
more new elementary districts.)  In this guidance document, optional elementary unit districts 
and combined-high school unit districts are collectively referred to as “hybrid” districts 
because they both include some territory of the district for K – 12 purposes, and the remaining 
territory for high school purposes only.  (In Article 11E, the statutory term for “hybrid” 
districts is partial elementary unit districts.)  The following sections further illustrate these 
options.  
 

 
1.  Optional Elementary Unit District  

An optional elementary unit district may be a desirable option for dual district territory where 
some, but not all, of the elementary districts are likely to approve a unit district formation.   
 
•      Under this type of reorganization, a unit district is formed from the high school 

district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  Elementary 
districts A, B and C can form a unit with high school district Z, even if D does not 
join.  

 

Eligibility Requirements  
P.A. 94-1019 includes protections to ensure that optional elementary unit districts are only 
formed from dual district territory with tax rates suggesting the newly-formed district can be 
viable at unit district rates.  Specifically, territory comprising at least 51% of the EAV of the 
high school district must be subject to a combined high school and elementary tax rate for 
educational purposes of 4.0% or less.    

In addition, the high school district and elementary districts must be “substantially 
coterminous.”  This means that the high school district and elementary districts share the same 
boundaries, or share the same boundaries except for territory encompassing, for a particular 
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district, (i) less than 25% of the land area of the district, (ii) less than 8% of the student 
enrollment of the district, and (iii) less than 8% of the equalized assessed valuation of the 
district. If the dual territory is not “substantially coterminous,” it can become that way through 
the detachment and annexation process authorized under Article 7 of the School Code.  

ISBE can assist local districts to determine whether they are eligible to form an optional 
elementary unit district.  

Opt-in process:  
For five years following the formation of an optional elementary unit district, an elementary 
district that did not join initially can vote to join solely by a vote within that elementary 
district.  The elementary district must bond out any operational debt it has incurred since the 
new district was formed so that the debt remains the responsibility of taxpayers within the 
elementary district.  The drafters of P.A. 94-1019 did not want the elementary district to run up 
its operational debt, knowing it has the ability to opt-in to the unit and force that debt onto the 
larger territory.    

A very limited exception to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law (PTELL) is allowed so 
that tax-cap elementary districts can convert the operational debt to bonded debt. Otherwise, a 
tax cap district that could have originally voted to join the unit district could be shut out of that 
opportunity simply because of PTELL restrictions.  P.A. 941019 adds language to the notice and 
ballots for an opt-in to ensure voters know that funding bonds will be issued to convert any 
operational debt to bonded debt.    

2. Combined High School – Unit District  

A combined high school – unit district may be a desirable option when voters in dual district 
territory wish to consolidate with a neighboring community for high school purposes, but 
want to retain their existing separate elementary school district(s).  

3. Multi-Unit Conversion  

A multi-unit conversion may be a desirable option when voters in a unit district wish to 
consolidate with a neighboring unit district for high school purposes, but want to create a 
new elementary district to maintain local control over the elementary schools.  
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4.  How do the tax rates and bonding work for the “hybrid districts”?  
 

• In general, for a few of the taxes levied by a hybrid district, the hybrid district will 
have a separate rate for high school purposes and a separate rate for elementary 
purposes. The high school rate will apply to the entire territory.  The elementary 
rate will only apply to the territory included for elementary purposes.   

• A hybrid district has three types of tax rates:  elementary rates, high school rates, 
and general rates. If the district wants to increase the rates after the district has 
been formed, the following approval requirements apply:  
• Elementary rates:  Any increases to tax rates for elementary purposes must 

only be approved by a majority of voters living in the territory included 
for elementary purposes.    

• High school rates: Any increase to the high school rates must be approved 
by a majority of the voters living in both the high school-only territory, 
and the K-12 territory.  

• General rates: Any increase to general rates (e.g., transportation, health 
life safety) must be approved by a majority of the voters living in both the 
high school-only territory, and the K-12 territory.    

• Hybrid districts must issue bonds for either elementary or high school purposes.   
Bonds for high school purposes must be approved by a majority of voters in the 
entire territory. Bonds for elementary purposes must only be approved by a 
majority of voters included in the district for elementary purposes.  Hybrids will 
have a debt limitation applicable to the entire district for high school purposes, 
and a separate debt limitation for elementary purposes only applicable to a portion 
of the district. The districts will have flexibility to use either elementary or high 
school bond funds for expenses and facilities used by the whole district (such as 
administrator salaries, administrative offices, etc.).  
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Example 1 – Optional Elementary Unit District  
 
In this example, elementary districts A, B, and C and high school district Z have 
consolidated to form new optional elementary unit district Q.   

• The optional elementary unit district has separate rates for K-8 and 9-12 
educational purposes, operations and maintenance purposes and special 
education. In the example below, the 9-12 rates apply to the entire 
territory (A, B, C and D below); K-8 rates only apply to the territory 
where the elementary districts elected to join the new district (A, B and 
C below).  All other rates apply to the entire territory.  

• Rate for educational purposes (4.0% unit maximum under current law): 
The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at 3.5%; the combined rate 
cannot exceed 4.0%.  

• Rate for operations and maintenance purposes (.75% unit maximum 
under current law). The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at .55%; the 
combined cannot exceed .75%.  

• Rate for special education purposes (.80% unit maximum under current 
law):  .40% maximum rate for K-8 special education purposes, and .40% 
maximum rate for 9-12 special education purposes.  

• All other rates are subject to unit district maximums.   
 

 
 

 
Example 2 – Combined High School – Unit District  

In this example, districts Q and Z have formed a combined high school - unit district that serves 
entire the territory for 9-12 purposes, and residents of Q for K-8 purposes.   



 

 

44 

The combined high school – unit district has separate rates for K-8 and 9-12 
educational purposes, operations and maintenance purposes, and special 
education purposes. The 9-12 rates apply to entire territory (Q and Z below); the 
K-8 rates only apply to territory served for elementary (Q below).  All other rates 
apply to entire territory.   

• Rate for educational purposes (4.0% unit maximum under current law): The K-8 and 
9-12 rates are each capped at 3.5%; the combined rate cannot exceed 4.0%. 

• Rate for operations and maintenance purposes (.75% unit maximum under current 
law): The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at .55%; the combined rate cannot 
exceed .75%.  

• Rate for special education purposes (.80% unit maximum under current law):  .40% 
maximum rate for K-8 special education purposes, and .40% maximum rate for 9-12 
special education purposes.  

• All other rates are subject to unit district maximums.  
 

 

5.  Who serves on a hybrid district’s school board?  Who votes to elect them?  

All hybrid board members will be elected at-large from the entire territory included in the 
district. Anyone living in the territory, whether for high school purposes only or K-12 purposes, 
will vote to elect the board.  The bill includes protections for voters living in the different parts 
of the territory to ensure the board does not unfairly try to raise elementary or high school taxes 
for the benefit of a particular subset of voters.       
 
6.  How does the formation of hybrid districts affect General State Aid?  

When determining General State Aid, the equalized assessed valuation (EAV) for hybrid 
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districts will be determined by adding a K-8 EAV and a 9-12 EAV.  The total for K-8 and 9-
12 is 3.00%, which is the same rate for current unit districts.  The K-8 rate of 2.08% and 9-12 
rate of .94 percent were established by taking the current elementary and high school EAV rates 
(2.30% and 1.05%), and reducing each proportionally so that the overall rate is equal to 3.00%.  

7. Will school business officials be able to administer hybrid districts, and will county 
clerks be able to figure out the tax levies?  

The hybrid districts will require the establishment of a few additional subfunds not required for 
traditional unit districts.  However, school districts are used to accounting for subfunds from 
multiple restricted sources (state, federal, specific grant programs, etc.) and the fund accounting 
for the new districts will not involve much additional complexity.    

One must also remember that two or more old districts will be dissolved in the formation of the 
new district. Consequently, the overall number of tax levies, funds, etc. will be substantially 
reduced for the territory.   One business official will administer one set of books for a hybrid 
district, rather than multiple district business officials administering multiple sets of books.  
County clerks would actually be dealing with fewer levies than prior to the creation of the 
hybrid district.  County clerks will be able to rely on the boundaries of the old districts when 
determining the tax levies.  

C. GENERAL QUESTIONS REGARDING CONSOLIDATIONS UNDER 
ARTICLE 11E  

1.  In general, what is the process for undertaking a school district reorganization?  
 
A feasibility study may be conducted to assess options, or data may be gathered 
less formally by school boards or interested citizens  

• A petition is filed with the appropriate regional office of education  
• The regional office publishes notice of a hearing  
• A hearing is held to consider the petition  
• The regional superintendent makes a decision to approve or deny the petition  
• The State Superintendent reviews the information from the local hearing and 

makes a decision to approve or deny the petition  
• If approved, the regional superintendent certifies the public question for the ballot  
• Citizens vote  

 
2.  Who must approve the filing of a petition under Article 11E?  
 
Section 11E-35 provides that a petition shall be filed with the regional superintendent of schools 
of the educational service region in which the territory described in the petition or that part of the 
territory with the greater percentage of equalized assessed valuation is situated.  

3.  Does P.A. 94-1019 change the petition requirements under prior law?  

Only minimally.  Under Article 11E, petitions must be signed by at least 50 legal resident voters 
or 10% of legal resident voters, whichever is less, or approved by the boards of each affected 
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district. These are the same requirements set forth in three of the School Code reorganization 
articles consolidated into 11E.  Unit district formations under the prior Article 11A had the same 
requirements, but also required the signature of 200 voters in the territory if the petition was not 
approved by the boards.  While the 200 voter signature requirement was not carried over to 
Article 11E for consistency purposes, this is not a substantial change.  Any unit district formation 
involving four districts will automatically meet the 200 voter signature requirement, and ISBE 
had not found the 200 voter signature requirement to be an impediment to getting a petition on 
the ballot.  

4.  What must be included on a petition?  
 
 a. A request to submit the proposition at a regular scheduled election  
 b. A description of the territory comprising the districts proposed to be dissolved and those 

to be created  
 c. The maximum tax rates for various purposes which the proposed district(s) shall be 

authorized to levy, with PTELL information if necessary  
 d. Allocation of supplementary State deficit difference payments among proposed districts 
 e. Division of assets and liabilities  
 f. f desired, a request to elect school board members at the same election by  

separate ballot  
g. If desired, a request that board members for a unit district (other than a partial elementary 

unit district) be elected by school board districts rather than at large  
 h. If desired, a request to submit the format for the election of a new high school board as 

part of a unit to dual conversion proposition   
 i. If desired, a request to submit a proposition by separate ballot for authority to issue bonds 
 j. A designation of a committee of ten of the petitioners (Committee of Ten)  
 
5.  How are tax rates for the proposed district specified on the petition?  

Section 11E-80 distinguishes formation of a district subject to PTELL from a district not 
subject to PTELL.    

Proposed district not subject to PTELL:  
A non-PTELL district, other than a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") must 
include in the petition:  

 A. The maximum rates for educational, operations and maintenance, and pupil 
transportation purposes, subject to the rate limitations in Sections 17-2 and 17-3; and  

B. If the new district wants to secure authority to levy other taxes above the permissive 
rates, then those maximum rates must also be included.  For example, such additional levies 
might be needed for special education, leasing of educational facilities or computer 
technology, capital improvement, and fire prevention and safety.   

Where a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") not subject to PTELL will be 
formed, Section 11E-90(b) or 11E-95(b) provides the necessary purposes and tax rate 
information.  Generally, the petition must include:  

A. The maximum rates for both K-8 and 9-12 educational, operations and 
maintenance, and special education purposes;  
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B. The maximum rate for pupil transportation purposes; and  
C. If the new district wants to secure authority to levy other taxes above the permissive 

rates for unit districts, then those maximum rates must also be included.    

Proposed district subject to PTELL:  
A proposed district subject to PTELL must include in the petition: 

 A. The purpose for each and every tax that the new district will be authorized to levy;  
 B. The maximum rates;   
C. The aggregate extension base in accordance with Section 18-210 of the Property Tax 

Code; and  
D. If desired, the debt service extension base under Section 18-212 of the Property Tax 

Code.  

If a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") subject to PTELL will be formed, the 
petition must also indicate whether the tax is for K-8 or 9-12 purposes to the extent required 
by Section 11E-90 or Section 11E-95.    

6. What is the Committee of Ten? Who is usually included, and how does it 
operate?  

A committee of ten of the petitioners will be designated in the petition.  The Committee of Ten 
acts as attorney in fact for all petitioners, may amend the petition in all respects (with exceptions 
for increasing or decreasing territory in a unit district formation), and may make binding 
stipulations on behalf of all petitioners as to any question with respect to the petition.  While the 
Committee of Ten technically doesn’t come into existence until designated in the petition, the 
reality is most committees form prior to the petition to work on the items needed in the petition.  
That committee then becomes the “Committee of Ten” when it is formally designated in the 
petition.  

It is the duty of the petitioners to complete the items required in the petition.  As 
representatives of all the petitioners, this duty usually falls to the Committee of Ten.  Also, 
most parents/taxpayers will want to know additional information regarding the proposed new 
district(s) such as: curriculum, extra-curricular offering, facility usage, transportation issues, 
etc.  Most Committees of Ten also formulate plans for the new district(s) in these areas for 
presentation at the local hearing and community and board meetings.  Committees of Ten 
often form sub-committee work groups to develop these plans as well as the information 
required for the petition.  Usually, one or two members from the Committee of Ten serve on 
each sub-committee work group along with additional community members.  

7. What districts have the right to be notified of and vote on a school district 
reorganization?  

“Affected districts” have the right to be notified of and vote on the reorganization.  
Section 11E-10 defines “affected district” as:  

Any school district with territory included in a petition for reorganization  
under this Article that encompasses (i) 25% or more of the total land area  
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of the district, (ii) more than 8% of the student enrollment of the district,  
or (iii) more than 8% of the equalized assessed valuation of the district.  

8. What notices must be given when a petition is filed?  

Section 11E-40 states that upon filing of the petition, the regional superintendent shall cause a 
copy of the petition to be given to each school board of the affected districts and to the regional 
superintendent of any other educational service region in which territory described in the 
petition is situated.  

The regional superintendent also must publish notice at least once each week for 3 successive 
weeks in at least one newspaper of general circulation in the area.  The notice shall state when 
and to whom the petition was presented, the prayer of the petition, descriptions of the territories 
proposed to be dissolved and created, and the day on which the hearing shall be held. If 
applicable, at the same election but by separate ballots, the notice also must include the 
proposition to elect school board members and any proposition to issue bonds, including the 
amount and purpose.  

9. What are the hearing requirements? Who conducts it and how is it conducted?  

No more than 15 days after the last date on which notice was published, the regional 
superintendent with whom the petition is required to be filed shall hold a hearing.  Prior to the 
hearing, the Committee of Ten shall submit maps showing the districts involved and other 
pertinent information.  The regional superintendent shall allow for public testimony on the action 
proposed in the petition. Any regional superintendent entitled to notice and any resident or 
representative of a school district in which any territory described in the petition is situated may 
appear in person or through an attorney to provide oral or written testimony or both.  The 
regional superintendent must arrange for a written transcript of the hearing.  

The regional superintendent shall allow for public testimony and shall present or arrange to 
have presented the following:   

• Evidence as to the school needs and conditions of the affected districts and in the area 
adjacent thereto  

• Evidence with respect to the ability of the proposed district(s) to meet ISBE recognition 
standards  

• A consideration of the division of funds and assets  
• A description of the maximum tax rates and if applicable, the specifications related to 

PTELL  
 
10. Who must approve the petition prior to it being placed on the ballot?  Can these 
decisions be challenged in court?  

Within 14 days after the conclusion of the hearing, the regional superintendent must approve or 
deny the petition through a written order.  Failure to act within 14 days shall be deemed a 
denial.  
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The regional superintendent shall submit the decision and all evidence to the State 
Superintendent of Education. The State Superintendent shall review the petition, the record of 
the hearing, and the written order (if any).  Within 21 days after the receipt of the regional 
superintendent’s decision, the State Superintendent shall approve or deny the petition through a 
written order.  If denied, the State Superintendent shall set forth in writing the basis for denial.  

The decision of the State Superintendent is a final administrative decision subject to the 
Administrative Review Law.  Any resident of any territory described in the petition who 
appears in support of or opposition to the petition at the hearing or any petitioner or any school 
board of any district in which territory described in the petition is situated may, within 35 days 
after receipt of the decision by certified mail, appeal.  

11.  Does P.A. 94-1019 eliminate the role for the Regional Board of School Trustees?  

The regional board of school trustees does not play a role in the reorganization types included in 
Article 11E. It is only involved in detachments and dissolutions under Article  
7.  P.A. 94-1019 has no impact on its role.  

12.  Who is responsible for paying the costs associated with a reorganization?  

The petitioners are responsible for paying the costs of notices and transcripts. Some prior 
reorganization articles required these costs to be split with the regional superintendent, but in 
Article 11E these costs are placed on the petitioners.    

13. What protections are included in P.A. 94-1019 to ensure viable school districts result 
from school district reorganizations?  

All reorganizations under Article 11E must be approved by a majority vote in each of the 
affected districts. In addition, Article 11E has several protections against allowing a 
reorganization that will not form a viable district.  Both the regional superintendent and the 
State Superintendent have to approve the petition before it ever gets on the ballot.  During this 
review, the regional superintendent and State Superintendent must consider the needs of the 
proposed districts and the surrounding districts, and determine whether viable districts will 
result from the reorganization.    

14.  What are the general election procedures under Article 11E?  

Elections are conducted in accordance with the general election law.  The regional 
superintendent is the election authority who orders the elections and certifies the reorganization 
question, candidates for newly created school boards, and a proposition to issue bonds, if any, to 
the county clerk for placement on the ballot.  When board members are elected for a new district, 
the regional superintendent calls the organizational meeting and certifies the officers.  

15.  What are the passage requirements for a reorganization question?  

For an optional elementary unit district, a majority of the electors voting in the high school 
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district and a majority of the voters in at least one affected elementary district must vote in 
favor of the proposition.  

For an elementary district electing to join an optional elementary unit district (opt-in), a 
majority of the electors voting in that elementary district only is required.  

In all other cases under Article 11E, a majority of the electors voting at the election in each 
affected district must vote in favor of the proposition.  

16.  If approved, when does the reorganization go into effect?  

The change becomes effective after the time for appeal has run; however, the administration 
shall not be affected until the July 1 following the date that the school board election is held for 
the new district(s).  The effective date for purposes of administration and attendance may be 
accelerated or postponed by stipulation and with the approval of the regional superintendent.  

17.  What actions can be taken prior to the effective date of the new district?  

After the new board has organized and elected officers, but before the effective date of the 
reorganization, the new board shall have the following powers if the existing districts so allow by 
stipulations approved by the regional superintendent:   

• Establish a tax levy  
• Enter into agreements for depositing and investing funds  
• Conduct a search for a superintendent and enter an employment contract  
• Conduct a search for other administrators and staff and enter employment 

contracts  
• Engage the services of accountants, architects, attorneys, and other consultants  
• Plan for the administrative transition  
• Bargain collectively  
• Expend funds from the levy and from the existing districts to meet payroll and other 

essential operating expenses  
• Issue bonds under Section 17-2.11 (Fire Prevention & Safety)  

 
18. What happens to the tenured teaching staff of districts involved in a 
reorganization?  

Upon the effective date of a school district reorganization, the positions of tenured teachers 
shall be transferred in accordance with Section 24-12.  Tenure is not lost and transferred 
teachers shall be treated as if they had been employees of the new district during the time 
they were employed by the original district.  

Article 11E also provides specific requirements in the case of a school district conversion or 
multi-unit conversion.  Positions of tenured teachers that, during the 5 school years immediately 
preceding the effective date of change, were full-time positions in grades 912 shall be transferred 
to control of the school board of the high school or combined high school–unit district. Positions 
of tenured teachers that, during the 5 years immediately preceding the effective date of change, 
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were full-time positions in K-8 shall be transferred to the control of the school board of the 
newly created successor elementary district. Positions of tenured teachers that were full-time 
positions not required to be transferred to either shall be transferred to the control of whichever 
of the boards the teacher shall request. If neither the original district nor the newly created 
district can stipulate as to where a position is transferred, the regional superintendent shall make 
the determination.  

19. When districts combine or consolidate, the teaching staffs tend to have their pay scales 
equalized by bumping everyone up to the highest-paid district’s level.  Are there any 
exemptions for these adjustments from the 6% Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) cap?  

NOTE: THE ANSWER BELOW APPLIES IF AND WHEN SENATE BILL 49 
BECOMES LAW.  

Yes. Newly amended Section 16-158 of the Pension Code (40 ILCS 5/16-158) requires a 
teacher’s same employer to pay TRS the present value of the increase in pension benefits that 
results from that portion of a salary increase in excess of 6%.  However, the same Section also 
states that a transfer in teaching position due to school district reorganization shall constitute a 
change in employer.  Because the new district will not be the same employer for this purpose, it 
will not be required to pay the increase to TRS.   

20. How does a school district reorganization impact Adequate Yearly Progress status 
under the No Child Left Behind Act and the School Code?  

When two or more districts are involved in a school district reorganization that results in the 
formation of one or more new districts, the new district(s) will assume the most favorable 
improvement status level – at each of the state and federal levels – of the districts involved in 
the reorganization. For example, if District D is in the third year of improvement status, and it 
combines with District E which is in the fifth year of improvement status, the new District DE 
will assume the third year of improvement status.  

21. How does a school district reorganization impact approved waivers and 
modifications?  

Newly created districts under Article 11E must apply for waivers and modifications regardless 
of whether any of the former districts had a previously approved waiver or modification. 
Pursuant to Section 2-3.25g, all residents must have an opportunity to give input on the waiver 
or modification at a public hearing prior to application.  

D.  INCENTIVES  

1.  How does P.A. 94-1019 change the incentive structure for reorganizations?  

Article 11E carries forward the reorganization incentive structure in current law and 
applies these incentives to the new reorganization types.  
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2. Do districts get state assistance for conducting studies to investigate 
reorganization options?  Is there money in the FY 07 budget for this?  

Yes and yes. Districts can receive financial assistance from the State in order to hire a 
consultant to conduct a School District Reorganization Feasibility Study.  Feasibility studies 
are a tool to be used by school districts wanting to investigate the advantages and/or 
disadvantages of reorganization options.  The State of Illinois Fiscal Year 2007 budget 
appropriates $300,000 to ISBE for School District Reorganization Feasibility Studies.  

3.  How do school districts apply and qualify for feasibility study funds?  

Interested school districts submit a proposed agreement with an independent contractor(s) to 
their Regional Office of Education (ROE).  The ROE reviews the agreement for approval and 
submits to the State Board of Education (ISBE) for final approval.  The school board of each 
district involved must approve, by board action, the initiation of the feasibility study, and the 
superintendent of each district must sign the feasibility study agreement prior to submission to 
the ROE.  Feasibility study funds are available on a “first come – first served” basis.    

Questions on feasibility studies and funding can be addressed to: Michelle Heninger, School 
Business and Support Services Division Illinois State Board of Education 217/785-8779 -
mheninge@isbe.net  
 
4.  How much is in the budget for reorganization incentives?  

The State of Illinois Fiscal Year 2007 budget appropriates $7,550,000 to ISBE for School 
District Reorganization Incentive payments.  All incentives are fully funded at this time.  

5.  Please explain the types of reorganization incentives included in Article 11E.  

The four School District Reorganization Incentives are:   
• General State Aid Difference: paid if the General State Aid Entitlement (GSA) for 

the newly reorganized district(s) for the first year of existence is less than the 
GSA would have been that same year on the basis of the previously existing 
districts  

• Salary Difference: for teachers employed in each newly reorganized district who 
were also employed in one of the previously existing districts, calculates the 
difference between what those teachers were paid in their original district for the 
last year of existence and what they would have been paid if placed on the highest 
salary schedule of the districts forming the newly reorganized district  

• Deficit Fund Balance: calculates each previously existing district’s fund balances 
by combining the Education, Operations and Maintenance, Transportation, and 
Working Cash funds; if any previously existing district has a combined deficit 
fund balance, the incentive pays the difference between the lowest deficit and the 
other deficits; a positive combined fund balances is considered a deficit of $0; for 
districts with a deficit, an additional calculation compares current year 
expenditures to prior 3-year average expenditures, with the incentive being 
reduced by the excess if the current year expenditures are greater than the prior 3-
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year average  
• $4,000 per Certified Staff: $4,000 paid for each full-time, certified staff member 

employed by each reorganized district  
 
E.  FIRST STEPS AND FURTHER QUESTIONS  

1. If a school board is interested in exploring reorganization options, what are the first 
steps?  

The following are suggestions only.  Since each school district is unique, how it first 
explores reorganization options will vary.   

A school board should first assess its own district’s situation to discover which option or 
options would most benefit the district’s students, parents, and taxpayers.  Inquiry letters could 
then be sent out to neighboring districts to gauge interest in reorganization.  Interested districts 
can discuss reorganization options during board meetings, joint board meetings, community 
meetings, and/or small group meetings.  Interested districts may also apply for Reorganization 
Feasibility Study funding in order to hire a consultant to report on their specific situation.  
It is best for a school board exploring reorganization options to continually communicate with its 
public. A referendum is more likely to be successful with community buy-in.  A board should 
keep its local regional superintendent informed of its discussions and progress.  

2. If a citizen is interested in exploring reorganization options, what are the first steps?  

The following are suggestions only. Since each school district is unique, how citizens first 
explore reorganization options will vary.   

A citizen should assess his own district’s situation to discover which option or options would 
most benefit the district’s students, parents and taxpayers. This could be done by gathering 
information about curriculum, finances, school buildings, student transportation, extra-
curricular activities and the communitys’ feelings regarding reorganization. Inquiry letters 
could even be sent out to neighboring districts to gauge interest in reorganization. Citizens may 
present the information gathered to the local school board.  

If the citizen drive leads to the filing of a petition for school district reorganization, all 
requirements of Article 11E must be met, just as if a school board submitted the petition.  

3. Who can I contact for further information?  

ISBE provides technical assistance for districts or citizens investigating reorganization options. 
ISBE can also send staff members to interested communities to discuss these options.  

Questions on School District Reorganization options and process can be addressed to: Michelle 
Heninger School Business and Support Services Division Illinois State Board of Education 
217/785-8779  
mheninge@isbe.net  
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Appendix B  

Comparison Chart of Article 11E  

to Prior School Code Reorganization Provisions 
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 Detachment/Annexation 
and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into 
Article 11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School 
District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and Formation of 
School Districts (Article 11E)  

Types of 
districts 
involved  

Elementary, high school, 
or unit districts; for 
dissolution under 7-2a(b) 
and 7-11, district 
dissolving must have less 
than 5,000 residents  

Unit district 
with less 
than 250 
students in 
grades 9-12 
contiguous 
to a high 
school 
district (7A-
1)  

Dual territory 
(elementary 
and high 
school), 2 or 
more entire 
unit districts, 
one or more 
entire unit 
district with 
dual territory  

2 or more 
entire 
elementary 
districts or 2 
or more 
entire high 
school 
districts 
(11B-1)  

2 or more 
contiguous unit 
districts or 1 or 
more unit and 
one or more 
high school 
districts, all 
contiguous; 
none of the 
districts 
involved may 
have more than 
600 students in 
grades 9-12 
(11D-1)  

Depends on type of reorganization 
involved  

Minimum 
EAV 
requirements 
for involved 
territory  

No  No  At least 
$12,000,000 
EAV for dual 
territory 
consolidation; 
may have 
consolidation 
of dual 
territory with 
less than 
minimum 
EAV if ROE 
& State 
Superintendent 
determine 
consolidation 
meets 5 
specific 
factors (11A-

At least 
$5,000,000 
EAV (11B-2)  

No  No  
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2)  

Minimum 
population 
requirements 
for  

No  No  Not less than 
4,000 nor 
more than 
500,000 for 
dual  

Not less than 
1,500 nor 
more than 
500,000 
(11B-2)  

No  No  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not incorporated 
into Article 11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School District 
Formation (Article 
11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

involved 
territory  

  territory consolidation; 
may have consolidation 
of dual territory with less 
than minimum 
population if ROE & 
State Supt determine 
consolidation meets 5 
specific factors (11A-2)  

   

Petition 
filing 
requirements  

May be filed by the boards of 
each district affected, a 
majority of registered voters of 
each district affected, or 2/3 of 
the registered voters in the 
territory proposed to be 
detached; if there are no 
registered voters in the territory 
proposed to be detached, the 
petition may be filed by all 
owners of record of the real 
estate of the territory; any 
petition for dissolution can be 
filed by the board of education 
or a majority of voters in the 
district proposed to be  

Must be signed by 
at least 10% of the 
voters residing 
within each district 
affected (unit 
district and high 
school district) or 
by the boards of 
each district 
affected (7A-2)  

Must be signed by 200 
voters residing in at least 
¾ of the school districts 
or parts of districts and 
residing in the territory 
included in the petition 
and must contain 
signatures from the 
lesser of 50 legal 
resident voters or 10% of 
the legal resident voters 
from each district wholly 
or partially included in 
the petition, or must be 
signed by the  

Must be signed by 
at least 10% of the 
voters residing 
within each district 
or by the boards of 
each district 
(11B3)  

Must be signed 
by the lesser of 
50 voters or 10% 
of the voters 
residing in each 
affected district 
(11D-2)  

Must be signed by at 
least 50 legal 
resident voters or 
10% of legal 
resident voters, 
whichever is less, or 
approved by boards 
of each affected 
district. (11E-35(a))  
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 Detachment/Annexation 
and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit District 
Conversions (Article 
7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of School 
Districts (Article 11E)  

 dissolved (7-1; 7-2; 
72a(a))  

 boards of each 
district wholly or 
partially included 
in the petition 
(11A-3)  

   

Petition 
content 
requirements  

1. If filed under 7-1 or 72 
and 
dissolution/annexation, 
petition shall request 
submission at regular 
scheduled election; 2. 
Except for petitions filed 
under 7-2a(b), any petition 
for dissolution must 
specify annexing school 
district or districts; 3. For 
Detachment/Annexation or 
Dissolution/Annexation, 
designate Committee of 
Ten when petition contains 
more than 10 signatures 4. 
For a petition for 
Detachment/Annexation or 
Dissolution/Annexation 
filed under Section 7-1, 
each page of circulated  

1. Request submission 
at regular scheduled 
election 2. describe 
territory of unit to be 
dissolved 3. describe 
territory of existing 
high school district 4.  
set forth maximum tax 
rates 5.  may request 
election of elementary 
board members at 
same election 6. 
designate Committee 
of Ten, if petition 
contains more than 10 
signatures. (7A-2)  

1. Request 
submission at 
regular scheduled 
election; 2. 
describe territory 
of proposed 
district; 3.  set 
forth maximum 
tax rates; 4. 
designate 
Committee of Ten; 
5.  may request 
election of board 
members by 
school board 
districts instead of 
at-large; 6.  may 
request election of 
board members at 
same election; 7.  
may request 
issuance of bonds 
on separate ballot; 
8.  may request 
that bonded 
indebtedness of  

1. Request 
submission at regular 
scheduled election; 
2. describe territory 
comprising the 
proposed district by 
districts; 3.  set forth 
maximum tax rates; 
4. designate 
Committee of Ten 5.  
may request election 
of board members at 
same election; 6.  
may request issuance 
of bonds on separate 
ballot; (11B-3)  

1. Request 
submission at 
regular scheduled 
election; 2. 
describe territory 
comprising 
proposed 
districts; 3.  set 
forth maximum 
tax rates for each 
proposed district;  
4.  set forth 
manner in which 
State deficit 
difference 
payment will be 
allocated among 
new districts; 5. 
designate 
Committee of 
Ten; 6.  define 
format for 
election of the 
new high school 
board; 7.  provide 
for the division of 
assets  

1. Request submission at 
regular scheduled 
election; 2. describe 
territory; 3.  set forth 
maximum tax rates; 4.  
set forth manner in 
which State deficit 
difference payments will 
be allocated among new 
districts; 5. address 
division of assets and 
liabilities; 6.  may 
request election of board 
members; 7. for units 
other than partial 
elementary unit district, 
may request election of  
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 Detachment/Annexation 

and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of School 
Districts (Article 11E)  

 petition shall include the 
full prayer of the petition; 
each signature contained 
therein shall match the 
official signature and 
address of the registered 
voters as recorded in the 
office of the election 
authority having 
jurisdiction over the county; 
each petitioner shall record 
the date of his/her signing; 
each page of the petition 
shall be signed by a 
circulator who has 
witnessed the signature of 
each petitioner on that page 
(7-6(b-5), 7-2a(a), 7-6(c), 
7-1)  

 each existing district 
be assumed by 
entire territory of 
new district (for new 
district formed from 
entire territory of 2 
or more school 
districts (11A-3)  

 and liabilities to be 
allocated to the 
proposed new 
districts 8.  may 
request election of 
school board for 
each new district at 
same election; 9.  
may request 
issuance of bonds 
on separate ballot. 
(11D-2 and 11D-6 
for item #6)  

board members by district; 
8. for unit to dual 
conversion, may define 
the format for election of 
high school board 9.  may 
request issuance of bonds; 
10.  designate Committee 
of Ten. 11E-35(b)  

Notice of 
petition  

Notice given, by copy of 
petition, to board of any 
district involved in 
boundary change and to the 
Regional Board of School 
Trustees of any region 
affected (7-6(a) and 7-6(b))  

Notice given, by 
copy of petition, to 
board of each 
district affected 
and any other 
ROE affected (7A-
2)  

Notice given, by 
copy of petition, to 
board of each 
district involved in 
the proposed 
formation of new 
district (11A-3)  

Notice given, by 
copy of petition, to 
board of each 
district involved in 
the proposed 
formation of new 
district (11B-3)  

Notice given, by 
copy of petition, to 
each board of any 
district involved in 
the petition (11D-
2)  

Notice given, by copy of 
petition, to board of each 
affected district and any 
other affected ROE (11E-
40(a)).  

Committee 
of Ten 
requirements  

Needed when more than 10 
signatures on petition; 
attorney in fact for all  

Attorney in fact 
for all petitioners; 
may make binding  

Can amend the 
petition in all 
respects prior to  

Can amend the 
petition in all 
respects prior to  

Can amend the 
petition in all 
respects prior to  

Attorney in fact for all 
petitioners; can amend the 
petition  
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 Detachment/Annexation 
and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into 
Article 11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion (Article 
11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of School 
Districts (Article 11E)  

 petitioners; may make 
binding stipulations on 
behalf of all petitioners as 
to any question with 
respect to the petition or 
hearing or joint hearing; 
power to stipulate to 
accountings or waiver 
between school districts 
(7-6(c))  

stipulations on 
behalf of all 
petitioners as to 
any question 
with respect to 
petition or 
hearing; power to 
stipulate to 
accountings or 
waiver between 
school districts 
(7A-2)  

final decision of 
ROE (can not 
have increase or 
decrease of 
territory by more 
than 25%); can 
make binding 
stipulations on 
behalf of all 
petitioners as to 
any question 
with respect to 
the petition or 
hearing; can 
stipulate to 
accountings or 
waiver between 
school districts; 
may voluntarily 
dismiss petition 
at any time 
before final 
decision of ROE 
(11A-3)  

ROE final decision; 
can make binding 
stipulations on 
behalf of all 
petitioners as to any 
question with 
respect to the 
petition or hearing; 
can make 
stipulations for 
accountings or 
waiver between 
school districts; may 
voluntarily dismiss 
petition at any time 
before final decision 
of ROE (11B-3)  

ROE final decision; 
can make binding 
stipulations on behalf 
of all petitioners as to 
any question with 
respect to the petition 
or hearing; may 
voluntarily dismiss 
petition at any time 
before the final 
decision of ROE (11D-
2)  

in all respects (except 
that, for unit districts, may 
not increase or decrease 
territory by more than 25 
percent); make binding 
stipulations on behalf of 
petitioners (11E-
35(b)(10))  

Regional 
superintendent 
decision  

N/A  Determines 
whether 
petitioners have 
paid expense of 
notice; 
determines 
whether the 
petition as filed 
is proper and in 
compliance with 

Determines 
whether petition 
is proper and in 
compliance with 
any applicable 
petition 
requirements of 
Election Code; 
hears evidence as  

Hears evidence as to 
school needs and 
conditions in the 
territory which will 
form the proposed 
new district and as 
to the ability of the 
proposed new 
district to meet the  

Determines whether 
petition is proper and 
in compliance with any 
applicable petition 
requirements of 
Election Code; hears 
evidence as  

Determines whether 
petition is in proper order 
and in compliance with 
Article 11E and Election 
Code and informs 
petitioners of such or of 
defects in petition  
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petition  

 
 Detachment/Annexation 

and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into 
Article 11E)  

Small Unit District 
Conversions (Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion (Article 
11D)  

Conversion and Formation of 
School Districts (Article 11E)  
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  requirements of Election 
Code; hears evidence as to 
school needs and 
conditions in all territory 
described in petition and in 
area adjacent; hears 
evidence with respect to 
ability of elementary 
district to be created and 
high school district after 
annexation to meet 
standards of recognition; 
takes into consideration 
any division of funds or 
assets; determines whether 
it is for the best interests of 
the schools of the area and 
the educational welfare of 
the pupils; decision 
approving or denying 
petition within 14 days 
after conclusion of hearing 
(7A-2)  

to the school needs 
and conditions of 
the territory and 
adjacent area; takes 
into consideration 
the division of 
funds and assets 
which will result; 
determines whether 
it is for the best 
interests of the 
schools of the area 
and the educational 
welfare of the 
pupils; decision by 
ROE approving or 
denying petition 
must be made 
within 14 days after 
conclusion of 
hearing (11A-3)  

standards of 
recognition as 
prescribed by 
ISBE; decision by 
ROE granting or 
denying petition 
must be made 
within 14 days 
after the 
conclusion of the 
hearing (11B-3)  

to school needs and 
conditions of the 
territory and adjacent 
area; takes into 
consideration the 
division of funds and 
assets which will 
result; determines 
whether it is for the 
best interests of the 
schools of the area and 
the educational welfare 
of the pupils; decision 
by ROE approving or 
denying petition must 
be made within 14 
days after conclusion 
of hearing (11D-2)  

prior to hearing; (11E-40(d)) At 
the hearing, takes into 
consideration the school needs 
and conditions of the affected 
districts and in the area adjacent 
thereto, the division of funds and 
assets that will result from the 
action described in the petition, 
the best interests of the schools of 
the area, and the best interests and 
the educational welfare of the 
pupils residing therein; decision 
by ROE approving or denying 
petition must be made within 14 
days after conclusion of the 
hearing (11E50(a))  

 
 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 
7) (Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion (Article 
11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  
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Regional Board of 
School Trustees 
decision  

For petition filed under 71 or 7-2: 
Hearing by Regional Board of 
School Trustees of each region 
affected; (7-6(i), 7-6(k), 7-6(m)) 
For petition filed under 72a(b): 
Petition decided solely by the 
Regional Board of School Trustees 
of the region in which the ROE 
has supervision over the district to 
be dissolved; (7-2a(b) and 7-11)  

N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  

State Superintendent 
decision  

For petitions filed under 7-1, if 
within 9 months after filing a 
petition it is not approved or 
denied by the Regional Board of 
School Trustees, the petitioners 
may submit the petition to the 
State Superintendent for approval 
or denial; the Regional Board loses 
all jurisdiction over the petition 
and all jurisdiction is transferred to 
the State Supt; the  

Reviews entire 
record of 
proceedings had 
before ROE; 
considers whether 
the proposed 
elementary 
district and high 
school district 
after annexation 
will have 
sufficient size and 
financial 
resources to 
provide and 
maintain a  

Reviews entire 
record of 
proceedings had 
before ROE; 
considers 
whether the 
proposed district 
will have 
sufficient size 
and financial 
resources to 
provide and 
maintain a 
recognized 
educational 
program; 
considers 
whether the  

Reviews entire 
record of 
proceedings had 
before ROE; 
considers whether 
proposed district 
will have sufficient 
size and financial 
resources to 
provide and 
maintain a 
recognized 
educational 
program; considers 
whether the  

Reviews entire 
record of 
proceedings had 
before ROE; 
considers whether 
proposed districts 
will have sufficient 
size and financial 
resources to provide 
and maintain a 
recognized 
educational program; 
considers whether 
proposed  

Reviews the 
petition, the 
record of the 
hearing, and the 
written order of 
the ROE; takes 
into consideration 
the school needs 
and conditions of 
the affected 
districts and in the 
area adjacent 
thereto, the 
division of funds 
and assets that 
will result from 
the action  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 State Supt shall not be required to 
repeat any proceedings conducted, 
but is required to give and publish 
any notice and hold or complete any 
hearings that were not given, held, 
or completed (7-6(l))  

recognized 
educational 
program; considers 
whether the 
dissolution of the 
unit school district, 
creation of an 
elementary school 
district therefrom 
and annexation of 
the same territory 
to the existing high 
school district is 
for the best 
interests of the 
schools of the area 
and the educational 
welfare of the 
pupils; considers 
whether the 
territory of the 
proposed 
elementary district 
and the territory of 
the high school 
district after 
annexation are 
each compact and 
contiguous for 
school purposes; 
decision made 
within 30 days of  

proposed school 
district is for the 
best interest of 
the schools of 
the area and the 
educational 
welfare of the 
pupils; considers 
whether the 
territory for the 
proposed district 
is compact and 
contiguous for 
school purposes; 
decision made 
within 30 days 
of ROE decision 
(11A-3)  

proposed district is 
for the best interests 
of schools of the 
area and the 
educational welfare 
of the pupils; 
considers whether 
the territory for the 
proposed district is 
compact and 
contiguous for 
school purposes; 
decision made 
within 30 days of 
ROE decision (11B-
3)  

districts are for 
the best interests 
of the schools of 
the area and the 
educational 
welfare of the 
pupils; considers 
whether the 
territory for the 
proposed school 
districts is 
compact and 
contiguous for 
school purposes; 
decision made 
within 30 days of 
ROE decision 
(11D-2)  

described in the 
petition, the best 
interests of the 
schools of the 
area, and the best 
interests and the 
educational 
welfare of the 
pupils residing 
therein; decision 
approving or 
denying petition 
within 21 days 
after receipt of 
the ROE decision 
(11E-50(b))  

 



 

 

67 

 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

  ROE decision 
(7A2)  

    

Timing of notice 
of petition  

For petition filed under 71 or 7-2: 
Prior to Regional Board(s) of School 
Trustees hearing; notice published 
once; hearing held not more than 15 
nor less than 10 days after notice (7-
6(a) and 7-6(f) For petition filed 
under 72a(b): Prior to Regional 
Board of School Trustees hearing; 
notice published twice each week 
for two successive weeks; hearing 
held not less than 50 days nor more 
than 70 days after petition is filed 
(7-11)  

Prior to ROE 
hearing on 
petition; notice 
once each week for 
3 successive 
weeks; hearing 
held no more than 
30 days after the 
last date on which 
required notice is 
published (7A-2)  

Prior to ROE 
hearing on 
petition; notice 
once each week 
for 3 successive 
weeks; hearing 
held not more 
than 30 days 
after publication 
of notice (11A-
3)  

Prior to ROE 
hearing on petition; 
notice once each 
week for 3 
successive weeks; 
hearing held not 
more than 30 days 
after publication of 
notice (11B-3)  

Prior to ROE 
hearing on 
petition; notice 
once each week 
for 3 successive 
weeks; hearing 
held not more 
than 30 days after 
publication of 
notice (11D-2)  

Prior to ROE 
hearing on 
petition; notice 
once each week 
for 3 successive 
weeks; hearing 
held not more 
than 15 days after 
the last date on 
which required 
notice is 
published  (11E-
40(a)(2) and 11E-
45(a))  

Content of notice 
of petition  

For petition filed under 71 and 7-2: 
1.  When petition was filed; 2. 
description of territory; 3. prayer of 
the petition; 4. day on which the  

1. When & to 
whom the petition 
was presented; 2. 
description of 
territory of unit 
district to be 
dissolved;  3. 
description of  

1. When & to 
whom petition 
was presented; 
2. description of 
territory of 
proposed 
district; 3. if 
requested in the 
petition a  

1. When & to whom 
petition was 
presented; 2. 
description of 
territory of 
proposed district; 3. 
day on which 
hearing upon  

1.  when & to 
whom the 
petition was 
presented; 2. 
description of 
territory of 
proposed 
districts; 3. if 
requested in the 
petition a  

1. when and to 
whom the 
petition was 
presented; 2. 
prayer of petition; 
3. description of 
territory; 4. if 
requested,  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 
7) (Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 hearing or joint hearing upon 
petition will be held (7-6(f)) For 
petition filed under 72a(b): No 
specifics on contents of notice 
contained within Section 7-2a(b) or 
Section 7-11  

territory of 
existing high 
school district; 4.  
statement of 
maximum tax 
rates; 5. prayer of 
petition; 6. day on 
which hearing on 
petition shall be 
held (7A2)  

statement of the 
proposition to 
issue bonds and 
the amount and 
purpose; 4. day 
on which the 
hearing upon 
the petition will 
be held (11A-3)  

petition will be 
held (11B-3)  

statement of the 
proposition to 
issue bonds and 
the amount and 
purpose; 4. day 
on which hearing 
upon petition 
will be held 
(11D-2)  

proposition to 
elect board 
members; 5. if 
requested, 
proposition to 
issue bonds;  6. 
day on which 
hearing upon 
petition will be 
held. (11E-40(b))  

Payment for notice 
of hearing  

Petitioners pay expense of 
publishing notice; petitioners also 
pay expense of transcript taken at 
hearing or joint hearing (7-6(e))  

Petitioners pay 
expense of 
publishing notice; 
petitioners also 
pay expense of 
transcript taken at 
hearing (7A-2)  

No specific 
mention on 
party 
responsible for 
payment of 
notice; common 
practice is that 
ROE office 
pays for notice 
under 11A  

No specific 
mention on party 
responsible for 
payment of notice; 
common practice is 
that ROE office 
pays for notice 
under 11B  

No specific 
mention on party 
responsible for 
payment of 
notice; common 
practice is that 
ROE office pays 
for notice under 
11D  

Expense of 
publishing notice 
shall be borne by 
the petitioners 
and paid on 
behalf of the 
petitioners by the 
Committee of 
Ten; the expense 
of the transcript 
taken at the local 
hearing shall also 
be borne by the 
petitioners and 
paid on behalf of 
the petitioners by 
the Committee of 
Ten (11E40(a)(2) 
and 11E45(d))  

Administrative 
review  

Yes For petitions filed under 7-1 or 
7-2 – within 35  

Yes – within 35 
days of receipt of 
copy of State Supt  

Yes – within 35 
days of receipt 
of copy of State 
Supt  

Yes – within 35 
days of receipt of 
copy of State Supt  

Yes – within 35 
days of receipt of 
copy of State 
Supt  

Yes – within 35 
days of receipt of 
copy of State 
Supt  

 



 

 

69 

 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 days of receipt of copy of Regional 
Board(s) or State Supt decision (7-
7) For petitions filed under 7-2a(b) 
– within 10 days of receipt of copy 
of Regional Board decision (7-11)  

decision (7A-3)  decision (11A-
4)  

decision (11B-4)  decision (11D-3)  decision 
(11E50(c))  

Election required?  Election required for 
dissolution/annexation filed under 
7-1 or 7-2 (71, 7-2, 7-2a(a), 7-6(o), 
77.5) Detachment/Annexations to 
not have election requirement 
Dissolutions filed under 7-2a(b) do 
not have election requirement  

Yes (7A-4)  Yes (11A-5)  Yes (11B-5)  Yes (11D-4)  Yes. (11E-55)  

Notice of election  In accordance with general election 
law (77.5(b))  

In accordance with 
general election 
law (7A-4(b) and 
7A-4(c))  

In accordance 
with general 
election law 
(11A-5(b) and 
11A-5(c))  

In accordance with 
general election law 
(11B-5(b) and 11B-
5(c))  

In accordance 
with general 
election law 
(11D-4(b) and 
11D-4(c))  

In accordance 
with general 
election law; 
contents the same 
as in existing 
law. (11E-55(d))  

Election approval 
requirements  

Majority of electors voting at 
election in each affected district (7-
7.7)  

Majority of 
electors voting at 
election in each 
affected district 
(7A-6)  

Majority of 
electors voting 
at election in 
each affected 
district; if 
territory  

Majority of electors 
voting within the 
territory of the 
proposed district  

Majority of 
electors voting at 
election in each 
affected district 
(11D-6)  

Majority of 
electors voting at 
election in each 
affected district.   
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 Detachment/Annexation 

and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School District 
Formation (Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 Detachment/Annexations 
and Dissolutions filed under 
7-2a(b) do noave election.  

 will be taken from a district 
to be part of the new unit 
district and that territory is 
25% or more of total land 
area or student enrollment of 
territory is greater than 8% 
and EAV of territory is 
greater than 8% of the total 
original district, then all 
residents of that district are 
eligible to vote on the 
consolidation question but 
not the bond question, if 
applicable; otherwise, 
consolidation question 
submitted only to voters of 
territory which comprises 
proposed new district (11A-7 
and 11A-8)  

(11B-7)   For optional 
elementary unit 
district, only 
requires majority of 
electors voting in 
high school district 
and majority of 
electors voting in at 
least one 
elementary district. 
For elementary 
district electing to 
join an optional 
elementary unit 
district (opt-in), 
only requires a 
majority of electors 
voting in that 
elementary district 
(11E-65)  

Effective 
date of  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  

change  administration of the  administration 
of  administration of  administration of  administration of  administration of  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not incorporated 
into Article 11E)  

Small Unit District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 schools until July 1 following 
the date the petition is granted or 
upon which the election is held 
(7-9)  

the schools until 
July 1 following the 
date the board of 
education election 
is held for the new 
district (7A-8)  

the schools until 
July 1 following the 
date the board of 
education election 
is held (11A-10)  

the schools until 
July 1 following the 
date the board of 
education election 
is held (11B-9)  

the schools until 
July 1 following the 
date board of 
education election 
is held (11D-7)  

schools until  July 1 
following the date 
school board 
election is held.  
(11E-70(a))  

Authority of 
new districts  

N/A – no new district is formed 
in any option under Article 7  

1. Establish tax 
levy; 2. Enter into 
agreements with 
banks and deposit 
funds; 3. Search 
and contract for 
superintendent; 4. 
Engage 
professionals; 5. 
Plan for transition; 
6. Bargain 
collectively; 7.  
Expend funds to 
meet expenses of 
existing districts; 8.  
Expend funds in 
exercise of other 
powers; 9. Issue 
bonds. (7A-8)  

1. Establish tax 
levy; 2. Enter into 
agreements with 
banks and deposit 
funds; 3. Search 
and contract for 
superintendent; 4. 
Engage 
professionals; 5. 
Plan for transition; 
6. Bargain 
collectively; 7.  
Expend funds to 
meet expenses of 
existing districts; 8.  
Expend funds in 
exercise of other 
powers; 9. Issue 
bonds. (11A-10)  

1. Establish tax 
levy; 2. Enter into 
agreements with 
banks and deposit 
funds; 3. Search 
and contract for 
superintendent; 4. 
Engage 
professionals; 5. 
Plan for transition; 
6. Bargain 
collectively; 7.  
Expend funds to 
meet expenses of 
existing districts; 8.  
Expend funds in 
exercise of other 
powers; (11B-9) 
Note: 11B does not 
give the new board  

1. Establish tax 
levy; 2. Enter into 
agreements with 
banks and deposit 
funds; 3. Search 
and contract for 
superintendent; 4. 
Engage 
professionals; 5. 
Plan for transition; 
6. Bargain 
collectively; 7.  
Expend funds to 
meet expenses of 
existing districts; 8.  
Expend funds in 
exercise of other 
powers; 9. Issue 
bonds. (11D-7)  

1. Establish tax 
levy; 2. Enter into 
agreements with 
banks and deposit 
funds; 3. Search 
and contract for 
superintendent; 4.  
Search and contract 
for other 
administrators and 
staff; 5. Engage 
professionals; 6. 
Plan for transition; 
7. Bargain 
collectively; 8.  
Expend funds to 
meet expenses of 
existing districts or 
in exercise of other 
powers;  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion (Article 
11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

    the power to issue 
bonds prior to new 
district taking effect  

 9. Issue bonds. 
(11E-70(c))  

Teachers in 
contractual 
continued 
service  

Provisions of Section 2412 apply (7-
2a(b))  

Provisions of 
Section 24-12 
apply; For unit 
district:  1. 
positions of 
teachers in 
contractual 
continued service 
that were in grades 
9-12 last 5 years 
are transferred to 
annexing high 
school district 2. 
positions of 
teachers in 
contractual 
continued services 
that were in grades 
K-8 last 5 years are 
transferred to new 
elementary district 
3. positions of 
teachers in 
contractual 
continued service 
that don’t fall 
within #1 or #2 are  

Provisions of 
Section 24-12 
apply (11A-10)  

Provisions of 
Section 24-12 apply 
(11B-9)  

Provisions of Section 
24-12 apply; Teachers 
having tenure with the 
districts at the time of 
their dissolution shall 
be transferred: 1. to 
new high school 
district if employed 
full time in grades 9-
12 for preceding 5 
years; 2. to newly 
created successor 
elementary district if 
employed full time in 
grades K-8 for 
preceding 5 years; 3. 
full time teacher not 
falling within #1 or #2 
transferred based on 
request of teacher to 
new high school 
district or newly 
created  

Provisions of 
Section 24-12 
apply. (No 
changes to 
existing law) 
(11E-110)  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 
7) (Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

  transferred based 
on the request of 
teacher (7A-12)  

  successor 
elementary district 
(11D-10)  

 

Limitations on 
contesting 
boundary 
change  

Within 2 years after the order 
annexing the territory is final or 
within 2 years after the date of the 
election if no proceedings to 
contest election are duly instituted 
or within 2 years after the final 
disposition of any proceedings 
which may be so instituted to 
contest such election (7-29)  

Within one year 
after the order 
providing for 
action is final or 
within one year 
after the date of the 
election if no 
proceedings to 
contest election are 
duly instituted or 
within one year 
after the final 
disposition of any 
proceedings which 
may be so 
instituted to 
contest such 
election (7A13)  

Within one year 
after the order 
providing for 
action is final or 
within one year 
after the date of the 
election if no 
proceedings to 
contest election are 
duly instituted or 
within one year 
after the final 
disposition of any 
proceedings which 
may be so 
instituted to 
contest such 
election (11A14)  

Within one year 
after the order 
providing for 
action is final or 
within one year 
after the date of the 
election if no 
proceedings to 
contest election are 
duly instituted or 
within one year 
after the final 
disposition of any 
proceedings which 
may be so 
instituted to contest 
such election 
(11B12)  

Not specifically 
mentioned within 
Article 11D  

No changes to 
existing law 
(11E115)  

Limitation on 
successive 
petitions  

May not come back with petition 
within 2 years of final 
determination of first proceedings 
unless during those 2 years a 
petition is filed that is substantially 
different, a school district involved 
is placed on academic watch or 
financial watch by ISBE, or is 
certified as  

May not come 
back with petition 
within 2 years of 
final determination 
of first proceedings 
unless during those 
2 years a petition is 
filed that is 
substantially 
different, a school 
district involved is  

May not come 
back with petition 
within 2 years of 
final determination 
of first proceedings 
unless during those 
2 years a petition is 
filed that is 
substantially 
different, a school 
district involved is  

May not come 
back with petition 
within 2 years of 
final determination 
of first proceedings 
unless during those 
2 years a petition is 
filed that is 
substantially 
different, a school 
district involved is  

May not come 
back with petition 
within 2 years of 
final determination 
of first proceedings 
unless during those 
2 years a petition is 
filed that is 
substantially 
different, a school 
district involved is  

No changes to 
existing law 
(11E120)  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not incorporated 
into Article 11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 being in financial difficulty, or if 
first proceeding involved a 
petition brought under 72b 
(Annexation of non-coterminous 
territory from an elementary or 
high school district) (7-8)  

placed on 
academic watch 
or financial 
watch by ISBE, 
or is certified as 
being in financial 
difficulty (7A-
15)  

placed on 
academic watch or 
financial watch by 
ISBE, or is 
certified as being 
in financial 
difficulty (11A-17)  

placed on academic 
watch or financial 
watch by ISBE, or 
is certified as being 
in financial 
difficulty (11B-14)  

placed on 
academic watch 
or financial 
watch by ISBE, 
or is certified as 
being in 
financial 
difficulty (11D-
12)  

 

Provisions related 
to nonrecognition  

Provision not included within 
Article 7  

Provision not 
included within 
Article 7A  

Any school district 
included in a 
petition under 
Article 11A shall 
not suffer the loss 
of State aid as a 
result of being 
placed on a 
nonrecognized 
status if the district 
continues to 
operate and the 
petition is granted 
(11A-16)  

Any school district 
included in a 
petition under 
Article 11B shall 
not suffer loss of 
State aid as a result 
of being placed on 
nonrecognition 
status if the district 
continues to 
operate and the 
petition is granted 
(11B-13)  

Provision not 
included within 
Article 11D  

No district included 
in a petition for 
reorganization 
suffers loss of State 
aid due to 
nonrecognition if 
the district 
continues to 
operate and petition 
is granted (11E-
125)  

General State Aid 
Difference 
Incentive  

Detachment/Annexation not 
eligible for GSA Incentive; in 
Dissolution/Annexation, 
annexing district(s) eligible for 
GSA Incentive (18-8.05(I))  

Annexing high 
school district 
eligible for GSA 
Incentive 
(188.05(I))  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
GSA Incentive 
(188.05(I))  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
GSA Incentive 
(188.05(I))  

Newly formed 
high school 
district and 
newly formed 
successor 
elementary 
district(s) 
eligible for 
GSA Incentive 
(11D-11(3))  

No changes to 
existing law for 
most districts 
eligible for GSA 
Difference 
Incentive under 
188.05(I); adds 
partial elementary 
unit district and 
new  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

      elementary 
district(s) formed 
from high school-
unit conversion 
(originally 7A 
Conversion) to 
list of districts 
eligible for GSA 
Difference 
Incentive; unit to 
dual conversion 
(originally 11D 
Conversion) 
eligible for 4 
years of incentive 
instead of 3 years  
(11E135(a))  

Salary 
Difference 
Incentive  

Detachment/Annexation not eligible 
for Salary Difference Incentive; in 
Dissolution/Annexation, annexing 
district(s) eligible for Salary 
Difference Incentive (188.2)  

Annexing high 
school district 
eligible for Salary 
Difference 
Incentive (18-8.2)  

Newly formed 
district eligible 
for Salary 
Difference 
Incentive (18-
8.2)  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
Salary Difference 
Incentive (18-8.2)  

Newly formed 
high school 
district eligible 
for Salary 
Difference 
Incentive 
(11D11(4))  

No changes to 
existing law for 
most districts 
eligible for Salary 
Difference 
Incentive under 
188.2; adds 
partial elementary 
unit district to list 
of districts 
eligible for GSA 
Difference 
Incentive; unit to 
dual conversion 
(originally 11D  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not incorporated 
into Article 11E)  

Small Unit District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

      Conversion) eligible 
for 4 years of 
incentive instead of 
3 years  
(11E135(b))  

Deficit 
Fund 
Balance 
Incentive  

Detachment/Annexation not 
eligible for Deficit FB 
Incentive; in 
Dissolution/Annexation, 
annexing district(s) eligible for 
Deficit FB Incentive (18-8.3)  

Annexing high 
school district 
eligible for Deficit 
FB Incentive 
(188.3)  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
Deficit FB Incentive 
(18-8.3)  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
Deficit FB Incentive 
(18-8.3)  

Newly formed high 
school district and 
newly formed 
successor 
elementary 
district(s) eligible 
for Deficit FB 
Incentive; petition 
must include the 
manner in which 
Deficit FB Incentive 
allocated among 
new districts (11D-
11(1) and 11D-2)  

No changes to 
existing law for 
most districts 
eligible for Deficit 
FB Incentive under 
18-8.3; adds partial 
elementary unit 
district to list of 
districts eligible for 
Deficit FB Incentive  
(11E135(c))  

Full-time 
certified 
staff 
incentive  

Detachment/Annexation not 
eligible for $4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive; in 
Dissolution/Annexation, 
annexing district(s) eligible for 
$4,000/Certified Staff Incentive 
if receive at least 30% of the 
dissolved district  

Annexing high 
school district and 
newly formed 
elementary district 
eligible for 
$4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive 
(188.5)  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
$4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive 
(188.5)  

Newly formed 
district eligible for 
$4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive 
(188.5)  

Newly formed high 
school district and 
newly formed 
successor 
elementary 
district(s) eligible 
for $4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive 
(11D-11(2))  

No changes to 
existing law for 
districts eligible for 
$4,000/Certified 
Staff Incentive 
under 18-8.5; adds 
partial elementary 
unit district to list of 
districts eligible for 
$4,000/Certified  
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 Detachment/Annexation 
and 
Dissolution/Annexation 
(Article 7) (Not 
incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

 Average Daily Attendance 
(18-8.5)  

    Staff Incentive 
(11E-135(d))  

Impact of 
reorganization on 
tax rates  

In Detachment/Annexation 
or Dissolution/Annexation, 
the territory being detached 
or the district dissolved will 
be taxed at the rate of the 
annexing district after the 
annexation  

Newly formed 
elementary district 
may levy taxes at 
rates for 
elementary districts 
in accordance with 
limitations of 17-2 
through 17-7; 
taxpayers in the 
original unit district 
will be taxed at the 
annexing high 
school’s rates for 
912 purposes; Ed, 
O&M, 
Transportation, 
Fire Prevention & 
Safety rates must 
be stated in petition 
for new elementary 
district and 
annexing high 
school district (7A2 
and 7A-7)  

Newly formed 
district may levy 
taxes at rates for 
unit districts in 
accordance with 
limitations of 17-2 
through 17-7; Ed, 
O&M, 
Transportation, 
Fire Prevention & 
Safety rates must 
be stated in petition 
for new district 
(11A-3 and 11A-9)  

Newly formed 
district may levy 
taxes at rates for 
elementary districts 
or high school 
districts (depending 
on type of district 
formed) in 
accordance with 
limitations of 17-2 
through 17-7; Ed, 
O&M, 
Transportation, 
Fire Prevention & 
Safety rates must 
be stated in petition 
for new district 
(11B-3 and 11B-8)  

Newly formed high 
school district and 
newly formed 
successor 
elementary 
district(s) may levy 
taxes at rates for 
respective type of 
district in 
accordance with 
limitations of 17-2 
through 17-7; Ed, 
O&M, 
Transportation, 
Fire Prevention & 
Safety rates must 
be stated in petition 
for each new 
district (11D-2 and 
11D-13)  

Allows partial 
elementary unit 
district (combined 
high school-unit 
district and 
optional 
elementary unit 
district) to levy the 
following: for K-8 
educational 
purposes at a rate 
not to exceed 3.5% 
and for 9-12 
educational 
purposes at a rate 
not to exceed 
3.5%, with the 
combined rate for 
K-8 and 912 
educational 
purposes not to 
exceed 4.0%; for 
K-8 O&M 
purposes at a rate 
not to exceed 
0.55% and for 9-
12 O&M purposes 
at a rate not to 
exceed 0.55%, 
with the combined 
rate for  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

      K-8 and 9-12 
O&M purposes 
not to exceed 
0.75%; for K-8 sp 
ed purposes at a 
rate not to exceed 
0.40% and for 9-
12 sp ed purposes 
at a rate not to 
exceed 0.40%; 
for other taxes at 
rates not to 
exceed those 
established for 
unit districts. For 
partial 
elementary unit 
district 
(combined high 
school-unit 
district and 
optional 
elementary unit 
district), tax 
increases for 9-12 
purposes must be 
approved by a 
majority of voters 
in the area served 
by the partial 
elementary unit 
district for 9-12  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 
Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 
(Not incorporated into Article 
11E)  

Small Unit 
District 
Conversions 
(Article 7A)  

Unit School 
District 
Formation 
(Article 11A)  

School District 
Combination 
(Article 11B)  

School District 
Conversion 
(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 
Formation of 
School Districts 
(Article 11E)  

      purposes only 
and by a majority 
of voters in the 
area served by 
the partial 
elementary unit 
district for both 
K-8 and 9-12 
purposes, and tax 
increases for K-8 
purposes must be 
approved by a 
majority of voters 
in the area served 
by the partial 
elementary unit 
district for both 
K8 and 9-12 
purposes.  (11E-
90 and 11E95)  
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Key Dates and Timelines 
 
I. Notice to Boards and to Newspapers of Filing Petitions and Dates of Hearings at 

Least Once Each Week for Three Successive Weeks 
 
Upon receipt of a filed petition, the Regional Superintendent "shall cause a copy of such 
petition to be given to each board of any district involved in the proposed formation of 
the new district and shall cause a notice thereof to be published at least once each 
week for 3 successive weeks in at least one newspaper having general circulation 
within the area of the territory of the proposed district" (11A-3, 11B-3, 11D-2). (7A-2 has 
slightly different requirements.) 
 
II. Hearings to Follow within 30 Days of Publication of Notice 
 
Not more than 30 days after the publication of notice, the regional superintendent shall 
hold a hearing on the petition (11A-3, 11B-3, 11D-2). (7A-2 has slightly different 
requirements.) 
 
Ill. Boards to Receive Maps and Reports Within 5 Days of Hearings 
 
A copy of the reports and maps submitted by the petitioners to the Regional 
Superintendent shall be sent to the board of each district involved "not less than 5 days 
prior to the date upon which the hearing is to be held." (11 B-3, 7A-2) 
 
IV. Submission of Petition to State Superintendent about 100 Days before the Election 
 
The Illinois State Board of Education urges that Regional Superintendents submit 
petitions and accompanying required information about 100 days prior to the election 
due to the 30-day and 61-day time frames cited under VI and IX below. 
 
V. The Filing of Nomination Papers for School Board Election 
 
In cases when the board of education is to be elected at the same election that the 
proposition to form a new district is presented to the voters, nomination papers for the 
school board must be filed with the appropriate official within the following time frames: 
 

• Not more than 99 but at least 92 days prior to the day of the 
election in cases of elections in November of even numbered 
years. 

 
• Not more than 78 or less than 71 days prior to other elections. 

 
VI. Deadline for Regional Superintendent's Decision Is 14 Days after Hearing 
 
Within 14 days after the conclusion of the hearing, the Regional Superintendent shall 
make a decision either approving or denying the petition (11 A-3, 11 B-3, 11 D-2, 7A-2). 
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VII. 30-Day Period for State Superintendent Decision 
 
The State Superintendent shall, within 30 days after the decision of the Regional 
Superintendent, approve or deny the petition (11 A-3, 11 B-3, 11 D-2, 7A-2). 
 
VIII. Court Review of State Superintendent's Decision Can Begin within a 35-Day Period 
 
The commencement of any court action for review of the State Superintendent's 
decision within a 35-day period as defined in the law "shall operate as a supersedeas, 
and no further proceeding shall be had until final disposition of such review." (Sections 
11 A-4, 11 B-4, 11 D-3, 7A-3). 
 
IX. Certification of Consolidation Question at Least 61 Days before the Election 
 
Upon the approval of the State Superintendent, the regional superintendent shall certify 
to the proper election authority the question to be submitted to the voters not less than 
61 days before the regularly scheduled election (Section 28-5, the Election Code). 
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School District Organization in Illinois (An ISBE Study Paper) 

Perspective on School District Organization in Illinois, Past and Present 

The organization of school districts has been a matter of discussion in the United 

States dating back to the early 1800's.  This interest in the organization of public 

schools has continued to the present.  While the factors considered important to studies 

of the organization of school districts have varied during these years, the discussion 

continues and invariably includes such major unsolved issues as: 

1. What is the optimum school district size for providing a sufficiently broad 
range of educational opportunities? 

2.  What is the optimum school district size for providing an adequate tax base 
to develop and maintain an efficient and economical system for delivery of 
educational programs? 

3. How can you develop the community interest, support and leadership 
necessary to maintain educational programs? 

4. How can the above questions be answered, given the disparities among rural, 
suburban and urban communities? 

Researchers have studied school district organizations and have developed 

various objectives for reorganization.  Among these researchers, there is a general 

consensus that the goals of organization should include, at the minimum, the following: 

• To produce improvement in the quality of the educational program. 
 

• To extend the scope of programs to meet individual student needs 
within an ever-changing society. 
 

• To complement the development of the most efficient and equitable 
system of financing public education. 

 
While questions of optimum size, structure and procedures for school district 

organization are not resolved in a final sense, the historical trend in Illinois and the 

nation in terms of the number and size of school districts is clear - the number is 

diminishing; districts are larger in area; and they serve more children. 
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Types of Organization/Reorganization 

Reorganization may take one of various forms.  Internal organization involves the 

assignment of students within a district, e.g., K-3, 4-8, 9-12; K-6, 7-9, 10-12; etc.  

Horizontal reorganization is the combining of two or more elementary districts, two or 

more high school districts, or two or more unit districts.  Vertical reorganization is the 

combining of one or more elementary districts with one or more high school districts to 

form a K-12 district with coterminous boundaries.  Statutes provide for reorganization 

through detachment, annexation, division, dissolution or consolidation or any 

combination of these procedures. 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Reorganization 

During past studies of various types of school district reorganization, some 

advantages and disadvantages have been identified, including the following. 

Advantages 

1. Larger tax base--more flexibility in budgetary process. 
2. Potential follow--through on student progress and achievement. 
3. Economies of scale in purchasing, staffing, construction, operations, 

transportation, etc. 
4. Flexibility in staffing patterns. 
5. Potential for more efficient use of school buildings. 
6. Reduced competition for educational dollars between the elementary and 

secondary structure. 
7. Potential consolidation of legal and accounting procedures. 
8. More equitable distribution of wealth factors as less wealthy districts 

consolidate with wealthier districts. 
9. Potential opportunity for improved articulation of curricular programs if 

consolidated into a K through 12 district. 
10.  Additional students in a district provide opportunities for increased 

extracurricular activities and may increase efficiency in meeting the special 
needs of students. 
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Disadvantages 

1. Potential loss of General State Aid dollars due to General State Aid formula 
restrictions. 

2. Less access to some non-referendum tax rates. 
3. Student achievement data (usually expressed in averages) may drop after 

reorganization due to broadening of the test base. 
4. Loss of "community identity” where this has been centered in the local 

schools. 
5. Concern for loss of informality of smaller districts (where immediate contact 

with administrators and boards of education is available). 

These advantages and disadvantages should not be construed as applicable to every 

situation, but rather as general comments regarding reorganization. 
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Review of Research and General Conclusions Related to School District Size and 
District Organizational Patterns 
 

Much of the recent discussion of school district organization concerns the 

educational and economic performance of school districts as they relate to size.  There 

have also been attempts to identify optimal school and/or district size figures.  These 

studies, however, have too frequently focused upon one consequence to the exclusion 

of others.  Numerous factors, e.g., enrollment, geography, transportation, assessed 

valuation, etc., are interrelated and play a role in determining optimal size. 

Costs and Enrollments in Relation to Size 
 

A number of researchers have discovered a "U-shaped” relationship between per 

pupil costs and school district size, typically measured as enrollment.  Per pupil costs 

are higher for the very large and very small districts than for the mid-sized districts.  For 

example, Sabulao and Hickrod, in 1971, found that the lowest expenditure per child 

occurred at about 700 students for elementary and secondary districts in Illinois, and 

about 5,000 for unit districts.  Districts above and below these enrollments experienced 

costs as high as $300 per child over the average per pupil cost at these enrollments.  

Sabulao and Hickrod also discovered the same relationship for administrative costs per 

pupil, although the differences are less pronounced.  At least five other empirical 

research studies confirm the existence of a “U"-shaped curve relationship between per 

pupil costs and enrollment. 
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Table of Findings 

Study 
 

1. Riew (1966) 
 
 

2. Cohn (1968)  
 
 
3.  Katzman (1971)  
 
 
4.  Johnson (1972)  
 
 
5.  Hind (1977)  

Finding 
 

U-shaped average cost curve with minimum costs 
at 1,675 high school pupils. 
 
U-shaped average cost curve with minimum costs 
at 1,675 high school pupils. 
 
U-shaped average cost curve with minimum costs 
between 1,400 and 1,800 high school pupils. 
 
U-shaped average cost curve with minimum costs 
at 1,426 high school pupils. 
 
U-shaped average cost curve with minimum costs 
at 600 elementary pupils. 
 
 

 
 

From these studies, whether administrative costs follow similar patterns is 

uncertain.  Some studies have shown lower administrative costs with higher 

enrollments, while others find no administrative cost savings above certain enrollments. 

The evidence of a nonlinear relationship between costs and enrollments has led 

Cohn to observe that, "it follows that schools are either too large or too small, resulting 

in considerable waste of resources to society."  However, determining the optimal size 

has proved difficult.  In part, this is because "school costs are influenced by forces, e.g., 

labor market conditions, regional geography, client tastes, and educational fads."  A 

second problem is that building costs and transportation costs are seldom considered.  

Transportation is of particular concern when districts are geographically dispersed.  

As an example, where a proposed unit district covers a significant number of 

square miles and the proposed new district may result in a reduction in the number of 
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schools in order to provide upgraded programs and a more efficient operation, 

increased transportation costs may outweigh, the proposed advantages. 

The above discussion demonstrates that both per pupil expenditures and 

administrative costs differ, based on school size.  Both extremely small and large 

schools spend more per pupil than schools in the middle of size distribution.  This 

finding leads to the next question: What is an optimal school size? 

Optimal School Size 

Researchers have tried to identify the most cost-effective size for a school and/or 

school district.  Some have used attendance centers rather than districts as their unit of 

analysis.  But quite frequently, the district size is the school size.  Also, states differ 

widely in their types of school district organization and average school enrollments.  

While an attempt has been made to identify these differing factors, it should be 

recognized that the findings may not always be applicable to Illinois school districts. 

 Fox (1981) reviewed more than 30 studies on size economies in education.  

Citing consistency in the results of the studies reviewed, Fox claims optimal economies 

for elementary education in the range of 300 to 600 pupils per school and for secondary 

education in the range of 1,400 to 1,800 pupils per school.  Findings for school districts 

are less consistent in the studies because the common unit of analysis was school, 

rather than district.  Although Fox's review indicates economies at certain pupil 

enrollments for both per pupil costs and administrative costs, he raises an important 

qualification.  That qualification is "the impact of school size on the quality of education.”  

Citing James and Levin, whose review of the literature found no relationship or a 

negative one between school size and educational outcomes, Fox expresses his 
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concern.  “The relevant question for analysis is whether quality declines in larger 

schools when per pupil resources are held constant.” 

Instructional and Participation Outcomes and School Size 

Researchers have seldom addressed the question of the relationship between 

school size and school outcomes.  Rather, school size was either one of many school 

conditions included by researchers in the quest for variables affecting learning 

outcomes, or school size was considered as a cause of such problems as student 

alienation, dropouts, and suspensions. 

A recent study on student achievement in Illinois indicates slightly different 

results than those cited above.  The categories used were small (below 500 students), 

medium (500 to 1,499 students), and large (1,500 or more students).  On mathematics 

sections of the IIEP (Illinois Inventory of Educational Progress) test, fourth graders from 

small schools scored the highest; while for the eighth and eleventh grades, the highest 

scores came from medium-sized schools.  Science and reading results followed a 

somewhat similar pattern.  The strongest performances for fourth and eighth grades 

were found in small schools, and the high eleventh grade achievement was found for 

medium-sized schools.  It should be noted that the size categories were developed in 

1975 and may need to be revised as a reporting variable.  Therefore, no cause and 

effect relations were determined. 

The evidence presented by researchers on the effects of school size on 

achievement is generally small, non-significant, and contradictory.  In short, school size 

appears to be neither significantly detrimental nor significantly advantageous to pupil 

achievement. 
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Some research has suggested that a K-12 organizational pattern provides for a 

better continuity of transition between elementary school and high school.  Curriculum 

articulation, smooth pupil tracking, testing programs, and other continuing programs are 

indicative of this type of continuity.  A Boston College study found that, from a financial 

viewpoint, a K-12 organizational structure was the most efficient.  The researchers 

further indicated that K-6 or K-8 districts were the least efficient.  

In Illinois, the organizational pattern is further complicated, particularly in urban 

areas, where non-coterminous district boundaries result in students from one 

elementary district being sent to two different high school districts, or one high school 

receiving students from several elementary districts. 

As an organizational design, a K-12 district offers a better opportunity for pupil 

and cost efficiencies.  For dual districts to go to a K-12 pattern, however, results in an 

immediate shortfall in access to non-referendum generated tax rates.  For example, two 

districts covering the same tax base may levy without referendum a total of $.10 per 

EAV for health/life safety purposes, but if reorganized as a K-1 2 district may only levy 

$.05 for this purpose.  Similarly this holds for taxing for transportation ($.20 vs. $.24): 

working cash ($.05 vs.$.10), and lease levy ($.05 vs. $.10). 

School districts, as other governmental units, must compete for tax resources.  

The more numerous the taxing bodies, the more difficult it becomes for each individual 

taxing body to obtain the resources that it considers necessary.  By reducing the 

number of school districts covering the same geographic area and tax base, competition 

for limited resources is reduced. 
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General Conclusions From Research 

In 1982 the Illinois State Board of Education adopted the topic of school district 

organization/consolidation as a policy study.  In addition, the Illinois State Senate 

Education Committee has requested that the Illinois State Board of Education review 

the status of school district organization in the State of Illinois.  

The analyses of research and other data elements considered in this paper were 

guided by the concern that responses are provided to the following seven questions.  

The questions are not mutually exclusive.  They must be addressed, and then 

examined, knowing that they are interrelated. 

1. Are there economies of scale?  If so, what are they? Are there points of 
diminishing returns? 

The greatest impact of size appears to be on costs, usually specified as per pupil 

expenditure.  Research indicates that both small and large schools or districts incur 

higher per pupil expenditures than schools in the middle of the range.  Therefore, it is 

possible to determine an enrollment level that may be more economical than another. 

2. Are there efficiencies of scale? Does a broader student base affect program 
offerings? 

Research findings indicate that the breadth and scope of curricular offerings are 

greater when enrollment 'is increased above a threshold level of enrollment.  Analyses 

of 4-year high schools suggest that, in general, for schools of less than 2,000 

enrollments, a 30 to 40% increase in curricular offerings may result when the enrollment 

is doubled until reaching 2,000.  This finding however, does not apply equally to all 

academic subjects.  Factors such as urban, suburban, and rural composition play an 

important role in determining the breadth and scope of curriculum. 
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Additional findings indicate a greater student participation in nonacademic and 

extracurricular areas in smaller districts.  However, these findings are not correlated 

with the broader range of activities that may be offered in larger districts. 

The conclusion is that a broader student base provides the opportunity for 

increased efficiencies in program offerings. 

3. Are there inequities or disincentives in Illinois, which relate to any one 
organizational pattern?  Elementary districts? Secondary districts? Unit districts? 

 A review of the Statutes pertaining to tax levies for different types of districts 

clearly shows that elementary and secondary districts seeking to consolidate as a unit 

district in Illinois will have less access to tax levies in the lease levy fund; transportation 

fund: working cash fund and the health/life safety fund.  The conclusion is that there are 

inequities and/or disincentives that can be identified regarding organizational patterns. 

4. Are there organizational patterns, which, by design, provide a better chance for 
curriculum articulation or services to pupils? (K-4, 5-8, 9-12), (K-12). etc.? 

Research in this area is rather limited; however, it suggests that a K-12 pattern 

may provide a better continuity of transition between elementary and high school.  

Curriculum articulation, smooth pupil tracking, and testing programs are examples of 

this continuity.  The research supports a K-12 organizational pattern. 

5. Do problems exist in educational priority setting or in access to resources when 
more than one educational district covers the same geographic area (e.g., 
elementary, secondary community college, regional special districts)? 

Research regarding this question is also limited.  Observation by numerous 

educational administrators in Illinois appears to indicate that the more districts serving 

the same community, the greater the competition is for tax resources, e.g., adopting a 

referendum resolution prior to competing districts or a secondary district's policy 

dominating the underlying elementary district(s).  However, as the number of school 
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districts decrease, there is less competition with other governmental units for tax 

monies.  The conclusion is that tax resources should be available on an equitable basis 

to all educational entities. 

6. Are there program or student achievement gains in any district type or size that 
may supersede economies or efficiencies of scale? 

Numerous research studies have been undertaken regarding this question.  The 

answers appear to be inconclusive- school size appears to be neither significantly 

detrimental nor significantly advantageous to pupil achievement.  Therefore, economies 

of scale carry a greater weight in determining optimal school or district size. 
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The Relationship between School Size and Achievement 
in Downstate Elementary Schools 

 
This ISBE information presents data regarding the relationship between school 

size and student achieve new in Illinois elementary schools outside the city of Chicago.  

The size data are categorized with mean achievement data presented within category.  

It is up to the reader to discern if school size does make a difference in student 

achievement. 

Table I presents the number of elementary schools by category of enrollment.  

Data are for the 1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97 school years. 

 
Table I 

Number of Downstate Elementary Schools 
by Category of Enrollment 

  
Enrollment 
Category 1994-1995 1995-1996 1996-1997 

    
Less than 100 50 46 48 

100-200 255 264 256 
200-300 345 319 337 
300-400 409 404 387 
400-500 344 344 321 

500-1,000 440 457 481 
1,000-2,000 8 11 14 

More than 2,000 0 0 0 
Total 1,851 1,845 1,844 

 

  In all three years, the vast majority of schools enroll between 100 and 1,000 

students.  Nearly 75% of schools enroll fewer than 500 students.
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 Table 11 presents mean Illinois Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) data by 

category of elementary school enrollment.  Data are for the 1994-95, 1995-96 and 

1996-97 school years. 

 

Table II 
Mean Grade 3 Mathematics and Reading IGAP Scores 

by Category of Enrollment 
 
    1994-1995              1995-1996                         1996-
1997 
Enrollment 
Category   Reading       Math                 Reading          Math              Reading       
Math 
 
Less than 100 278.8 261.7 296.4 267.1 288.5 255.7 
 100-200 284.9 257.0 296.7 264.5 299.7 260.5 
 200-300 283.4 255.1 294.5 257.1 295.0 253.0 
 300-400 286.4 257.2 296.3 259.4 296.3 252.7 
 400-500 285.1 256.4 300.6 262.8 301.2 260.7 
 500-1,000 298.6 269.4 305.8 267.9 304.5 265.3 
1,000 - 2,000 252.9 235.8 268.5 235.3 289.3 253.1 
More than 2,000 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
 
A cursory analysis of Table Il shows that school size does not significantly affect either 

mathematics or reading scores. 

Table III presents mean Illinois Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) data when 

low-income percent, limited English percent, mobility rate and attendance rate have 

been factored out of test score.  The table is again by category of elementary school 

enrollment.  Data are for the 1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97 school years.
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Table III 

Mean Grade 3 Mathematics and Reading IGAP 
Controlled for Low Income and Limited English Percent and Mobility and Attendance 

Rates 
by Category of Enrollment 

 
      1994-1995      1995-1996   1996-
1997 
Enrollment 
Category    Math      Reading    Math     Reading   Math      
Reading    
 
Less than 100 295.0 267.6 307.3 271.8 307.0 266.7 
 100-200 286.4 258.9 298.8 263.2 298.4 257.7 
 200-300 282.8 255.1 292.8 256.5 293.9 253.2 
 300-400 282.7 254.3 293.7 257.3 293.0 252.1 
 400-500 288.0 259.3 301.3 264.3 301.6 261.1 
 500- 1,000 297.0 267.8 306.2 268.8 306.2 265.8 
1,000 - 2,000 280.9 249.9 294.5 255.3 292.4 251.4 
More than 2,000 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
 
 
If any conclusion can be reached from Table III, it is that when controlling for selected 

socioeconomic variables, students in schools with enrollments less than 100 score 

higher in both mathematics and reading than do their counterparts in larger schools. 

While the only statistics presented here are descriptive in nature and a more 

sophisticated analysis may yield different results, it seems fairly clear that, on average, 

students in small elementary schools achieve at comparable levels to their counterparts 

in larger schools.  Further exploration into this matter in elementary schools should 

explore the breadth of the curriculum offered in smaller schools.  One positive 

explanation for the relatively high scores in small schools is the lack of breadth in the 

curriculum. 
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The Relationship Between School Size and Achievement 
in Downstate High Schools 

 
A readily accepted premise is that because of the inability of small high schools 

to offer expanded curricula achievement levels of students attending small schools will 

not be on par with students attending larger schools.  In a rigorous sense, in order to 

determine if that is a true statement there must be agreement on certain questions.  

One such question would be "What constitutes a small school?"  Another would be 

"What constitutes high achievement?" 

A second premise is that students in small high schools do not have access to 

the same level of courses as students in larger schools.  The number of course 

offerings, and especially advanced classes are limited.  One question that naturally 

arises is "How many advanced course offerings are necessary?" 

This report presents data regarding the relationship between school size and 

student achievement and school size and number of course offerings in Illinois high 

schools outside the city of Chicago.  No attempt is made to answer the above stated 

questions.  Rather, the size data are categorized with mean achievement data 

presented within category.  It is up to the reader to discern if school size does make a 

difference in student achievement. 

Table I presents the number of high schools by category of enrollment.  Data are 

for the 1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97 school years. 
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Table I 
Number of High Schools 

by Category of Enrollment 
 

 
Enrollment 
Category 1994-1995 1995-1996 1996-1997 

    
Less than 100 23 23 19 

100-200 115 109 107 
200-300 87 85 77 
300-400 60 55 67 
400-500 35 42 42 

500-1,000 91 89 89 
1,000-2,000 117 119 117 
2,000-3,000 

 
46 45 44 

More than 3,000 4 5 8 
Total 578 572 570 

    
 

Table II presents mean Illinois Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) 

and ACT data by category of high school enrollment.  Data are for the 

1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97 school years.  
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Table II 
Mean Grade 10 Mathematics and Reading IGAP and Core ACT Scores 

by Category of Enrollment 
 
         1994-1995   1995-1996       1996-1997 
Enrollment 
Category      Math    Reading  ACT      Math     Reading  ACT     Math      Reading   ACT 
 
Less than 100 243.6 223.7 21.6 261.3 227.6 21.6 244.7 179.8 21.5 
 100-200 254.6 228.8 22.5 257.8 223.1 22.0 260.1 204.1 22.4 
 200 - 300 264.6 237.6 22.5 266.6 228.8 22.9 270.5 213.3 22.8 
 300-400 261.0 235.0 22.7 263.2 224.7 22.7 265.9 207.0 22.7 
 400-500 264.0 241.9 22.9 271.7 234.0 22.9 267.6 206.3 23.3 
 500- 1,000 270.3 244.4 23.0 269.9 229.1 22. 8  268.4 209.0 23.1 
1,000 - 2,000 269.4 245.8 22.7 272.3 230.6 22.8 274.0 215.4 22.8 
2,000 - 3,000 284.8 258.6 23.0 287.3 239.2 23.0 285.7 221.4 23.1 
More than 3,000 252.0 226.0 22.5 267.4 216.6 22.3 303.0 237.0 23.4 
 

 

 Table III presents mean Illinois Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) and ACT data 

when low-income percent, limited English percent high school dropout rate, mobility rate 

and attendance rate have been factored out of test score.  The table is again by 

category of high school enrollment.  Data are for the 1994-95, 1995-96 and 1996-97 

school years. 
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Table III 
Mean Grade 10 Mathematics and Reading IGAP and Core ACT Scores 

Controlled for Low Income and Limited English Percent and Dropout Mobility and Attendance Rates 
by Category of Enrollment 

 
 1994-1995 1995-1996 1996-1997  
Enrollment 
Category        Math    Reading   ACT     Math     Reading  ACT       Math    Reading   ACT  
 
Less than 100 252.4 227.7 22.3 260.5 224.3 22.3 260.8 204.8     22.5 
 100-200 263.9 237.9 22.7 263.5 226.4 22.4 267.2 209.2     22.7 
 200 - 300 266.4 240.4 22.8 270.0 231.0 22.7 271.6 212.2     22.9 
 300-400 266.6 240.9 22.8 270.6 231.0 22.7 270.0 211.0     22.9 
 400-500 266.3 241.0 22.8 270.8 231.0 22.8 270.5 210.9     22.9 
 500- 1,000 269.1 243.6 22.8 269.0 229.1 22.7 270.9 210.9     22.9 
1,000 - 2,000 262.3 238.4 22.6 266.4 225.8 22.7 265.5 207.1     22.7 
2,000 - 3,000 269.7 244.5 22.8 273.9 230.0 22.9 275.3 213.8     22.9 
More than 3,000 257.4 233.1 22.3 272.1 226.4 22.7 273.5 213.0     22.8 
 

 
Table IV presents the mean number of course offerings for computer science, 

mathematics and science and advanced mathematics and science for the 1994-95 

school year.  The table is again by category of high school enrollment. 

 
Table IV 

1994-95 Mean Number of Course Offerings in Computer Science, Mathematics and Science* 
by Category of Enrollment 

 
Enrollment   Computer Advanced Advanced 
Category    Science** Math Math Science Science 
 
Less than 100  1.2  5.9      3.1       4.2   2.2 
 100-200  1.4  6.4      3.3       5.5   3.2 
 200-300  1.6  7.2      3.8       6.1   3.5 
 300 – 400  1.6  8.2      4.2       7.0   4.3 
 400-500  1.8  8.5      4.6       7.3   4.7 
 500- 1.000  1.7  10.5      6.0       8.1   5.0 
1,000 - 2,000  2.4  13.7      8.5      11.4   7.5 
2.000 - 3.000  2.2  15.2      8.9      13.7   9.1 
More than 3,000 4.0  21.7     12.7      17.0   9.0 
 
* Data collection is voluntary.  Some districts did not report course offerings and have been excluded from this 
analysis. 
**Some districts categorized computer science courses as mathematics. 
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While the only statistics presented here are descriptive in nature and a more 

sophisticated analysis may yield different results it seems fairly clear that on average, 

high school size does make a difference in both achievement and in the number of 

courses available to students.  
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Unit Districts Formed From Dual Systems (An ISBE Document) 
  
The Case to Prefer Unit Districts 

While the State Board of Education school district reorganization policy 

emphasizes the creation of higher-enrollment high schools from districts with high 

schools with below-average enrollments, the State Board has also stated that the unit 

district should be the preferred organization pattern in Illinois. 

There have been cases of the formation of unit districts from a dual system of a 

coterminous high school district and elementary district and from a contiguous unit 

district.  These reorganizations had the effect of creating larger high schools.  However, 

there have been seven unit districts formed from dual districts that did not create a 

larger enrollment high school.  Each of these cases involved a single high school district 

with one building; in three cases the high school district contained two underlying 

elementary districts and in four cases only one.  Most of the high schools are under 200 

in enrollment. 

Looking at all eleven of the unit formations from duals, one notes that with the 

exception of the North Chicago case, and these reorganizations occurred downstate 

outside of densely populated areas. 

Cases for the unit district's being the preferred organization pattern were made in 

State Board of Education reports, one in 1982 and the other in 1985.  According to 

these reports, the unit district provides a better structural arrangement than the dual 

district for cooperation and coordination in curriculum, student assessment and student 

services from kindergarten through twelfth grade.  It allows greater flexibility in 

deployment of staff and in course offerings, particularly within the seventh to tenth grade 
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levels.  Moving to a unit system provides the potential for greater efficiencies in the use 

of school buildings, administrative and support personnel, legal services, purchasing, 

and other areas. 

Varying degrees of organizational complexity are created by the dual system.  

These eleven reorganizations were all at the simple end of the simplicity-complexity 

continuum.  After all, there are 108 high school districts and 400 elementary districts in 

the State, which means the typical high school district has four underlying elementary 

districts.  There have been no cases of a unit formed from a dual of three, or more 

elementary districts.  The most complex dual systems involve six to ten elementary 

districts feeding into one multi-building high school district with one or more of the 

elementary districts overlapping into other high school districts.  The more complex, the 

greater the difficulty and the lesser the likelihood of effective coordination of curriculum 

and student services.  Thus, some degree of educational efficiency or effectiveness is 

lost by not having unit districts.  At least that is a conclusion of logic, common sense 

and experience.  However, it may be methodologically difficult if not impossible to 

conduct empirical studies measuring degrees of effective "articulation" between the 

elementary and secondary level in units, relatively simple duals or complex duals. 

 



 

 

103 

Table H 

Units Formed From Duals – No Larger 
High School Formed (Article 11A) 

       1993-1994 High School 
 

Effective                Enrollment of 
 Year County      Merged Districts  Reorganized District 
 
FY 94 LaSalle/Marshall         Lostant High School and Elementary           1,284/941  
 Woodford/Putnam      Districts Formed Lostant Unit *   362/290 
 
FY 90 Lake North Chicago High School and 843 
  Elementary Districts formed North 
  Chicago Unit 
 
 Marshall/Putnam Henry-Senachwine High School 219 
  District and its two underlying 
  Elementary Districts formed 
  Henry-Senachwine Unit 
 
FY 89 Calhoun Brussels High School and Elementary 70 
  Districts formed Brussels Unit 
 
FY 88 Massac Joppa High School and Maple 99 
  Grove Elementary Districts formed 
  Joppa Maple Grove Unit 
 
 Johnson Goreville High School and Elemen- 136 
  tary Districts formed Goreville Unit 
 
FY 85 Christian South Fork High School and its two 125 
  underlying elementary districts 
  formed South Fork Unit 
 
*Simultaneous with voter approval of unit district formation, the voters also approved high school deactivation to four 
neighboring districts, which range in high school enrollment from 290 to 1,284. 
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Inequities, Inefficiencies and Costs Associated with the Dual System 
 

One obvious consequence of the dual system involving two or more elementary 

districts is the tendency for a notable variation among the elementary districts in 

enrollment, tax rates, percent of spending from state sources and per-pupil wealth.  The 

formation of a unit district along the boundaries of the high school district would have 

the effect of creating equity of tax rates and per-pupil spending.  A unit district provides 

the structure for rational distribution of resources where they are needed.  Dual systems 

lack the capacity to prioritize and properly allocate total resources because of the 

segregation of local revenue.  Thus, pupils who graduate from certain elementary 

districts may be at a disadvantage in the high school in comparison with other 

graduates of elementary districts within the same high school district.  For example, a 

poorer elementary district may be unable to pass tax rate increase referenda and has to 

cut programs while a neighboring richer elementary district continues to have adequate 

revenue to maintain and enhance programs. 

Not only does the dual system contribute to the inequities of the Illinois school 

system, but also to its costs.  Based on research conducted in 1992, the dual system in 

the six-county Chicago suburban area in contrast to the unit system in the area is 

characterized by higher salary levels for high school teachers in high school districts 

than high school teachers in unit districts; by a somewhat higher proportion of total 

expenditures for "general administration;” and generally speaking, by higher educational 

and operational tax rates. 

Recent reorganization feasibility studies conducted by the School Organization 

and Facilities Section for dual systems clearly demonstrate that the formation of unit 
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districts in these cases would allow certain efficiencies in the use of resources.  Almost 

all of the smaller enrollment elementary districts in these studies and a few of the larger 

elementary districts have low pupil-teacher ratios.  The teacher data in these studies are 

confirmed by state-level data, which show that at both the elementary and secondary 

levels, pupil-teacher ratios in small enrollment districts are well below state-wide 

averages of about 19 to 1.  Consolidating or annexing such districts provides the 

opportunity for savings in personnel costs through a reduction in force and a more 

efficient and flexible deployment of teachers. 

These studies conducted for downstate dual systems compared the dual system 

with 10 unit districts in the same general part of the state that had enrollments about the 

same as the elementary districts and the high school district combined.  The average of 

the tax rates and of the number of teachers were notably lower in each set of 10 unit 

districts than in each dual system under study.  However, forming a unit district would 

usually incur the additional cost of bringing up the salaries of the teachers in the former 

elementary districts to the level of salaries that prevailed in the high school district. 

Impediments to Forming Units from Duals 
 

Recent School Organization and Facilities Section studies for dual systems 

contemplating reorganization and the reactions to them have further clarified the 

impediments to unit district formation from a high school district and its underlying 

elementary districts in all but the organizationally non-complex sparsely populated areas 

of the State.  They include the usual general reasons for school boards and staff, 

parents and other district residents to prefer the status quo:  the widely held preference 

to protect local identity and the existing geographic scope of local control and to defend 
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existing facilities, programs and boundaries.  The following are some specifics to 

maintain existing dual systems: 

 
1. The fact that the law requires a majority of "yes" votes in each affected district in the 

referendum on the unit district formation proposition, rather than a majority overall.  
Thus, the smallest elementary district can veto the whole proposal by voting "no". 

 
2. Resistance to the loss of a board and superintendent oriented solely to elementary 

or high school level programs. 
 
3. The cost of bringing up the salaries of elementary teachers to the level of the high 

school teachers.  A $10,000 or more difference is not uncommon between the 
average salary for teachers in the high school district and the average salary for 
teachers in the elementary districts.  The cost of bringing up the elementary salaries 
to the high school level is paid by the State for a four-year period under the State's 
program of incentive payments to reorganized districts, but thereafter is strictly a 
district expense.  This cost of raising elementary teacher salaries -- which in the 
larger dual systems would exceed $1,000,000 a year-could cancel out savings 
potentially realizable by more efficient facility and staff utilization when a unit district 
replaces a dual system. 

 
4. The overlap of an elementary district or districts within the high school district into 

one or more neighboring high school districts.  Forming a unit district in such 
circumstances necessitates the making of boundary adjustments that generally 
engender opposition from any district proposed to lose territory and in any event, 
adds to the complexity of the reorganization process. 

 
5. The fiscal and socioeconomic diversity among the elementary districts within the 

high school district.  For example, residents of elementary districts with a high 
equalized assessed valuation per pupil and a below average tax rate are likely to 
oppose merging their resources and seeing their tax rates go up. 

 
6. The high expense to the State for reorganization incentive payments to a unit district 

formed from a high enrollment dual system. 
 

a) The potentially high cost of the teacher salary difference payment has already  
              been cited. 
 

b) A unit district formed from a dual will lead to either- a net gain or loss in   
General State Aid.  Losses could be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. 
Any loss is paid for four years under another State payment program to  

                 reorganized districts.  A loss in general state aid, like the increased salary  
                 costs, would have to be borne by the unit district after the four years of State 
                 payments are over. 
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 c)  Another State payment to reorganized districts designed to encourage 

 reorganization is the deficit difference payment.  Several recent proposed 
 reorganizations in Chicago suburbia would have generated multi-million  
 dollar payments, not because the districts involved were financially   
 unhealthy, but because they were in counties with early tax distribution and  
 such distributions are not included in the June 30th fund balances used to  
 determine whether there is a payment under this program.  Thus, the formula   
 in the law created a deficit. 
 

 
 d)   The fourth incentive payment authorized for newly formed unit districts is the 
                  $4,000 payment for each of three years for each full-time certified staff 

member in the new district.  Two hundred and fifty such members in a 
suburban system is not a high number, yet such a count could generate a 
$3,000.000 payment by the State over three years. 
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Reorganization Considerations and Options 
 

In reviewing the reorganization options, each individual situation has to be looked 
at in terms of factors unique to that situation.  The goals of a school district organization 
should include, at minimum, the following:  
 

Goal #1: To produce improvement in the quality of the educational system. 
 
Goal #2: To extend the scope of programs to meet individual student needs 

within an ever-changing society. 
 
Goal #3: To develop an efficient and equitable system of financing public 

education. 
 
 Currently, the State of Illinois allows for school district reorganization to take 

place through the implementation of a number of processes.  Each of these has its own 

set of regulations and is designed to accommodate the different circumstances found 

throughout Illinois.  The following is a discussion of the feasibility, and probable effect, 

of those, which "fit" reorganization considerations if employed by the five districts 

involved in this study. 

 In this study, the consultant group will be studying two different reorganization 

scenarios for the participating districts.  In Scenario One, the consultant team will look at 

the methods that would lead to a new unit district being formed from the elementary 

districts and the high school district.  In Scenario Two, the consultant team will be 

looking at making an enlarged elementary district made up of all three of the previously 

existing elementary districts.  In this scenario, the high school district would remain 

unchanged and only the elementary districts would be merged.  For the remainder of 

the study, the terms Scenario One and Scenario Two will be utilized to delineate the two 

options for the districts that will be discussed in this study. 



 

 

109 

 For each of the allowable reorganization methods, I will indicate which scenarios 

could be utilized.  There will be a recommendation made by the consultant team as to 

which reorganization method is suggested as part of this study. 

Community Unit District Formation – Article 11/A-3 
 

This method of reorganization can create a new unit district from two or more 

existing unit districts and/or dual district territory. In this type of reorganization, a newly 

formed unit district must have at least $12,000,000 in assessed valuation and at least 

4,000 residents within the newly reorganized district (these requirements may be 

waived with ROE and State Supt. approval).  These requirements apply only when no 

unit districts are included in the petition and when they do apply, the law allows for 

exceptions.  These qualifications are well within the current assessed valuation and 

populations requirements of a newly reorganized unit district encompassing the districts 

under study.  Districts utilizing this type of consolidation will have their present boards 

dissolved and a new Board of Education will be elected at the next subsequent election 

or in the same election as the reorganization proposition is submitted.  

The process begins with a petition to the Regional Superintendent of Schools 

either by the respective Board of Education or the voters.  The petition must be signed 

by at least 200 voters and include the signatures of 50 voters or 10% of the voters, 

whichever is lesser from each of districts wholly or partially included in the proposal.  

The Regional Superintendent is required to publish notice of the petition for three 

consecutive weeks in a local newspaper.  A description of the proposed district must be 

included.  A Committee of Ten citizens is formed as an advisory and planning group in 

the formation of the new district.  This Committee of Ten may be in part made up of 
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Board of Education members from the affected districts as well as citizens living within 

the newly planned district.  A hearing is held by the Regional Superintendent to gain 

input from all parties pro or con on the reorganization issue.  After the hearing, the 

Regional Superintendent must approve or deny the petition within 14 days of the 

conclusion of the hearing.  If the Regional Superintendent approves the petition, the 

State Superintendent of Schools reviews the petition and also approves or denies it.  In 

reviewing reorganization petitions, the State Superintendent will take into account 

whether: 

 
The proposed district "will have sufficient size and financial 
resources to provide and maintain a recognized educational 
program for grades kindergarten through 12." 
 
 
The proposed school district is in the best interests of the 
schools of the area and the educational welfare of the 
students.  

 

         The territory for the proposed school district is compact and contiguous for                    
         school purposes. 
   
If the State Superintendent approves the petition, an election is held at the next 

regularly scheduled election date.  For approval at the election, a majority of voters in 

each affected district is required for passage of the referendum.  In addition, the tax 

rates to be levied by the newly reorganized district must be on the ballot and must be 

approved for the Education, Building, Transportation, and Fire Prevention and Safety 

funds.  Recent legislation has allowed the election of school board members for a newly 

reorganized district may be held at the same time as the reorganization issue is voted 
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upon.  This would normally be held in the April election date.  Bonds may also be 

approved at this election if it is determined to be necessary by the Committee of Ten. 

A further consideration in the formation of a new unit district using this method is 

that the bonded indebtedness of any previously existing district "stays with the district 

(territory within a new district) that incurred the debt."  In other words, whatever bonded 

indebtedness was present before reorganization will be assessed on those voters only 

until that bond issue(s) are paid for completely.  In 1994, legislation was passed that the 

election petition may also request that bonded indebtedness of each existing district 

could be assumed by the entire territory of the new unit district. 

The possibilities for school district reorganization utilizing Article 11A-3 include 

the following: 

1. The requirements for $12,000,000 in assessed valuation for the new district as 
well as the minimum of 4,000 population are present within the existing districts 
encompassed in this study. 

 
 
2. The petition requirements are normally made by the school boards of the 

districts contemplating reorganization.  However, in the case of the districts 
included in this study, it is possible that the voters petition requirements of 200 
signatures of which 50 or 10%, whichever is lesser from each of the districts, 
would have to be the method to bring an 11A-3 reorganization proposition to the 
voters.  

 
3. Some other pertinent factors in school district reorganization include bonded 

indebtedness of the newly reorganized district.  In the case of an 11A-3 
reorganization, the bonded indebtedness of each district will stay with the 
previous district that incurred the debt.  In other words, any bonded debt that 
each individual district had before reorganization will be paid by only the citizens 
of the original district. 

 
4. Teachers in both districts will have their tenure merged into a single seniority list 

in the newly reorganized district. 
 
5. Multi-year agreements made by the previous districts except multi-year 

agreements with certified and non-certified employee groups must be honored 
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with the newly reorganized district.  These agreements may include 
transportation, cafeteria, and individual administrative multi-year agreements. 

 
6. As the old boards of education are dissolved after a successful reorganization 

vote, so are the teachers  and non-certified unions of the previous districts, but 
normally they merge to form a new union and collective bargaining will 
commence after the new board of education is formed. 

 
7. Formation of a unit district would undoubtedly result in a more efficient use of 

existing facilities and staff.  In other words, the administration of a newly formed 
unit district would be responsible for all of the existing elementary, junior high 
and high school facilities.  In addition, the staff of the new unit district would be 
placed in a more efficient staffing pattern when using all of the existing programs 
throughout the new unit district as opposed to those existing in the current 
separate districts. 

 
8. The tax rate would be the same for all of the taxpayers in the newly formed unit 

district. 
 
9. Economies of scale could be more effectively utilized in the business operations 

of a unit district.  By this, the consultant implies that purchasing of larger 
quantities of supplies would inherently be cheaper due to the increased volume 
of the expenditures of a newly reorganized district. 

 
10. Curriculum coordination between the elementary buildings and junior highs 

would have a higher degree of coordination of curriculum programs leading into 
the high school years. 

 
11. A comprehensive junior high program could be developed for all unit district 

students. 
 

12. There would undoubtedly be reductions of administrative staff especially in 
the central office and areas of superintendent and assistant superintendent 
positions, in a newly reorganized unit district with concurrent salary savings in 
this area, as well as central office duplication of staff currently in the districts 
involved in this study. 

13 
In any reorganization there are areas of concern.  In this reorganization method, 
one of the concerns is that the election must pass with a majority of yes votes in 
each district, or affected area, regardless of the number of voters.  In addition, 
when combining districts, districts generally reduce their certified teaching force 
with economies of scale in the numbers of teachers needed in a larger unit 
district.  Lastly, there is a measure of loss of local control when four school 
boards and their members are reduced to seven board members of a new unit 
district.  Many or all of these factors relating to a school district reorganization will 
apply equally in the other methods of reorganization currently approved in Illinois. 
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For purposes of this study, the districts may utilize this method of reorganization  
 To form a new unit district for Scenario One only. 

 
Conversion and Formation of School Districts Article 11E, Optional Elementary 
District (Hybrid District) 
 
 The newly enacted Article 11E is somewhat different than the original Article 11 
A.  In this configuration of dual districts into a unit and possibly some elementary 
districts outside of the unit district is a new concept and approved by PA 94-1019.  
Some of the differences involved in this method of reorganization include the following: 

1. All dual districts do not have to approve the formation of a unit district.  
However, all dual districts must vote on the issue.  If one or more of the 
elementary districts and the high school district approve the formation of a 
new unit district with the voting requirements of a majority of voters in each 
affected district.  In other words, a single elementary district or more may 
vote yes on a referendum to form a new unit district with the high school and 
leave one or more elementary districts as elementary districts but will still 
attend the same high school.   

2. There are no minimum EAV nor population requirements. 
3. Citizen petition requirements are 50 legal residents or 10% whichever is 

smaller for each district or by the boards of each affected district. 
4. All financial incentives are authorized for the newly formed district. 
5. The elementary districts that vote yes with the high school need not be 

“coterminous” or be within the same high school district. 
6. There is an “opt in process” in which elementary districts not voting yes for 

the Optional Elementary Unit may opt in to the unit by voting singly or in 
tandem to join the unit within five years without all districts voting yes on the 
referendum. 

7. In general, for a few of the taxes levied by a hybrid district, the hybrid district 
will have a separate rate for high school purposes and a separate rate for 
elementary purposes.  The high school rate will apply to the entire territory 
and the elementary rate will only apply for elementary purposes. 

8. A hybrid district has three types of tax rates; elementary, high school rates 
and general rates.  If the district wants to increase the rates after the district 
has been formed, the following approval requirements apply: 

a. Elementary rates: Any increase to tax rates for elementary  
Purposes must only be approved by a majority of voters living in the 
territory included for elementary purposes. 

b. High school rates: Any increase to the high school rates must be  
      approved by a majority of the voters living in both the high school only      
      territory, and the K12 territory. 
c. General rates: Any increase to general rates (transportation, health 

life safety, etc.) must be approved by a majority of the voters living in  
      both the high school-only territory, and the K-12 territory. 

9. Hybrid districts must issue bonds for either elementary or high school 
purposes.   
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Bonds for high school purposes must be approved by a majority of voters in 
the entire territory.  Bonds for elementary purposes must only be approved 
by a majority of voters included in the district for elementary purposes.  
Hybrids will have a debt limitation applicable to the entire district for high 
school purposes. 

 
For purposes of this study, the high school and any one or more of its elementary 
feeder districts may form an Optional Elementary Unit District.  It must be kept in mind 
however, that all of the districts must vote on the issue and the high school and any one 
or more of the elementary feeders that vote yes may form an Optional Elementary Unit 
District.   
 
 For purposes of this study, this reorganization method may also be utilized by 
the existing dual districts to form an Optional Elemenary District for Scenario One only. 
 
Consolidation Utilizing Article 11B  
 

In an 11B consolidation, elementary or high school districts may be reorganized 

utilizing the same set of regulations and procedures.  In the election to approve the 

formation of a larger elementary or high school district from existing elementary or high 

school district from existing elementary or high school districts, the vote will pass if a 

majority of those voting in each affected district approve the vote for reorganization.   

In this case, the elementary dual districts making up the study could utilize this 

method to consolidate with a neighboring elementary district individually or in tandem as 

long as they are contiguous.  The high school district could only utilize the 11B method 

to consolidate with a neighboring high school district under current law as there is only 

one high school district included in this study.  Therefore for the purposes of this study, 

the elementary districts could merge with one or more of the feeder districts to make an 

enlarged elementary district and the high school district could only merge with a 

neighboring high school district. 

For purposes of this study, this method could be utilized by the elementary 

districts for Scenario Two only to form an enlarged elementary district. 
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Annexation of School District by Article 7 
 

Annexation of school districts either in part or an entire district is permitted under 

the guidelines in Article 7 of the Illinois School Code.  This method differs in many 

respects from the requirements for other reorganization methods. 

Districts utilizing annexation processes essentially become a part of an existing 

district.  In other words, one district annexes another district(s) with one district 

continuing to function and the other district(s) going out of existence. 

This process may begin in one of two ways.  First, the Boards of Education in the 

affected district(s) may petition the Regional Board of School Trustees for annexation.  

The petition for annexation may also be made by a majority of the registered voters in 

each district affected or two-thirds of the registered voters residing in the affected 

districts. 

After a petition is received by the Regional Board of School Trustees, the 

Regional Superintendent holds a hearing at which the Regional Superintendent submits 

maps, report of financial and educational conditions of the districts involved, and the 

probable effect of the proposed changes to the regional board.  Any resident of the 

territory in the affected districts may appear at the hearing and present evidence in 

support of opposition to the petition.  Within ten days of the hearing, the Regional 

Superintendent shall meet together with the Boards and a decision shall be forthcoming. 

It is important to note that there is now an election for districts using the 

annexation method and that the decision on annexation lies with the voters in each 

“affected district.”  While this method has been utilized by 53 of the 102 school district 

reorganizations approved from 1980-1997 and was the most widely utilized method of 
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school district reorganization, the added requirement of an election after approval by the 

Regional Board of School Trustees has significantly diminished the utilization of the 

annexation method.  Normally, this type of reorganization is approved by boards of 

education and brought to the Regional Board of Trustees.  If any of the current boards 

of education do not approve a resolution to the Regional Board of Trustees, then a 

majority of voters in each affected district must sign a petition to approve of the 

resolution to be made to the Regional Board of Trustees.  In this reorganization option, 

one board is dissolved and the annexing district board takes over and utilizes their 

current tax rate, etc.  This option would be unusual in that one or more of the 

elementary districts could annex one or more of its neighboring elementary districts but 

the high school district could not annex any of the elementary districts.   Since all of the 

elementary districts are relatively similar in enrollment, it would be unusual, but certainly 

not illegal, to successfully utilize, in that “which” district would annex the other(s).  It 

must be added that any combination of elementary districts may utilize the annexation 

method.   

For purposes of this study, any one of the elementary districts could annex one 

or more of the other elementary districts in Scenario Two.   

Deactivation of a High School Facility Under Section 10-22B 
 

This type of school district reorganization is a method and has been used on 

limited occasions since its inception in 1987.  Essentially, a district "deactivates" its high 

or junior high school, whether it is a separate school district and "tuitions" its students to 

a neighboring district. 

Until June of 1989, deactivation could only occur for a maximum of five years but 

legislation has removed that time limit and deactivation may now continue indefinitely 
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with either a continuation of a one-year or two-year agreement between the districts.  

Deactivation requires the approval of the board of the receiving district and of the 

majority of those voting upon the deactivation proposition in the sending district.  Thus, 

a two-pronged approval system is utilized with one part being approval by a Board of 

Education and the other by a vote of the majority of the voters in the sending district. 

A board contemplating deactivation shall, by proper resolution, cause the 

proposition to deactivate the high or junior high school facility to be submitted to the 

voters at a regularly scheduled election.  Notice shall be published at least ten days 

prior to the date of the election, at least once in a newspaper.  A majority of those voting 

upon the proposition vote is required for passage. 

If the vote is successful, the sending district shall pay an amount to the receiving 

district, not to exceed 10% more than the per capita tuition cost of education for each 

student who is reassigned.  This cost shall be an amount agreed to by the two districts, 

but it must not be less than the per capita tuition cost determined by the Illinois State 

Board of Education for the preceding year for the high school of the receiving district.  

The length of the initial contractual agreement shall be for two years, but the districts 

may renew the contract for one- or two-year periods. 

Transportation of students remains the responsibility of the sending district.  In 

addition, tenure rights of teachers in the deactivated high school are maintained and 

when the deactivation becomes effective, they are transferred to the receiving district.  

The question of transfer of tenure in a deactivation is interesting in that while the high 

school teachers of the sending district transfer their tenure and salary to the receiving 
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district, the sending district is technically still in existence and can be reconstituted by 

the sending district at the end of the contractual agreement between the districts. 

Thus, a school district that deactivates its high or junior high school facility is in 

the position of temporarily discontinuing its high or junior high school program but does 

not go out of existence as in all other methods of reorganization except the Cooperative 

High School.  Essentially, the business functions of the high school continue and the 

Board of Education in the sending district(s) must continue to maintain the levy, budget, 

and other areas as a functioning district.  Districts wishing to reactivate their high 

schools have a process to do so if they desire and to begin their high school program 

again. 

Since there is no official reorganization of school districts utilizing high school 

deactivation, only two financial incentives, salary equalization and $4,000 are available 

for districts utilizing this process. 

 For purposes of this study, it would be legal for the high district to utilize 

deactivation with a neighboring unit or high school district and for the elementary 

districts to deactivate with a neighboring elementary district for junior high purposes. 

  

Dissolution of School Districts Under Section 7-2A and 7-11 of Article 7 of the 
School Code of Illinois 
 

This type of reorganization was possible under Article 7, but new legislation 

effective in 1989 now delineates a different format for dissolution of school districts.  

Essentially, districts using this method simply go out of existence.  Control over these 

districts passes to the Regional Board of School Trustees. 
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Petitions for dissolution are made by the Board of Education or a majority of the 

legal voters residing in the district proposed to be dissolved.   Districts with a population 

of less than 5,000 can utilize this method of reorganization or districts can utilize a 

slightly different method of reorganization utilizing dissolution procedures.  Districts 

having a population of more than 5,000 voters can utilize this method but the 

neighboring district that the dissolved district will be annexed to must be designated in 

the petition.  The Regional Board will not act on a petition filed by a board of education, 

if within 45 days after giving notice of the hearing, a petition in opposition to the petition 

of the Board to dissolve, signed by a majority of the registered voters of the affected 

district, is received. 

The Regional Board has no authority to deny dissolution requested in a proper 

petition but shall exercise its "discretion" on the Issue of annexing the territory of a 

district being dissolved.  Tenured teachers of a dissolved district are transferred to the 

annexing district(s) in relation to their seniority within the dissolved district and in 

relation to the seniority of teachers in the annexing district. 

The Regional Board may annex all or part of the dissolved district to one or more 

districts.  It should be noted here that a review of the legislation and ISBE regulations do 

not stipulate that a district may refuse annexing all or part of a dissolved district. 

In the dissolution of school districts, if a majority of signatures of the voters in the 

district are obtained to dissolve the school district, the Regional Board of School 

Trustees cannot deny the petition and must dissolve the district after a public hearing is 

held to hear the views of the citizens.  Thus, there is a forcible method of school district 

reorganization, which can totally bypass a Board of Education. 
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A hearing will be held not less than 50 days nor more than 70 days after a 

petition to dissolve is received.  At the hearing, the Regional Board shall hear evidence 

as to the school needs and conditions of the territory and the area.  Within ten days of 

the hearing the regional board will render a decision on the annexation of the dissolved 

district. 

Districts utilizing this reorganization format are essentially empowering the 

Regional Board with the ultimate authority to decide what is going to happen to the 

District.  Districts dissolving are eligible for the financial incentives available to the 

annexing district.  Essentially, the same guidelines for annexing districts apply to 

districts dissolving and becoming annexed by the Regional Board of Trustees. 

 In this case, all of the districts, could utilize dissolution.  The method of 

dissolution would depend upon the population of the individual school district that 

wishes to dissolve.   However, both the elementary and high school districts could 

dissolve and be annexed to a neighboring similar type of district.    

Annexing districts utilizing dissolution are eligible for all financial incentives 

currently offered by ISBE.  

Unit District Conversion in Districts in Grades 9-12  
 

Basic requirements for unit districts wishing to convert to an elementary district 

and annex its high school students to a neighboring high school district are not present 

in the districts contained in this study.    Current statutes require unit district conversion 

for a unit district only to a contiguous high school district.  Since the only high school 

involved in this study is a high school district, it could not utilize this reorganization 

method.  Voting requirements are that it pass in the converting and annexing district 
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with a majority of voters.  Districts utilizing this method of reorganization are eligible for 

current financial incentives.  

Cooperative High School Attendance Centers 
 

Two or more contiguous unit or high school districts may jointly operate one or 

more cooperative high school attendance centers.  Such action shall be taken for a 

minimum period of twenty school years. 

The board of each district contemplating such joint operation shall, by proper 

resolution, cause the proposition to enter into such joint operation to be submitted to the 

voters of the districts at a regularly scheduled election.  If the majority of those voting on 

the proposition in each district vote in favor of the proposition, the school boards of the 

participating districts would execute a contract for such joint operation subject to the 

following provisions: 

1. The agreement for joint operation of any such cooperative high school 
attendance center shall be executed on forms provided by the State Board of 
Education and shall include, but not limited to, a process to resolve disputes on 
matters which each participating district cannot agree, provisions for 
administration, staff, programs, financing and transportation.  Even if two or more 
of the participating district boards approve an extension of the agreement, any 
other participating district shall, upon failure of its board to approve such 
extension, disengage from such participation at the end of the then current term. 
 

2. An advisory board, which shall govern the operation of any such cooperative high 
school attendance center, shall be composed of an equal number of board 
members from each of the participants, except that where all participating district 
boards concur, membership on the advisory board may be apportioned to reflect 
the number of students in each respective district.  The membership of this 
advisory board shall be not less than 6 or more than 10.  The school board of 
each participating district shall select from its membership, its representatives on 
the advisory board.  The advisory board shall prepare and recommend a budget 
for the cooperative high school attendance center, which must be approved by 
each of the participating districts. 
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3. Each participating school district shall provide any necessary transportation for 
students residing in the district, or enter into an agreement with the other 
participating districts for transportation of its students. 
 

4. Each participating district shall pay its per capita cost of educating the students 
residing in its district and attending any such cooperative high school attendance 
center into the budget for the maintenance and operation of the cooperative high 
school attendance center or centers. 
 
Such per capita cost shall be computed in the following manner.  The cost of 
maintaining and operating such cooperative high school attendance centers shall 
be first determined by the advisory board and shall include the following 
expenses applicable only to each attendance center under rules and regulations 
established by the State Board of Education as follows: 

 
a) Salaries of principals, teachers, professional workers, necessary non-certified 

workers, clerks, librarians, custodial employees and any district taxes levied 
specifically for their pension and retirement benefits. 

 
b) Educational supplies and equipment, including textbooks. 
 
c) Administrative costs and communication. 
 
d) Operation of physical plant, including heat, light, water repairs, and 

maintenance. 
 
e) Auxiliary service, including up to 20% of unreimbursed transportation costs. 
 
f) Depreciation of physical facilities at a rate not to exceed $200 per pupil. 
 

5. Additional districts may be added as long as they conform to the same 
requirements as the original cooperating districts. 

 
6. Administrators, teachers, and other staff assigned to the cooperative high school 

attendance center or centers by participating school districts shall continue to be 
subject to employment by and to maintain all rights, privileges and benefits in the 
districts from which they were assigned.  However, the participating districts may 
jointly employ a principal to oversee the administration of the cooperative high 
school attendance center, provided the principal does not have the authority to 
employ or terminate the employment of other personnel. 

 
 

While this method has been utilized once thus far in the State of Illinois, it seems 

to address several problems inherent in school district reorganization: 
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a) Cooperating school districts do not go out of existence but cooperate in the 
most expensive curricular aspect of education, that being the 9-12 high 
school. 

 
b) Cooperating districts have an opportunity to jointly solve the problems in 

operating and maintaining a high school facility.  Current legislation even 
allows for flexibility in the number and proportion of board members on the 
advisory board. 

 
c) A mechanism is in place for districts to disengage themselves from a 

cooperating agreement but only after a minimum of twenty years. 
 
d) Personnel to staff the cooperative high school maintain their current seniority 

and salary schedules so there is no loss of status quo in these two critical 
personnel areas. 

 
  Therefore, this reorganization method is also not an option for the purposes of 

this study. There is only one high school district, and it could not cooperate with another 

district involved in this study.  There are two of the four available financial incentives 

available to districts utilizing this method of reorganization, the $4,000 incentive and 

salary equalization. 

School District Conversion Under Article 11-D 
 

This is a relative recent reorganization option to be approved by the General 

Assembly and as yet one group of districts has utilized this method of reorganization.  

Of the eleven approved reorganization methods, this is the only option where more 

school districts are created than existed previously. 

In this option, unit districts may break apart and create a dual district format.  For 

example, if four unit districts were to utilize this option, the districts would dissolve their 

existing unit districts and four elementary districts would be created from the area of the 

previous unit districts.  In addition, an over-laying high school district would be created 

to cover the area of both of the previous unit districts. 
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In order to file a petition with the Regional Superintendent for an 11-D 

conversion, one of two requirements must be met.  First, the boards of education of the 

affected districts may resolve to bring the proportion to the next regularly scheduled 

election.  A petition may also be filed with the signature of at least 50 voters or 10% of 

the voters, whichever is less, residing within each affected district. 

There must also be a provision made by agreement of the affected district of the 

division of assets.  Normally, this process would be handled by the Regional 

Superintendent of Schools who would facilitate this process. 

To be successful, a majority of the voters in "each affected district must approve 

the resolution."  This requirement mirrors the regulations present in an 11A 

reorganization.  In fact, most all of the rules and regulations pertaining to an 11D 

reorganization are the same as present in an 11A consolidation.  Since there are no unit 

districts, this reorganization method is also not a viable option for the purposes of this 

study for the districts.   Districts utilizing this method of reorganization are eligible for 

financial incentives. 

Combined High School – Unit District (Hybrid) Article 11E 

 A combined high school-unit district may be a desirable option when voters in 

dual district territory with to consolidate with a neighboring community for high school 

purposes but want to retain their existing separate elementary school district (s). 

 In this method of reorganization, a high school district can combine with a 

neighboring unit district so long as both districts approve and are physically contiguous.  

The new district would serve the entire territory for high school purposes but only the 

former unit district territory for elementary purposes.  The rules for the formation of 
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hybrid districts outlined earlier in the study also apply for a Combined High School – 

Unit District. 

 Therefore for purposes of this study the high school could utilize this method of 

reorganization with a neighboring unit district.  No information is provided for 

neighboring unit districts utilized in the parameters of this study.  Elementary districts 

can not utilize this method of reorganization. 

Multi-Unit Conversions – Article 11E 

 Another new conversion process is available if two or more unit districts want to 

consolidate at the high school level, but keep a separate elementary district for part of 

the territory.  The unit districts can dissolve to form a new combined high school-unit 

district serving the entire territory for high school purposes, and the former territory of 

one of the units for elementary purposes.  A new elementary district would be formed 

serving the former territory of the other unit district for elementary purposes. 

 Since there are no unit districts involved in this study, the districts could not 

utilize this method of reorganization.   

Summary/Recommendations 
 

The various methods currently available for school district reorganization have 

been listed.  Each of these methods has a separate set of regulations and 

requirements.  While Unit District Conversion (7-A), 11-D Unit District Conversion, 

Cooperative High Schools and Multi-Unit Conversions was found to be legally 

impossible to utilize, the remaining methods are legally permissible.  It should be noted 

that only two reorganization methods, 11A, and Optional Elementary Unit  provides an 

option to create a new unit district for Scenario One.  An Article 7 annexation could 
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create a larger elementary district from one or more of the existing elementary districts.  

High and junior high school deactivation would allow any combination of contiguous 

elementary districts to deactivate its junior high school and continue in operation for an 

undetermined period of time.  Any or all of the districts could individually or in tandem 

dissolve their district and thus require the Regional Board of School Trustees to annex it 

in whole or part to neighboring districts.  It would not be permissible for the existing high 

school district to cooperatively form and administer a high school with the districts 

included in this study.  A dual system of one over-laying high school district and five 

elementary districts could also not be legally formed (11-D) since there are no unit 

districts in this study and a Multi-Unit conversion of unit district could not occur in this 

study.   

For the purposes of this study, the Illinois State Board of Education requires that 

the consultants make a recommendation on each phase of the feasibility study.  

Therefore, it is the recommendation of the consultants that districts involved in 

this study consider consolidating only the elementary districts utilizing the 11-EB 

method.  The formation of a new unit district would be adversely affected by the 

inordinate salary disparity between the current high school staff and elementary 

staff.  While more GSA could be generated to offset this problem, there would 

remain a two million gap between the salaries needed and the increased GSA.  

Therefore, Scenario One would not be financially feasible.  Scenario Two is more 

manageable and seems to provide a possible avenue for reorganization.  

The salient factors that are included in this recommendation are the 

efficiencies that may be involved in utilizing all future district facilities from a 
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single district office.  In addition, there would be an inherent opportunity for a 

coordinated curriculum articulation between the elementary districts and the high 

school district.   

Financially, the districts may not realize any savings and may indeed be a 

financial expenditure increase due to factors including: the coordination of all 

fringe benefits between the existing certified and certified staff and the 

coordination of salaries of the non- certified staff of the current districts.  These 

large and significant issues will require all of these to be equalized between the 

current districts with no resulting state incentives to help offset the costs. 

 Therefore the consultants recommend considering consolidating the 

current elementary districts utilizing the 11E-B method in which all districts must 

vote and receive a majority of positive votes for a successful reorganization.  

There would be a new board of education, tax rate, collective bargaining 

agreement and a combining of the district offices, certified and non-certified staff 

for the newly enlarged elementary district.  

      The responsibility of the Consultants has been to bring a higher level of awareness 

of the intricacies of school district reorganization in Illinois.  Finally, while the various 

reorganization methods have been recounted, an additional possibility has not been 

mentioned.  That possibility is maintaining the status quo for the districts cooperatively 

seeking information in this report.  It will be the responsibility of the Boards of Education 

and interested citizens to sift through the information to determine the best actions for 

their individual districts.  In this endeavor, the team of consultants stands ready to assist 

in these determinations for the future of these school districts.  
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Curriculum Considerations and Comparisons  
Washington CHSD 308, Washington School District 50,  

Washington Central School District 51, and Washington School District 52   
Part 1: K-8 Organization 

Overview of grade configurations K-8 

The curriculum of the three elementary districts are organized into K-8 at 

Washington #50 (774 students), grades EC-3 (362) are located at John L. Hensey 

School and grades 4-8 (412) attend Beverly Manor Elementary.  Washington Central 

School District #51 offers a EC-8 program with Central Primary School housing EC-3 

grade (542) and Central Intermediate School housing grades 4-8 (567 students). 

Washington District # 52 (901) houses K-4 at Lincoln Elementary (531 students) and 

grades 5-8 (370 students). 

Early Childhood, Pre-K through Grade 5 

Washington #50 offers 5 sections (5 teachers) of full -day Kindergarten (91 

students) and an Early Childhood (13 students) through the Tazwell- Mason Special 

Education Cooperative. Washington Central #51 and Washington #52 share an Early 

Childhood program for 11 students ( 1 teacher) and hosted at Washington Central #51. 

Seven sections of full-day Kindergarten (7 teachers with134 students) at Central 

Primary School.  Washington #52 offers 5 sections of full-day Kindergarten (5 teachers 

with 116 students). 

The following table presents data showing the distribution of teachers across K-8 

grades: 
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Number of Teachers in Early Childhood, Pre K- 8 Grades (2011) 
(Excluding Specialty Teachers) 

 
Grade Washington #50 Central #51 Washington #52 

    

EC 1 1  

Pre-K 0 0  

KG 5 7 5 

1 4 6 5 

2 4 7 5 

3 4 6 4 

4 4 6 5 

5 4 5 4 

6 5 5 4 

7 4 5 4 

8 4 5 4 
 

Grades 4-5, 6-8  Middle School/Junior High 

Washington #50 students (4- 8) (412 students) are taught in two different ways:  

grades 4 & 5 have 4 regular classroom teachers in a self-contained model, while grades 

6-8 (236 students) into four academic teams at each grade level.  The academic teams 

are comprised of academic and support staff. Electives are offered at grade 4 in Art, 

Computers, PE, and RtI time.  Grade 5 offers electives in Choir, Band, Art, Computers, 

PE and RtI time. Grades 6-8 are offered Choir, Band, Jazz Band, Art, Technology, 

PE/Health, and RtI services. Clubs are offered in Math team, Student Council, Student 

Olympiad, Writer’s Club, Science Club, Chess, Scholastic Bowl, Spelling Bee, Garden 

Club, Computer Club, and Drama Club. Sports are offered in grades 6-8 in Softball, 

Baseball, Basketball, Volleyball, Track and Cheerleading. 
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Washington Central Intermediate School offers programs for grades 4-8 (567 

students) with grades 4 &5 taught in a self-contained setting, while grades 6-8 are 

assigned to one academic team at each grade level (371 students). Electives are 

offered for grades 6 - 8 in Music and Physical Education. Grades 5-8 receives Band and 

Chorus, Jazz band is also offered to grades 6-8, Art to grades 7 & 8, Foreign Language 

and Technology to grades 4-8, and Physical Education is offered in grades 4-8.  Clubs 

are offered in Speech and Drama in grades 6-8.  Sports are offered in grades 6-8 in the 

following areas:  Softball, Baseball, Basketball, Volleyball, Track, and Cheerleading. 

Washington Middle School in Washington #52 offers programs for grades 5-8 

(381 students).  Each grade houses 4 teachers at each grade level.  Electives are 

offered in grades 6-8 with Chorus, Band, Jazz Band (6-8), Art and Physical Education. 

Library Skills (grade 5) and a Library Reading class (6-8) and are also offered. Clubs 

are offered in Scholastic Bowl, Chess, Musical, Student Council, Yearbook, Math 

Counts, and Bridge Builders. Sports are offered in grades 6-8 in the following areas:  

Softball, Baseball, Basketball, Volleyball, Track, Cross Country, Cheerleading. 

Another consideration in this matter is the special subjects. Because specialists 

are shared between levels and buildings, the distribution of specialty subjects across 

K-8 is depicted in the following table: 
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K-8 Specialty Subjects in the Curriculum 

 Washington #50 
Central #51 Washington #52 

 K-3 4-8 
 

K-3 
 

4-8 
 

K-4 
 

5-8 

Physical Ed 1 1 
 

1 
 

4-8 (3) 
 

K-4 (2) 
 

2 

Art  6-8 (1) 
  

7-8  
 

K-5 (1) 
 

.5 

Choral  1 
  

5-8 (1) 
  

.25 

Band  6-8 (1) 
  

5-8 (1) 
  

5-8 (1) 

Jazz Band  6-8 
  

6-8 
  

6-8 

Gen Music 1  
 

1 
 

4th only 
 

K-5 (1) 
 

.75 

Technology 1-3 (1) 4-8 (1) 
 

1 aide 
 

4-8 (1) 
 

1 aide 
(2) K-8 

 
1 aide 

Rosetta Stone 
Spanish   

  
3-8 (1) 

  

Other 
Title 1 

(2) RtI (1) 

 
RtI (.5) 

 
Title 1 (1) 

Title 1 
(1) 

 
.5 Title 

1 Literacy 
1 RtI 

Coordinator 
         

 

The strengths of the Washington #50 curriculum include:  
 
EC-3 John L. Hensey Elementary  
 

• Beginning to address the Common Core Standards. 
• Standards aligned classroom with Mid Illini. 
• Hands-on instruction oriented curriculum. 
• Incorporates technology into the classroom through the NETS standards-EETT 

grant initiative. 
• Consultation support in the area of Balanced Literacy. 
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• Response to Intervention implemented. 
• Common planning time. 

 
 

4-8 Beverly Manor Elementary  
 
• Recent training on Differentiated Instruction. 

• Beginning to implement the Common Core Standards. 

• Standards aligned classroom with Mid Illini 

• Technology training and use of NETS Standards through EETT grant initiative. 

• Common planning time for each grade level. 

• Consultation support in the area of Balanced Literacy. 
 

The strengths of the Washington Central SD# 51 curriculum include: 
K-3 Central Primary School 
 

• Established and effective RtI Program that meets the needs of both below level 
and accelerated students  (All students work in small groups thirty minutes each 
day based on reading level.) 

• Implementation of standards-based report cards which gives parents/guardians 
concrete information about student progress 

• Adoption of the common core in kindergarten and first  

• Half-day early childhood program which uses Creative Curriculum as the guide 
and assessment tool 

• Full day kindergarten program with a focus on literacy and mathematics 
• Phonics program (“Fundations”) at kindergarten level.  Students leave 

kindergarten with a strong phonics base. 
• First-Third Grades use a combination of Story Town Basal Reader and Guided 

Reading for literacy instruction. 
• Project based Social Studies and Science curriculum 
• Promethean Boards installed in every classroom to provide engaging instruction 

(Resources and lesson plans used from Promethean Planet) 
• English Language Learner program to meet the needs of dual-language families 
• Special education program that offers both resource and self-contained options 

for students with disabilities 
• Spanish instruction offered to second and third grade students through Rosetta 

Stone 
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• Computer Instruction provided daily to kindergarten-third grade students (The 
focus is keyboarding skills.) 

• Kindergarten students receive music instruction one time a week.  First-third 
grade students receive music instruction two to three times a week based on “A” 
or “B” day schedule. 

• Physical Education provided thirty minutes each day for kindergarten-third grade 
students 

• After-school adventures program that offers a variety of activities ranging from 
science to art to athletics 

• Extended school year program in the summer to meet the needs of our special 
education population 

• Central Academic Summer Program (CASP) used to stop regression in reading 
and math in at-risk students over the summer months 

 
4-8 Central Intermediate School 

 
• Focus on Power Standards. 

• Curriculum well-aligned with Standards. 

• Local assessments provide formative data on mastery. 

• Learning teams meet regularly to improve curriculum. 

• Advanced courses are under development for all learning areas beginning in 
grade 5. 

• Interventions are in place for all learning areas with an emphasis on Math & 
Reading. 

• Spanish instruction is offered at all grade levels using Rosetta Stone. 

• Technology instruction includes video editing, online collaboration platforms and 
presentation programs. 
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Strengths of the Washington #52 curriculum include: 
 

K-4 Lincoln Elementary School  
 
• Balanced Literacy instruction. 

• Auxiliary programs which support Reading-Lexia, Reading A-Z, and Guided 
Reading. 

• Progress monitoring tools for Reading-Aims web, Fountas & Pinnell, CARS, & 
PASI. 

• 1 reading Interventionist and 1 RtI Coordinator(K-8) 

• Auxiliary programs which support Math 4-IXL 

• Progress monitoring tools for Math-Aims web, IXL. 

• RtI implementation across all grade levels. 

• Inclusion model for special education utilized. 

• Use of Professional Learning Communities for teacher development. 

• Common planning time K-8. 
 

5-8 Washington Middle School  
 
• Balanced Literacy instruction. 

• Auxiliary programs which support Reading-Lexia, Reading A-Z, and Guided 
Reading. 

• Progress monitoring tools for Reading-Aims web, Fountas & Pinnell, CARS, & 
PASI. 

• Auxiliary programs which support Math 4-IXL 

• Progress monitoring tools for Math-Aims web, IXL. 

• Advanced Math program, grades 7 & 8. 

• Inclusion model for special education utilized. 

• Use of Professional Learning Communities for teacher development. 

• 3 National Board Certified Teachers on staff. 

• 2:1 laptop availability for students. 

• Common planning time K-8. 
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Special Education Programs, PK- 12 

All three elementary districts and the high school district utilize services from a 

Township Special Education cooperative.  Washington #50 houses special 

programming at Hensey Elementary for 13 Early Childhood and 32 K-3 students with 

instruction for K-1, 1-2, and 2-3. Students are not self-contained for instruction. Hensey 

School also offers Early Childhood programs on a half-day schedule.  Beverly Manor 

School also provides for ELA and Math instruction and offers support in regular 

education classrooms in all content areas.  Speech services are offered in all grade 

levels by 2 FTE speech teachers.  Occupational/ Physical Therapy are offered using 

outside services. The school also has services from a team of Psychologist, Social 

Workers, and a Special Education Director.  There are 74 special education students in 

District 50 Schools receiving the services of  6 FTE SPED Teachers and 15 SPED 

Aides. 

Washington Central Primary and Intermediate Schools in Washington Central 

District #51 provides services with 5 special education teachers, 1 English Language 

Learner (ELL) teachers, 1 Title 1 teacher, and 1 RtI (part-time).  These programs 

service 35 K-4 students and 34 5-8 students. Speech services are offered in all grade 

levels.  Occupational/ Physical Therapy are offered using outside services. The school 

also has services from a team of Psychologist, Social Workers, and a Special Education 

Director; all provided through the Washington Township Special Education Cooperative. 

Washington District #52 employs 5 full-time teachers and 15 instructional aides 

K-8. K-2 programs are run by 1 teacher and 4 aides, grades 3-4 include 1 teacher and 6 

aides, 5-6 has 1 teacher and 2 aides, while grades 7 and 8 is instructed by 2 teachers 
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and 3 aides.  Speech services are offered in all grade levels while Occupational/ 

Physical Therapy are offered using outside services. The school has services from a 

team of Psychologist, Social Workers, and a Special Education Director. 

Washington Community High School offers special services for 107 students.  

Most students are placed in regular courses through inclusion in which teacher aides 

are utilized for support in inclusion classes as needed.  In addition, the high school 

offers a full complement of core courses taught by the special education staff.  Life skills 

courses are offered for IEP designated students.  Two Resource Rooms are available  

to those students who need additional assistance with assignments and for testing. 

 
High School 9-12,Washington Community High School 

Washington CHSD # 308 has a curriculum with traditional programs in grade 9 

through 12 for 1,200 students.  Examples of these include:  

• Several course options at various levels in Mathematics, Algebra 1& 1B, 
Algebra 1, Algebra 1 Honors, Algebra 2 Modified, Algebra 2, Algebra 2 
Honors, Practical Geometry, Geometry, Geometry Honors, Math 4, 
Trigonometry, Advanced Topics of trigonometry, Pre-Calculus Honors, Finite 
Math Honors, and Calculus Honors AP. 

• Science courses in Lab Science, Biology, Biology Honors, Chemistry, 
Chemistry Honors, Physical Lab Sciences, Advanced Biology Honors, 
Advanced Chemistry Honors, Anatomy & Physiology, Physics, Physics 
Honors, Advanced Physics Honors, and Medical Terminology. 

• English courses are offered at three levels:  General, Standard, and Honors. 
Courses in English 1, English 2 Composition & Literature,  English 2 Speech, 
American Studies, English 3, British Literature, Contemporary Literature, 
Composition 1 & 2, Creative Writing, Journalism 1 & 2, World Literature 1 & 2 
Honors, Readology, College Prep Reading, and Speed Reading. 

• Social Studies courses ranging from Western Geography, Eastern 
Geography Honors, International Studies, American Political Science, World 
History, U.S. History, U.S. History AP, Topics in Modern U.S. History, 
Sociology 1 & 2, Economics Honors, Psychology 1 & 2, Western Civilization 
Honors, and College Success and Career Planning. 
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• Foreign Languages are offered in French & Spanish 1& 2, French & Spanish 
3 Honors, French 4 Honors, and Spanish 4 Honors (5 teachers). 

• Business/Technology courses are offered in Orientation to Techology, Intro. 
to Business, Word Processing, Accounting 1 & 2, Business Law, Computer 
Economics, Sports and Entertaining Marketing, Computer Applications, 
Advanced Computer Applications, Computer Programming 1, Advanced 
Programming, Business Entrepreneurship, Interrelated Coop (5 
Business/Technology teachers). 

• Family and Consumer Sciences offer courses in Child Development 1 & 2, 
Creative Fashions 1 & 2, Food & Nutrition 1 & 2, Human Relationships, and 
Interior Design. 

• Visual Arts courses include:  Art1, Basic Digital Photography, Advanced 
Digital Photography, Drawing, 2D Design, Sculpture, Ceramics, Art Portfolio 
AP (3 teachers). 

• Drama course include: Dramatic Arts and Advanced Drama (taught by 
English teacher). 

• Music offers courses in American Music, Intro to Guitar, Music Appreciation, 
Music Theory, Band, Treble Choir, Concert Choir, and Chamber Ensemble (1 
Choral and 2 Band instructors). 

•  Industrial Technology offers Applied Tech Laboratory, Desktop Publishing, 
Drafting/CAD Mechanical 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, Drafting/CAD Architectural 2A, 2B 
Graphic Communications 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, Manufacturing 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 
Transportation Systems 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, and Website Technology (1 CAD 
teacher and 1 manufacturing/automotive teacher).  

• Physical Education offers courses in Freshman PE, PE, Weight Training, 
Individual Sports and Fitness, and Health (7 teachers-2 also teach Health). 

• Driver’s Education (3 teachers-1 also teaches PE). 

•  Special Education courses are offered in Basic English 1 & 2, Basic 
Literature/Composition 1 & 2, Reading, Speech, Consumer Math, Basic 
Algebra, Basic Geometry, Science, Basic Biology, World Geography, U.S. 
History, American Political Science, Health, Orientation to Vocational 
Education 1, Conflict Management 1, and Special Education Cooperative 
Vocational Education. 

 
A WCHS student must complete 22.5 credits including the following to be eligible 

for graduation:  3 credits of Math-including Algebra, 2 credits of Science, 4 credits of 

English (2 years of writing intensive courses are required), 1 credit of U.S. History, ½ 

credit in Social Studies, ½ credit in American Political Science, 1 credit of any 
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combination of Fine Arts, Foreign Language, or Vocational, ½ credit in Driver’s 

Education, Orientation to Technology, and must pass physical education each 

semester. 

A minimum college preparatory plan includes:  4 credits in English, 3 credits in 

social studies, 3 credits in mathematics, 3 credits in a laboratory science, 2 credits in 

music, art, vocational, or a foreign language sequence.  Some universities waive foreign 

language requirements if four years are taken at the high school level. 

The following sports are offered for a variety of interests for female and male 

athletes: 

Male Sports Female Sports 

Football 
Basketball 

Tennis 
Cross Country 

Swimming 
Track and Field 

Golf 
Wrestling 
Soccer 

Volleyball 
Basketball 

Tennis 
Cross Country 

Swimming 
Track and Field 

Golf 
Competitive Cheerleading 

Soccer 
 

High School clubs are offered in grades 9-12 in:  Art, CHAPS, Drama, Fitness, French, 
Global Affairs, Gay-Straight Alliance, International Club, Fellowship of Christian 
Students, Leadership and Community Service Club, National Honor Society, Pep Club, 
Science Club, Snowball, Spanish, Tough Love, Yearbook, Student Council and School 
Newspaper (Advocate). 
 
Strengths of the High School Curriculum: 
 
• School report card data shows an increase in overall students’ scores in both 

Reading and Mathematics.  The 2008-1010 Reading scores have improved from 
59.1 to 65.2 % meets and exceeds. The three year average of 64.5% meets and 
exceeds in Reading is noted.  The mathematics data from the same time period 
have improved from 59.2 to 63.2% meets and exceeds, with a three year average of 
61.9% meets and exceeds in Math. Likewise, students with disabilities have 
increased scores in Reading and Math from 10% meeting and exceeding (2006) in 
Reading to 27.3% met and exceeded in 2010.  In Math the scores started at 5% 
meeting and exceeding in 2006 and have risen to 18.2% in 2010. 
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• A Freshman (Panther Advisory Coach) PAC program provides additional support to 
students as they acclimate themselves to the high school.  Freshmen are placed in 
PAC study hall with a ratio of teacher to students is 2:20. Weekly lessons are taught 
to strengthen study skills, self-advocacy skills, and to aid students in making a 
smooth transition to high school. One-on-one conferences are held to discuss 
grades and other issues. 

• Use of Reading Specialists:  The Explore test is used to assess college readiness 
skills to all incoming 9th graders.  If they score below level, they are placed in a 
reading course their freshman year.  Likewise, the 10th grade students who score 
below level are placed in a College Prep Reading course their junior year. 

• WCHS provides intervention programs in tutoring, RtI, and PAC for those that need 
additional assistance. 

• Sophomore students may also choose to be assigned in a PAC study hall. 
• Two core classes in Algebra 1 and American Studies (11th grade) are taught in a 

block format in order to provide more support. Each course includes a Learning 
Specialist. 

• Several advanced placement courses in:  U.S. History, Calculus, Art Portfolio, and 
American Political Science. 

• Several Dual-Credit courses are offered in conjunction with Illinois Central College in 
Composition 1 & 2, Computer Applications, College and Career Success, and 
Medical Terminology. 

• Multiple elective courses in:  Industrial Technology, Foreign Language (Spanish & 
French), Drama, Business/Technology, Family & Consumer Sciences, and 
Band/Chorus. 

• Teachers are working collaboratively in their departments and across the curriculum 
to align and analyze the curriculum. 

 
 

 
Part 2:  Curriculum Alignment 
 

History and Purpose 

The curriculum map is a written document that presents the content and skills 

that students should know and be able to do as a result of learning (outcome).  It should 

be written by district staff in order to match the local outcomes with the state goal or 

learning standard mandated by the state of Illinois (i.e., alignment).  The curriculum 

maps can serve to focus teaching, learning activities, assessment, and selection of 

instructional materials.  Since Illinois state testing currently reflects the state goals or 
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learning standards, alignment of local curriculum through curriculum maps can 

potentially better prepare district students for these achievement tests. 

Historically, curriculum development in Illinois correctly shifted the focus of 

alignment from the state goals to the then newly mandated (July, 1997) Illinois Learning 

Standards.  As each district develops curriculum guides after 1998, the alignment has 

focused on standards at the initial point of the development of a map, or revised existing 

curriculum guides that previously had been aligned with state goals to match learning 

standards.  As the subsequent alignment of subjects or grade levels to the learning 

standards occurred, the districts appropriately shifted their focus to learning standards.  

This, in turn, prepares students for the Illinois Standards Achievement Tests at grades 

3- 8 in reading, math, and language arts and grades 4 and 7 in science and social 

science.   

New Illinois State Learning Standards Incorporating the Common Core 
 

The Illinois State Board of Education has adopted new Math and 

English/Language Arts standards for K-12 students known as the New Illinois State 

Learning Standards Incorporating the Common Core.  The goal is to better prepare 

Illinois students for success in college and the workforce in a competitive global 

economy.  The state’s expectation for what students must “know and be able to do” 

were different in 1997 when Illinois adopted the current standards. 

Why new standards? 
 

• The new standards aim to provide clear, consistent academic benchmarks with 
“fewer, clearer and higher” academic standards of essential learning and skills.  
The standards were developed while considering the standards of top performing 
countries and the strength of current state standards.   
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• The 2010 state standards provide benchmarks for academic progress (skills and 
knowledge) that students should have at the conclusion of each grade level.  
This will allow teachers to establish the best approach to help their students meet 
those standards.  

• Students and parents will clearly understand the knowledge students are 
expected to attain each year. 

 
 
 
How will the new state standards be implemented? 
 

The process to fully implement new standards touches numerous systems 

including assessment, curriculum, professional development, instruction, and various 

support tools such as RtI.  As the details for implementation are determined by local 

districts, the many reform efforts underway will be considered to ensure the work is 

aligned.  It is anticipated that the development and implementation will span over the 

next eighteen and twenty-four months with varying phases of work. 

 
Phase One-Adoption, Communication, and Coordination (June-End of 2011 school 
year) 
Phase Two-Communication, Resource Design, and Design of Implementation System 
(on-going, 2012) 
Phase Three-Transition, Implementation, and Technical Assistance (on-going) 
 
*The transition process should begin with local review and discussion.  The new 
assessment system is supposed to be in place for the 2014-2015 school year. 
 

K-8 Curriculum Development 

Although most of the curriculum development efforts in each of the districts have 

taken place at various degrees, there is not one complete plan that states the content 

areas, expected skills, and assessments, at each level or subject.  Starting a mapping 

process PK-5, and 6-8 could accomplish this.  Much of the standards alignment work 
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already completed could be used as a starting point.  All districts will need to hold 

discussions on curriculum articulation, textbook conversion/articulation, and other 

special programs that are currently offered at either district. 

Summary of Curriculum Alignment 

• The new standards aim to provide clear, consistent academic benchmarks with 
“fewer, clearer and higher” academic standards of essential learning and skills.  The 
standards were developed while considering the standards of top performing 
countries and the strength of current state standards.   

• The 2010 state standards provide benchmarks for academic progress (skills and 
knowledge) that students should have at the conclusion of each grade level.  This 
will allow teachers to establish the best approach to help their students meet those 
standards.  

• Students and parents will clearly understand the knowledge students are expected 
to attain each year. 

• Since Illinois State testing currently reflects either the state goals or learning 
standards, alignment of local curriculum through curriculum maps can 
potentially better prepare district students for these achievement tests, as well 
as, localized assessments.  

 
• Common Core Standards need to be addressed across each K-8 district and 

high school district.  
 
• A new PK-8 textbook adoption schedule would have to be established over 

time in a reorganized district since each district is following a different 
schedule.  When this occurs, curriculum design should precede textbook 
purchases.  This proposed procedure will help teachers and administrators 
develop more meaningful curricula that are not dictated by textbook 
companies. Supplemental materials which enhance and help address subject 
content, skills, and assessments.  

 
• Technology curriculum, services, and support staff should be evaluated to 

offer a newly organized district the best possible program.  Much organization 
would be needed to catalog hardware, software, and equipment. A 
reorganized technology curriculum will need to be developed. Current 
Technology Coordinators can help the administration and teaching staff with 
this process. 
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Part 3:  Articulation Among Districts 

Articulation is the opportunity for staff to meet with other teachers with the same 

or related responsibilities to discuss topics of mutual interest and concern about 

teaching and learning.  It can be informal such as the talking among teachers that 

occurs at lunch, in hallways, and in offices and classrooms of the buildings.  Or it can be 

formal articulation where specific groups of teachers meet for definite lengths of time 

with designated topics and a clearly identified purpose.  It is the formal articulation, 

facilitated by a curriculum coordinator and the administration, which is most crucial to 

the development, improvement and consistent implementation of the curriculum across 

the grade levels of a district.   

Articulation within each of the districts could occur through their own professional 

development training held during the year.  These can be either early dismissal days (School 

Improvement Days) or full day meetings on district institute days.  These in-service meetings 

focus on curriculum topics and only teachers within that district attend.  The meetings and 

topics for last year are presented in the following table: 
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District Professional Development Programs for 2011 

Washington #50 Washington Central #51 

• Introduction and Stage 1 work on 
Common Core Standards 

• Response to Intervention (RtI) 

• Balance Literacy-Fountas & Pinnell, 
Daily 5. 

• Technology 
• Rigor/Relevance 
• Book Studies 
• Reading Assessment/Intervention 

Training 
• Research Study 
• Common Core Standards 

Washington #52 Washington CHS #308 

• Balanced Literacy 

• Readers & Writers Workshop 

• Common Core Standards 

• Novice Teacher Training 

• 21st Century Skills 

• CPI restraint training 

• SDS Student Data Service 

• IXL Math Intervention 

 

• Literacy 

• Metacognition 

• Student Engagement 

• Technology Seminars 

• Differentiated Instruction Book Study 

 

There are opportunities for articulation within school districts in addition to the 

professional development programs.  The continued development efforts to align 

curriculum and develop assessments linked to the Common Core Standards and the 

Illinois Learning Standards in each district would provide a well-utilized opportunity for 

articulation.  As a result, articulation within grade levels occurs when a curriculum 

alignment is developed and all teachers in the district work together to align the core 

subjects, identify assessment activities, and align all activities to the state standards.  

Also, articulation among grade levels could occur during textbook adoption activities.  
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Further, articulation across grade levels could occur when all teachers in grades K-8 

meet to develop a curriculum map. 

Summary of Articulation among the Districts 

 
• If consolidation occurs in any combination, teachers from the districts involved 

will need time for training on the “new” curriculum and a plan will need to be 
developed on how the new K-8 elementary district’s curricula will mesh in this 
process. 
 

• The institution of curriculum alignment with Illinois learning standards 
activities in each district is a functional means of grade level articulation.  
Teachers in all of the affected districts will need more experience in and to 
become more familiar with current district standards from one grade to the 
next.   
 

• The "Internal Review" process, whether required or not, provides a clearly 
defined process of school improvement.  It is intended as a forum for 
articulation about curriculum.  A reorganized district would be able to 
encourage more articulation among buildings through the Internal Review 
Team of each school. 

 
Part 4:  Student Achievement (ISAT) 

 
The performance of students on standardized achievement tests has long been 

held to be an important indicator of the quality and impact of a district's curriculum on 

learning, although certainly not the only or single most crucial source of data that a 

school can consider.  In Illinois, there is a set of state tests that have been given over 

the past decade which specifically allow comparison between districts and within a 

district from year to year.  The Illinois Student Achievement Test (ISAT) measures 

student performance on state goals for learning in reading and math at grade 3, 5, 6, 

and 8th grades, reading, math, and science at grades 4, and 7.  The use of ISAT to 

compare districts is appropriate, although not politically popular, because it is 

statistically sound and professionally developed. Also, ISAT is designed to measure 
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student achievement on knowledge and skills related to Illinois state goals for learning, 

while the ACT is a standardized test designed to assess student performance on basic 

skills as interpreted by national norms.  In other words, the ISAT describes how local 

students are performing on Illinois priorities for learning.  The following describes ISAT 

interpretation: 

ISAT data of the three elementary districts for the past three years were 

examined to establish the degree of similarity and nature of differences in student 

performance.  The percentages of district students who meet or exceed the state 

standards in specific subjects are recorded below.  These data are presented in the 

following tables and are the basis of conclusions about district achievement.  The 

percentages displayed here represent the sum of all ratings of “meets” and “exceeds” 

state standards.  It should be noted that the number of scores in the “academic warning” 

and “below” standards categories are not noted here, but can be found in the School 

Report Card data. 

ISAT Performance Over Time 
Percent of students Meeting or Exceeding Standards 

2009-2011 
By grade and subject 

 
Grade 3 
Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 74 86 90 
2010 80 89 88 
2011 68 92 86 
State    
2009 72 72 72 
2010 73 73 73 
2011 74 74 74 
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Grade 3 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 84 92 94 
2010 85 97 93 
2011 89 96 95 
State    
2009 85 85 85 
2010 86 86 86 
2011 87 87 87 

 
Grade 4 ISAT 2009-2011 

Percent of students Meeting or Exceeding Standards 
 

 
Grade 4 
Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 74 86 86 
2010 75 90 93 
2011 69 84 93 
State    
2009 73 73 73 
2010 73 73 73 
2011 74 74 74 

Grade 4 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 85 93 99 
2010 81 94 95 
2011 89 95 95 
State    
2009 85 85 85 
2010 86 86 86 
2011 87 87 87 

 
 

Grade 4 
Science 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 87 93 98 
2010 80 90 97 
2011 84 99 92 
State    
2009 76 76 76 
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2010 76 76 76 
2011 79 79 79 

Grade 5 ISAT 
Percent of students Meeting or Exceeding Standards 

2009-
2011Grade 5 

Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 70 88 88 
2010 60 89 92 
2011 70 94 97 
State    
2009 73 73 73 
2010 74 74 74 
2011 76 76 76 

Grade 5 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 77 92 85 
2010 79 93 96 
2011 82 95 99 
State    
2009 82 82 82 
2010 83 83 83 
2011 84 84 84 

Grade 6 ISAT 
Percent of students Meeting or Exceeding Standards 

2009-2011 
 

Grade 6 
Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 82 95 91 
2010 76 87 89 
2011 84 97 96 
State    
2009 79 79 79 
2010 81 81 81 
2011 84 84 84 
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Grade Six 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 78 94 88 
2010 85 92 87 
2011 84 98 92 
State    
2009 82 82 82 
2010 84 84 84 
2011 84 84 84 

 
 
 

Grade 7 ISAT 
2009-2011 

 
Grade 7 
Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 75 96 87 
2010 75 92 92 
2011 77 83 85 
State    
2009 77 77 77 
2010 77 77 77 
2011 78 78 78 

Grade 7 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 81 96 91 
2010 78 94 90 
2011 86 87 83 
State    
2009 82 82 82 
2010 84 84 84 
2011 84 84 84 
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Grade 7 
Science 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 85 95 88 
2010 91 97 91 
2011 88 89 89 
State    
2009 79 79 79 
2010 82 82 82 
2011 81 81 81 

 
Grade 8 ISAT 

Percent of students Meeting or Exceeding Standards 
2009-2011 

 
Grade 8 
Reading 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 74 97 92 
2010 87 97 93 
2011 86 96 97 
State    
2009 83 83 83 
2010 84 84 84 
2011 85 85 85 

Grade 8 
Math 

Washington 
#50 

Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

District    
2009 79 95 93 
2010 87 97 87 
2011 83 97 95 
State    
2009 81 81 81 
2010 83 83 83 
2011 86 86 86 
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High School 
 
The PSAE also includes a nationally-normed test (ACT) that is widely used to assess 
student’s qualifications for college admissions.  The ACT score is accepted nation-wide 
for college admissions. 
 

Washington Community High School 
 American College Testing (ACT) Program Results 

2009-2011 
 

ACT 
1-36 

range 

Composite 
Score 

English Math Reading Science 
Reasoning 

District      
2009 21.5 20.9 21.7 21.5 21.4 
2010 21.6 21.3 21.6 21.9 21.6 
2011 21.4 21.1 21.2 21.2 21.4 
State      
2009 20.6 20.2 20.6 20.5 20.5 
2010 20.5 19.9 20.5 20.6 20.3 
2011 20.6 20.3 20.7 20.5 20.5 

 

ACT Results 

In any evaluation, it is important to note the number of students who take this test 

for two reasons.  

a. This assessment has been one of the main determinants for college 
entrance. 

b. Because all students now take this test, it would be an interesting 
analysis to track the scores of students who may not think they 
aspire to a college degree. It has been discovered in other districts 
that some students are pleasantly surprised how well they score on 
this test. As a result, decide to pursue a two-year and/or a four-year 
degree.   
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Figure	  1.1.	  	  Percent	  of	  Your	  Students	  Ready	  for	  College-‐Level	  
Coursework

School

State

National

WASHINGTON	  COMMUNITY	  HS Total	  Students	  in	  Report:	  255
WASHINGTON, IL

ACT	  English	  
Benchmark	  Score	  =	  

18

ACT	  Math	  
Benchmark	  Score	  =	  

22

ACT	  Reading
Benchmark	  Score	  =	  21

ACT	  Science	  Benchmark	  
Score	  =	  24

 
 
 
How does the Prairie State Achievement Exam (PSAE) relate to ISAT?  
 
 The PSAE is consistent with the ISAT in that the PSAE assesses student performance in 
relation to the Illinois Learning Standards in all five core subjects for high school students in 
grade11.  Like the ISAT, the PSAE is reported by performance levels.   

 
Prairie State Achievement Exam (PSAE) 

Percents Meeting & Exceeding 
2009-2011 

 
PSAE Scores Reading Math Science 

Washington  
CHS 

   

2009 69 63 63 
2010 65 63 63 
2011 59 58 60 

Illinois    
2009 56 51 50 
2010 54 52 52 
2011 51 51 49 
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Part 5: Technology Resources (Computer Technology) 

Summary of Technology Resources 

• The current and planned technology resources across the four districts provide a 
variance of access to computers in every classroom.  The difference is the number of 
computers in each classroom (ranging from 1 to 8).  A reorganized district would not 
have to address any inadequacy in classroom computers, but might choose to 
consider adding computers to some classroom over time to reach equivalency.  
 

• A reorganized district would be completely connected to the World Wide Web without 
additional resources.  
 

 
 Washington 

#50 
Washington 
Central #51 

Washington 
#52 

WCHS 

K-4 
 
 
 

Laptops 
1 lab 

Netbooks 
Flip cams 

 

 
1 PC lab  

 
Mobile 

Netbook 
Cart 

 

26 in lab 
1 laptop cart 

(24) 
2 per 

classroom 

 

5-8 
 
 
 
 
 

Laptops 
1 lab 

Netbooks 
Flip cams 

 

Student 
owned 
devices 

 
2 PC labs 

 
Mobile 

Netbook 
Cart 

 

8 laptop 
carts (25) 

2 per grade 
level 

5 ipads for 
spec ed. 
1 WB per 

grade level 

 

Teacher 
Hardware 

 

1 for each 
teacher 

1 laptop for 
each teacher 

I per teacher 
(LGS) 

Laptop & 
LCD (WMS) 

1 per 
teacher 

Classroom 
Hardware 

 

2-4 per room 
Smart Bds., 

Doc Camera,  
I Pods. 

2-4 per room 
Smart Bds 
Document 
Camera 

 

2-3 per room 
White Bds, 

Elmo 

32 Smart 
Bds. 

*See listing 
below 

 
 Washington Community High School Technology: 
 

• 9 computer labs 
 
By Department: 
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• 4 computer labs (sign-up basis) 
• 1 Mobile Lab-English Department 
• 2 Computer Labs-Business Department 
• 1 CAD Lab-Industrial Technology Department 
• 1 MAC Lab-Visual Arts Department 

 
 

Part 6: Effects of Reorganization on Curriculum 
 
Based on the previous discussion and findings of this section, the study suggests three 

areas of consideration for the effects on the curriculum which reorganizing the existing three 

districts into a single PK- 8 elementary district would have impact.  These considerations should 

be viewed as possible impact of reorganization, rather than definite realities, and represent 

solely the interpretation of research and practice by one external curriculum consultant.  The 

actuality of what a reorganized district will be rests with the districts themselves. 

Curriculum/Programmatic Considerations for PK-8 
 

• Existing special education program and services received by students may be 
affected by the reorganization.  District Special Education staff that work for each 
district may help this situation.  Services may have to be redistributed depending on 
the need. 
 

• The existing overall PK-8 organization of grades into PK-4, or PK-5, 6-8 and 7-8 
among the three elementary districts could be continued in a reorganized elementary 
district, although how these grades are housed in the various buildings/sites could be 
subject to change. 

 
• Grading scale differences will have to be resolved to offer more cohesion in a newly 

merged district. 
	  
• A realigned textbook adoption schedule will need to be developed if a merger occurs 

between the elementary districts. 
 
 
Enhancements to Curriculum 
 
 

• Articulation between PK-5, PK-5 and 6-8 teachers would improve with a larger 
elementary district because the view of curriculum would shift to a single 
comprehensive PK-8 curriculum.  It is typical not only in these three districts for 
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separate elementary and middle schools to have minimal or non-existent 
communication among levels.  A PK-8 unit district affords the important and influential 
perspective of how children learn from the start of their public school experience in 
Pre-Kindergarten through grade eight. 
 

• With the establishment of PK- 8 articulation could improve alignment of the 
curriculum in two ways.  First, the curriculum in each subject across PK to 8 is 
sequenced from grade to grade.  Second, the focus of the curriculum can be 
considered from the entire spectrum of state expectations for learning (i.e., Illinois 
Learning Standards).  Thus, K- 8 articulation produces a coordinated curriculum 
within the unit district and a standards-oriented curriculum as mandated by ISBE. 

 

Curriculum Considerations: 

• To continue improvements in student achievement across all districts PK-8, further 
consideration is needed for resources in teacher training and on-going student 
assessment before testing dates occur.  Continuing to map and design new localized 
assessments will help improve this process along the way would be most beneficial. 
 

• Continue to align all PK-8 curricula to the Common Core, State, and local Standards.  
The current written curriculum (hard copy and /or on disk) will assist faculty and the 
administration from each district in developing the expectations established in 
alignment of core subjects in a reorganized new district regardless of the 
configuration. RtI data collection and analysis will continue to help identify students 
who need assistance in core skills. 
 

• Consider adding specials to the curriculum with foreign language instruction like the 
Rosetta Stone program (3-8) and K-4 Art in all K-8 facilities. 
 

• There could be more staff development that would involve the entire PK-8 faculty 
(Districts 50, 51, & 52) in a reorganized district.  Existing opportunities for teacher 
meetings, such as institute days and school improvement days that already occur in 
district calendars, could be utilized for improvement in communication, training, 
articulation, increased awareness of other levels, and staff collaboration beyond that 
already successfully in place.  This PK-8 staff development would serve as a crucial 
means to establish and encourage collegiality and acceptance among the current 
separate faculties of the three elementary districts in the combined district faculty.  
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SCHOOL ENROLLMENT HISTORY AND FORECAST 

Introduction 

 School enrollment history and a forecast for future enrollment are important factors to 

calculate when two or more districts are considering the viability of reorganization.  Projected 

increases or decreases in enrollment impact the number and types of buildings needed, the 

breadth of the curriculum and the level of financing that will be required.  Transportation can 

also be impacted as the number of buses and routes required to meet the student needs is 

directly related to the size of the student population. The building and transportation needs will 

be addressed in separate sections later. 

Census Bureau Data 

 In looking at the districts in this study, data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Illinois 

Department of Public Health and the student enrollment provided by each of the districts was 

used.  While the census data is relatively accurate, it is compiled by counties and not by school 

districts and this requires analysis and manipulation of the data so it will be meaningful.  Table 1 

shows the Census Bureau population figures for Tazewell from July 1, 2000 to July 1, 2010.  

The population in the county increased by 6,898 over this period which is an average increase 

of 689 individuals per year.  Further analysis shows that this increase rapidly accelerated from 

2006 to 2010 with this four year span accounting for 4,835 of the total increase.  This rapid 

increase is seen in the steady but accelerating increase of the student population.  

 

 
TABLE 1 

Census Bureau Population   
Tazewell County 

July 1, 
2010 

July 1, 
2006 

July 1, 
2005 

July 1, 
2004 

July 1, 
2003 

July 1, 
2002 

July 1, 
2001 

July 1, 
2000 

Population 
growth 

135,394 130,559 129,603 128,960 128,189 128,356 128,238 128,496 6,898 
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Table 2 provide a more focused picture of the population trends for the communities 

within this study.  Washington has been one of the fastest growing communities in Illinois and 

increased their population by 3,418 from 2000 to 2010 which equals 342 individuals per year.  

Further analysis reflects the recent acceleration of this population with a 2000 – 06 change of 

2,063 (344/year) compared to the 2006 – 10 change of 1,789 (442/year).  The four years from 

2006 – 10 account for 40% of the years in this study but 51% of the total growth and the rapidly 

increasing student population and housing increases reflect this. 

 
TABLE 2 

Census Bureau Population  
Washington  

 
July 1, 
2010 

July 1, 
2006 

July 1, 
2005 

July 1, 
2004 

July 1, 
2003 

July 1, 
2002 

July 1, 
2001 

July 1, 
2000 City Growth 

15,134 13,365 12,724 12,397 12,073 11,960 11,818 11,716 3,418 

 
 

          
 

 Using the number of live births in Tazewell provides a base from which to develop a 

percentage to predict the number of students who will enter Kindergarten.  These live birth 

numbers (Table 3) are combined with other factors such as housing increases, industrial 

growth and the general economic status of the region to make these Kindergarten projections.    

TABLE 3 
Live Births  

Tazewell County 
 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
1573 1620 1592 1608 1626 1677 1718 1737 1584 1668 

 

 The number of live births in Table 3 was combined with the enrollments of the districts 

involved in this study to create a ratio/percentage of births to kindergarten population (Table 4).  

The five year average was determined and these percentages were applied to the 2011-12 

enrollments to obtain the 2012-13 Kindergarten projections and this same percentage was used 
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as the multiplication factor for each subsequent year. The student number projections will be 

presented later in this section. 

TABLE 4 
Ratio of Live Births to Kindergarten Population 

 
Live Birth % to K 

W-50 W-51 W-52   
4.83% 7.18% 6.10% 2007-08 
5.00% 7.53% 4.63% 2008-09 
4.96% 8.17% 6.85% 2009-10 
5.60% 7.65% 6.65% 2010-11 
5.54% 8.36% 7.13% 2011-12 
5.19% 7.78% 6.27% Average 

 
Enrollment History 

 Enrollment history for each of the school districts within this study is provided in order to 

summarize the patterns of growth that have occurred over the past five year.  This data shows 

that the total Pre-K to 12 student population increased by 357 students from the 2007-08 to 

2011-12 school years.  Projecting to the year 2016-17 reveals an increasing rate of growth with 

an additional 511 students between 2011-12 and 2016-17.  The average student increase by 

year from 2007-08 to 2011-12 was 71 while this increase expanded to 101 from 2011-12 to 

2016-17.  A breakdown by elementary and high school students shows the elementary schools 

averaged an increase of 66 students per year from 2007-08 to 2011-12 and a projection of 84 

students per year from 2011-12 to 2016-17.  This ever-increasing yearly population impacts the 

elementary schools now and the high school later as these students move through the system.  

A summary of each school’s student population produced the following data: 

 
DISTRICT   STUDENTS GAINED/LOST  
                                                      2007-08 to 2011-12 

 Washington District 50   -     6 
 Washington District 51   +235 
 Washington District 52   +103 
 Washington H.S.     +  25 
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DISTRICT       PROJECTED  
       STUDENTS GAINED/LOST  
                                                       2011-12 to 2016-17 

 Washington District 50   +  28 
 Washington District 51   +235 
 Washington District 52   +160 
 Washington H.S.     +  83 
  
 The methodology by which these projections were made will be discussed in the 

following section with data sheets and graphs provided for further clarification. 

 

Cohort Survival Projection Methodology 

A projection for future enrollments was made using the cohort survival method which has 

been shown to be the most reliable projection method and is the method used by the Census 

Bureau.  This method uses the historical records for a cohort (e.g. first grade) and determines 

what percentage of this cohort survives (moves on) to the next cohort (e.g. second grade).  As 

previously explained, kindergarten projections were made using live birth data from five years 

earlier and comparing this to the number of children who registered for kindergarten five years 

later (Table 4). The percentage factors used for each grade were determined by looking at the 

five-year growth percentages shown in Table 5.  Any factor above 1.00 indicates an increasing 

growth rate for that grade.  Table 5 shows that 19 of the 28 grades are showing growth with the 

9 not showing growth close to the 1.00 percentage.  These percentages confirm what is already 

known by these districts – they are and will continue to have a growing student population. 

TABLE 5 
PERCENTAGE FACTORS FOR GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

  K Grade 1 
Grade 

2 
Grade 

3 
Grade 

4 
Grade 

5 
Grade 

6 
Grade 

7 
Grade 

8 
District 50 5.19% 1.03 1.03 0.99 1.03 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 
District 51 7.78% 1.07 1.02 1.05 1.02 1.04 0.99 1.03 1.05 
District 52 6.27% 0.997 1.040 1.057 1.051 1.058 1.020 1.014 1.016 

  9 10 11 12           
High 

School 1.076 0.996 0.979 1.004           
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Once the growth percentage factors were determined, they were applied to the individual 

districts and the results of these projections are on the following pages.  Tables 6 - 9 show the 

current and projected numbers for each school in this study.  Figures 1 – 4 present a graphic 

display of the student numbers and provides visual representation of the growth for each 

district. Figures 6 and 7 provide a visual breakdown by grade and year for the total elementary 

population in this study. The student numbers for each of these districts will increase with 

Districts 51 and 52 showing very large increases.  The impact of these increases will be 

addressed in the building section. 

TABLE 8 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 

  Washington District 50    
    Hensey G. S.  Beverly Manor M. S.   

School Year   K 
Grade 

1 
Grade 

2 
Grade 

3 
Grade 

4 
Grade 

5 
Grade 

6 
Grade 

7 
Grade 

8 TOTAL 
2007-08 

 
76 87 82 96 79 82 82 107 70 761 

2008-09 
 

81 82 97 83 108 74 79 82 100 786 
2009-10 

 
79 88 83 91 83 98 68 73 77 740 

2010-11 
 

90 85 87 81 97 76 94 67 80 757 
2011-12 

 
90 82 85 89 75 100 77 90 67 755 

Projected                       
2012-13 

 
87 93 84 84 92 71 96 74 89 771 

2013-14 
 

89 90 96 83 87 87 69 93 73 767 
2014-15 

 
90 92 93 94 86 82 84 66 92 779 

2015-16 
 

82 93 95 91 98 82 79 81 65 766 
2016-17   87 85 96 93 94 93 79 76 80 783 
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TABLE 9 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 

  Washington Central District 51   
    Central Primary Central  Intermediate   

School Year   K 
Grade 

1 
Grade 

2 
Grade 

3 
Grade 

4 
Grade 

5 
Grade 

6 
Grade 

7 
Grade 

8 TOTAL 
2007-08 

 
113 104 99 95 90 96 87 101 84 874 

2008-09 
 

122 123 106 107 98 94 98 94 107 954 
2009-10 

 
130 135 131 111 113 108 95 98 100 1031 

2010-11 
 

123 146 129 136 108 123 102 95 101 1067 
2011-12 

 
136 118 150 136 138 102 123 106 98 1109 

Projected                       
2012-13 

 
130 145 120 158 138 144 101 127 111 1180 

2013-14 
 

134 140 148 126 161 145 143 104 132 1237 
2014-15 

 
135 143 142 156 129 168 143 147 109 1277 

2015-16 
 

123 145 145 149 158 134 167 148 154 1329 
2016-17   130 132 147 153 152 165 133 172 154 1344 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 10 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 

  Washington GSD #52   
  

          
  

    Lincoln G. S.  Washington M. S.    

School Year   K 
Grade 

1 
Grade 

2 
Grade 

3 
Grade 

4 
Grade 

5 
Grade 

6 
Grade 

7 
Grade 

8 TOTAL 
2007-08 

 
96 76 80 83 86 74 89 116 102 802 

2008-09 
 

75 95 77 83 87 95 75 92 116 795 
2009-10 

 
109 74 100 79 87 89 95 79 93 805 

2010-11 
 

107 106 78 110 84 93 93 90 81 842 
2011-12 

 
116 111 110 82 115 87 95 96 93 905 

Projected                       
2012-13 

 
105 116 115 116 86 122 89 96 98 943 

2013-14 
 

108 105 120 122 122 91 124 90 98 980 
2014-15 

 
109 108 109 127 128 129 93 126 91 1020 

2015-16 
 

99 109 112 115 134 136 132 94 128 1058 
2016-17   105 99 113 118 121 141 138 134 96 1065 
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TABLE 11 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 

 
Washington  Community HS #308 

School 
Year 

Grade 
9 

Grade 
10 

Grade 
11 

Grade 
12 TOTAL 

2007-08 297 322 267 286 1172 
2008-09 271 291 309 259 1130 
2009-10 350 273 284 311 1218 
2010-11 293 357 274 288 1212 
2011-12 281 285 350 281 1197 

Projected           
2012-13 302 280 279 352 1213 
2013-14 309 301 274 280 1164 
2014-15 297 308 295 275 1175 
2015-16 353 296 301 296 1247 
2016-17 336 352 290 303 1280 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 12 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 

ALL SCHOOLS 
TOTAL POPULATION ALL GRADES   

School Year 
Pre-

K K 
Grade 

1 
Grade 

2 
Grade 

3 
Grade 

4 
Grade 

5 
Grade 

6 
Grade 

7 
Grade 

8 TOTAL 
2007-08 

 
285 267 261 274 255 252 258 324 256 2437 

2008-09 
 

278 300 280 273 293 263 252 268 323 2535 
2009-10 

 
318 297 314 281 283 295 258 250 270 2576 

2010-11 
 

320 337 294 327 289 292 289 252 262 2666 
2011-12 

 
342 311 345 307 328 289 295 292 258 2769 

Projected                       
2012-13 

 
323 354 320 358 317 337 286 297 297 2894 

2013-14 
 

330 334 364 331 370 323 336 287 304 2984 
2014-15 

 
334 343 343 377 343 379 321 339 292 3077 

2015-16 
 

305 346 352 356 390 351 378 323 347 3153 
2016-17   321 316 356 365 367 399 350 382 330 3192 
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FIGURE 1 

GRAPHIC SUMMARIES FOR STUDENT PROJECTIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 2 
GRAPHIC SUMMARIES FOR STUDENT PROJECTIONS 
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FIGURE 3 

GRAPHIC SUMMARIES FOR STUDENT PROJECTIONS 

 
 
 
 
 

FIGURE 4 
GRAPHIC SUMMARIES FOR STUDENT PROJECTIONS 
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FIGURE 5 

GRAPHIC SUMMARIES FOR STUDENT PROJECTIONS 
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FIGURE 6 

GRADE SCHOOL TOTALS BY GRADE 

 

 

FIGURE 7 
GRADE SCHOOL TOTALS BY GRADE 

 

 

 



 

 

167 

Scenario Presentations 
 

For the purposes of this study, the following summaries are provided to show the impact 

that various district reconfigurations would have on overall student population change and high 

school size. 

SCENERIO             POPULATION CHANGE  
            2011-12 TO 2016-17 
#1 
UNIT DISTRICT     +506 
(All elementary schools and high school  
become one district) 
 
Elementary Increase    +423 
High School Increase    +  83 (+109) 
 
 
 

 
#2 
ELEMENTARY DISTRICT    +423 
(All elementary schools become one district 
And the high school district remains the same. 
This would see the high school numbers remain unchanged.) 
K-4 Increase      +  95 
5 – 8 Increase     +328 

 

Enrollment Summary 

 Enrollment is an important factor in determining whether or not to go forward with any of 

the proposed mergers. The results of these projections show that the student population will 

continue to increase over the next five years with Districts 51 and 52 having the most rapid 

increase. The indicators of live births combined with the historical enrollment records, industrial 

stability/growth and the existence of a housing potential (Table 13) were used to make 

projections.  District 51 has seen a steady growth that continues to add new student potential 

now and in the future.  If all of the elementary schools became a unit this would impact the unit 

district and not just District 51 but housing flexibility would emerge that does not currently exist.  

This will be addressed in the building section of this study. 

 



 

 

168 

TABLE 13 
HOUSING PERMITS 

Building Home 
Permits 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

District 50 0 1 1 1 1 
District 51 66 85 77 66 15 
District 52 20 7 7 9 2 

 

 The impact the increasing student body will have on the elementary schools and eventually the 

high school will impact transportation and building needs in the coming years.  Each of these 

will be addressed in their respective chapters. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

169 

TRANSPORTATION CONSIDERATIONS 
 

 When considering the merger of two or more districts, transportation concerns tend to 

center around the length of the bus routes, the amount of time students will be on the buses, 

whether shuttles between towns or districts will be needed and whether transportation costs will 

reduced or increased and by how much.  This study will address these concerns and begins 

with information about the transportation programs of the districts in this study.  All data for this 

section was obtained from the transportation reports provided by each district. The complete 

summary is found in Table 5 which immediately follows this section.  This table shows the cost 

for each district with the last two columns listing the average costs for all districts and the 

average cost for the elementary districts only.   

 Three of the districts, District 51, 52 and the High School lease their buses while District 

50 owns their buses (Table 1).  The high school also owns two buses.  The variance in the size 

of each district corresponds to a difference in the fleet size. 

TABLE 1 
DISTRICT FLEET SUMMARY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 2 shows the total and average costs for each district. The cost per pupil and per 

mile for the regular routes is very similar for each of the elementary districts.  Should these 

districts reorganize into one district it is doubtful these costs would change a great deal 

and the final change would depend upon transporting students to District 50 to accommodate 

the increasing student populations for district 51 and 52.          

  District 50 District 51 District 52 
High 

School 
Average:    

all Districts 

Average: 
Elementary 

Districts 
Only 

# Buses 6 9 8 L=8  O=2 8  7.67 

# Vans 
1(not for 

trans) 0 0 3 1  0 
Type of Program Own Lease Lease Lease     
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 The special education route costs (Table 3) will likely remain the same because all of the 

elementary districts use the same provider and this provider takes the students who must be 

transported on the same bus.  This increase efficiency and would continue even if all of the 

elementary districts were one elementary district. 

TABLE 2 
DISTRICT FLEET SUMMARY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 3 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY 

  District 50 District 51 
District 

52 
High 

School 

Average:    
all 

Districts 

Average: 
Elementary 

Districts 
Only 

# Students 
Transported 32 10 24 28 24  22  
Special 
Education Total 
Cost $218,427  $98,664  $112,740  $186,770  $154,150  143,277  
Total miles 41,800  14,026  31,554  42,113  32,373  29,127  
Cost/student $6,826  $9,866  $4,698  $6,670  7,015  7,130  
Cost/mile $5.23  $7.03  $3.57  $4.43  $5.07  $5.28  

 

Table 4 shows the total expenditures for all transportation for each district.  These costs 

are similar and will not likely change should these districts for a K-12 Unit District or a K-8 

elementary district. 

 

 

  District 50 District 51 
District 

52 
High 

School 

Average:    
all 

Districts 

Average: 
Elementary 

Districts 
Only 

Cost $140,574  $302,545  $207,740  $108,255  $189,779 255,143  
# Students 
Transported 618 885 820 597 730.00 853  
Cost/student $227  $342  $253  $181  $251 298  
Regular Route 
Miles 26,236 53,814 33,055 33,806 36,727.75 43,435  
Cost/mile $5.36  $5.62  $6.28  $3.20  $5 6  
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TABLE 4 
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST SUMMARY 

  District 50 District 51 
District 

52 
High 

School 

Average:    
all 

Districts 

Average: 
Elementary 

Districts 
Only 

TOTAL COST - 
ALL AREAS $389,015 $401,209 $335,670 $460,910 $396,701  $375,298  

 

Scenario #1 – Unit District:  All of the elementary districts and this high school become on 
district. 
 This reorganization would result in some minor changes to the transportation costs 
based upon the transportation of students to district 50. The students to be transported would 
depend upon the final boundaries but the cost difference would be minimal since most of the 
students are transported now and sharing buses with the high school could counter additional 
costs for transporting to District 50. 
 
Scenario #1 – Elementary District:   
 This scenario would be the same as Scenario 1 with a slight increase over Scenario 1 if 
there was not sharing of students with the high school transportation. 
 
  

Recommendation 

 Student transportation should not be a negative factor when considering any of the 

proposed merger scenarios for these districts. The proximity of the districts to each other and 

the fact that they already share special education transportation reduces the opportunity to 

increase or decrease these costs.  The increased flexibility for placement of students could 

reduce overcrowding that exists in some of the buildings. The final cost would depend upon 

school boundary configurations and how many students could be shared on buses that are not 

currently being shared.  The special education costs would not be impacted as these are 

addressed through a private provider, resulting in the most efficient use of transportation on a 

per pupil basis. 
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TABLE 5 
TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY 

 

  District 50 District 51 District 52 
High 

School 
Average:    

all Districts 

Average: 
Elementary 

Districts 
Only 

# Buses 6 9 8 L=8  O=2 8  7.67 

# Vans 
1(not for 

trans) 0 0 3 1  0 
Type of Program Own Lease Lease Lease     

Regular Route Information 
Cost $140,574  $302,545  $207,740  $108,255  $189,779 255,143  
# Students 
Transported 618 885 820 597 730.00 853  
Cost/student $227  $342  $253  $181  $251 298  
Regular Route 
Miles 26,236 53,814 33,055 33,806 36,727.75 43,435  
Cost/mile $5.36  $5.62  $6.28  $3.20  $5 6  

Special Education Information 
# Students 
Transported 32 10 24 28 24  22  
Special 
Education Total 
Cost $218,427  $98,664  $112,740  $186,770  $154,150  143,277  
Total miles 41,800  14,026  31,554  42,113  32,373  29,127  
Cost/student $6,826  $9,866  $4,698  $6,670  7,015  7,130  
Cost/mile $5.23  $7.03  $3.57  $4.43  $5.07  5  

Vocational Transportation Information  
Vocational 
transportation 
costs $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
Vocational 
transportation 
miles 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
Cost/mile $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00  $0.00 

Non-reimbursable Transportation Information 
Transportation 
costs $30,014  $0  $15,190  $165,885  $52,772  $15,068  
Transportation 
miles 6,121 0 2,847 54,098 15,767 $2,989  
Cost/mile $4.90  $0.00  $5.34  $3.07  $3.33  $3  

TOTAL COST - 
ALL AREAS $389,015 $401,209 $335,670 $460,910 $396,701  $375,298  
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DISTRICT FACILITIES 

 When school officials and the voters of different school districts are considering the issue 

of reorganization, the need to fully understand the condition, usability and capacity of the 

buildings within the district is imperative.  This section will review and summarize these areas 

by district and building in order to provide this information to the boards and voters. 

WASHINGTON COMMUNITY HIGH SCHOOL #308 

 A list of the buildings and additions at Washington Community High School #308 shows 

this two story structure was created as listed below: 

 Original building 1942 (40,888 s.f.) 
- Administrative area 
- West gym 
- Stage 
- Classrooms 114-117 and 214 – 217 
- Basement with cafeteria and kitchen 

 First addition  1955  (35,536 s.f.) 
- East wing 

o Rooms 102, 104a, 104, 106, 108, 108a, 204, 206 green room for stage 
- South wing 

o Classrooms 130 – 143, 230-243 and restrooms 
 Second addition 1961  (28,861 s.f.) 

- South of original 
o Basement 
o Two levels of classrooms 
o Torry gymnasium (18,219 s.f.) 

 Third addition 1962 
- Athletic field building on grounds 

 Fourth addition 1975  (31,514 s.f.) 
- West of 1942 building 

o Three levels 
o Basement with commons area 
o First floor library 
o Two adjacent lobby areas 
o Library office 
o Classrooms 224, 226-229 

- Ashbrook Votec Building – South of site 
 Remodeling  1976 - 78 
 Asbestos removal 1990 
 Elevator  1991 

- South 1955 and 1961 additions 
 Chair lift  1992 
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- Adjacent to stage 
 Basement upgrade  1993 

- Air conditioning 
- Handicap ramp west side Torry gym 

Current addition  2010-11  
-  $10,200,000 
- Connect all buildings 
- Increase capacity to 1,500 
- Art room renovations 
- Cafeteria moved when done 
- New technology room into existing cafeteria 
- $4 million Health Life Safety renovations 

o Ceiling tile, lights, tile floors, wiring, plumbing upgrades, additional a.c. 
   

 The district and board are to be commended for the high level of maintenance provided 

for the building.  The district is addressing housing needs with the current construction and 

renovation of existing sections which will be completed for the 2012-13 school year.  

 The 42 acre athletic facilities provide sufficient grounds for the needs of these programs.  

The purchase of an additional three acres for parking will improve parking access. The Five 

Points facility provides swimming access for the physical education and swim team groups.   

` All health life safety items have been addressed at this time at a cost of $4,000,000.  All 

plumbing and wiring issues have been addressed as well, and no upgrades will be needed for 

the next five years.  The boilers are ten years old and should not need replacement for at least 

another 15 years.  When the construction is complete, 60% of the entire structure will be air 

conditioned.  All asbestos has been removed or contained as of 1990. 

 All parts of the building are handicap accessible and the upgrades occurring now will 

result in enhanced classroom space that will meet the growing population needs.  

Summary 

 The high school facilities will meet the projected student population needs for quite some 

time.  The building will house 1,500 students while the student population is projected to reach 

almost 1,300 by 2016-17.  The upgrades will address student academic demands as well.  The 
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high school will be able to address all housing and educational needs regardless of the final 

design of the schools that it serves.  

WASHINGTON DISTRICT #50 ELEMENTARY  

The two buildings in the Washington #50 Elementary District have rooms available 

based upon the maximum occupancy reported.  John L. Hensey has a conference room and a 

room currently being leased to the Tazewell Head Start program that could be converted to 

classrooms if needed.  Beverly Manor has two classrooms being used as special education 

offices and two classrooms dedicated to storage and custodial offices plus a conference room.  

Thus, five potential classrooms exist at Beverly Manor and two at Hensey if student growth 

would dictate this. The district has filed its final waiver for physical education because it lacks 

sufficient space for physical education due to the shared space with the cafeteria. Upgrading 

the science lab has been discussed.   

The Health-Life Safety issues are being addressed and the maintenance of the buildings 

is ongoing.  Items to be addressed per the Health Life Safety report include the HVAC 

upgrades along with the other identified needs at the projected cost of $387,200 for Beverly 

Manor and $198,215 for Hensey.  These costs reflect electricity and plumbing upgrades.   

Rooftop units provide air conditioning to classroom areas.  Preliminary discussions have 

been held regarding an upgrade to both buildings with the possibility of utilizing the Energy 

Efficiency Funds for this purpose during the summer of 2012.   If used, the funds would replace 

the stand alone furnace units and the new units would be fitted for air conditioning.  Existing 

boilers are in good shape with three of the units ten years old and the older Kewanee unit 

continuing to provide acceptable service.   

 The parking areas have been patched on an as-needed basis using Health/Life Safety 

funds and there are no plans to replace or resurface any of these areas at this time.   
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 Hensey (K-3) has a great deal of outdoor area and a new bus garage has been built.  

Students are dropped off behind the school providing a safe delivery area.  Smart boards are in 

every room via a Race to the Top grant and keyless entry exists providing security and ongoing 

analysis of who accesses the building and when.  A separate chorus and art room exist as does 

an OT/PT room. 

 Beverly Manor (4-8) has a large gymnasium (1,146 capacity) and is used for cafeteria 

overflow.  A grant has been submitted to upgrade the 7/8 science lab.  There is a computer lab 

and an additional 28 computers in the library.  Band, chorus and art rooms are present and 

there is a large play area that includes softball and baseball facilities.  Each building cooks for 

their students. 

John L. Hensey (K-3) Original building  1950 
    Additions  1958, 59, 60, 62, 65, 75, 82  
    Small garage 
    Bus barn 
    Classrooms   28 
    Capacity  700 
    Total    51,946 s.f. 
 
Beverly Manor (4-8) Original building 1951  
    Additions  1970 1953, 62, 65, 67, 69, 72, 80 
    Storage  
    Classrooms   36 (two spec ed offices take up space) 
    Capacity  900  
    Total    66,967 s.f. 
 
 

CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT #51 

 There are two buildings within the Central School District.  The district has doubled its 

population within the last decade creating urgency for space within the facilities.  Both buildings 

are well maintained and all Health-Life Safety issues have been addressed ($25,161) with less 

than $4,000 remaining to complete the final category C item.  The boiler at the intermediate 
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school is in good condition but the roof will need to be replaced within the next five to seven 

years. There are no plumbing or electrical issues to resolve. 

Geothermal heating is provided in Central Primary.  There are no electrical or boiler 

issues to address.  The parking lots are new as of 2009 with $24,000 spent to reseal and stripe 

the south parking lot, intermediate circle drive and one playground.  The remaining asphalt will 

be resealed during summer 2012.    

 The Primary was designed to house six sections per grade but they already have seven 

sections in grades K and 2.  The capacity of this building is 600 students and should be able to 

address the student needs as projected to 2016-17 (561 students).  There are Promethean 

boards in every classroom, a computer lab with 36 computers, a gymnasium (688), and a 

separate cafeteria that can serve as a stage.   

The Intermediate School has five unoccupied rooms and is projected to have 777 

students by 2016-17.  With a capacity for 875 students, this building can accommodate these 

additional students.  The need for commons and cafeteria space is being addressed via a plan 

that would join the intermediate and primary schools adding a kitchen, commons/cafeteria and 

six classrooms ($4.5 million). The science lab was a large part of the 2004 renovation.  An RTI 

lab exists as does an OT/PT room.  There is a large gymnasium and the computer lab has 26 

computers. A small gymnasium doubles as a cafeteria.  

Central Primary (K-3) Original building  2009 
    Classrooms  32 
    Capacity  600 
    Total    58,080 
  
Central Intermediate(4-8) Original building  1957 
    Additions  1960, 63, 65, 67, 69, 78, 04, 08 
    Bus barn  2009  
    Classrooms  39 
    Capacity  875 
    Total   98,800 
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52 WASHINGTON GRADE SCHOOL 
 

 The Washington #52 Grade School District is experiencing a rapid growth in enrollment.  

This growth has placed stress on the building and the classrooms are fully occupied.   

 Lincoln Grade School (K-4) will have no classrooms available after the 2012-13 school 

year.  There are five sections at every grade and the Kindergarten has had over 100 students 

for the past three years.  The multipurpose room serves as the cafeteria with a stage in this 

area as well.   

 The category A Health/Life Safety items have been addressed.  The boilers at Lincoln 

are aging and will need to be replaced in the near future at an estimated cost of $375,000.  A 

full lighting upgrade was completed during summer 2011 and there are no identified plumbing 

issues.  LGS is not fully handicap accessible and the parking lots need patch work now and a 

protective coating in the near future.  All rooms are air conditioned.   

 Washington Middle School (5 – 8), as with Lincoln, has met all Health/Life Safety items, 

with no plumbing, boiler or electrical needs.  Parking is sufficient and the 26 acres of land that 

includes two ball diamonds, two soccer fields and a storage shed provide sufficient space for 

the students and potential building if necessary. There are no rooms available for expansion but 

there is an art room that could become a classroom if necessary.  A large band room and 

chorus room provide excellent facilities for these classes. 

 The gym seats 700 with a smaller gym behind it to include a stage area. A commons 

area is used for the four lunch periods.  Technology needs are addressed through a cart 

system in which there are two laptop carts per grade level. 
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Lincoln Elementary  Original  1948 
    Additions  1952, 61, 67, 71, 80  
    Classrooms  24 
    Special Ed    2 
    Art, Music, Supt Office, District Office 
    Capacity  600 
    Total   56,050 s.f. 
 
Washington Intermediate Original  2005 
    Classrooms  17 
    Chorus, Band, Computer Lab, Learning Center, Art 
    Capacity  425 
    Total    
 
 
REORGANIZATION SCENARIO SUMMARIES 
 
 The list of buildings and their ages and capacities provides a picture of the existing 

structures, the potential each building offers for accepting additional students and the specific 

age groups that could be placed into each building. The projected classroom needs by 2016-17 

could be met if all of the elementary schools were one.   

 
Scenario #1 – Unit District:  All of the elementary districts and the high school become one 
district. 
 
 This would increase the flexibility for use of the existing buildings for the elementary 
schools and would enable adjustments of boundaries to spread the student population among 
the existing buildings.  There is limited space available for District 52 and the crowded 
conditions at the Intermediate level could be reduced if all schools were part of the same 
district.  Student projections indicate a need at the intermediate level for 12 additional 
classrooms by 2016-17 with seven (7) of those available located in District 50 and five (5) in 
District 51. However, the five in district 51 will be used by their increasing population making the 
buildings in district 50 the area where these additional students could be housed.  This scenario 
could reduce the need for construction at this time.  This scenario would have no impact on the 
high school from a building perspective. 
   
 
  
Scenario #2 – One Elementary District:  All of the elementary districts become one district 
and the high school remains a high school district. 
 
 This scenario would be identical to Scenario #1 from a building perspective. 
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TABLE 1 
BUILDING SUMMARY 

SCHOOL POP. 
 2011-12 

POP. 
 2016-17 

(CAPACITY) 

ROOMS 
AVAILABLE 

NEEDS/ 
AVAVAILABLE  

BY 2016-17 
FUTURE PLANS 

District 50 

John L. Hensey 
G.S. 346 361 

(700) 2 P.E. Space 
0/2 

 
None 

Beverly Manor 
M.S 

(4-8). 
409 422 

(900) 
5 

(7 if spec ed 
offices moved) 

P.E. Space 
0/5 

DISTRICT 51 

Central Primary 540 561 
(600) None 

None 
Grades 1 & 3 have 

most 6 
classrooms, 

kitchen, 
commons 

Central 
Intermediate 

(4-8) 
567 777 

(875) 5  
5/5 

additional  
(+210) 

District 52 

Lincoln Primary 534 556 
(600) None Spread out.  Likely 

accommodate  

None 
Washington 

Middle 
(5-8) 

 
371 

 

509 
(425) 

1  
(if convert art 

room) 

7/0 
Mostly in 5,6,7 

(+128) 
 

TOTALS ALL 
SCHOOLS   13 12/12  
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Financial Considerations and Comparisons 

 In this part of the report the consultants have attempted to provide the readers 

with all the pertinent data necessary to make judgments about the feasibility of a union 

of the districts involved.  This part of the report will have a number of tables showing 

comparative data.  Occasionally space requirements made it necessary to use just the 

official number designation of the districts as follows: 

Washington HSD #308 

District #50 

Central #51 

Washington #52 

Section 1 

 This section of the report will address comparative financial data between the 

districts.  An attempt has been made to draw analogous data between the school 

districts, which might become issues for discussion by the respective Boards of 

Education and/or citizens in the communities involved in the study.     
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General District Comparisons 2009-2010 

 Washington HSD. 
 #308 District #50 Central #51 Washington 

#52 

Average 
Daily 

Attendance 
1,077 752 920 788 

General 
State Aid 
Revenue 

2,453,948 2,447,919 1,733,853 1,784,207 

GSA 
Revenue/Per 

Student 
2,278 3,399 1,880       2,264  

Total District 
Expenditures 13,691,863 7,635628 10,461,920 7,532,211 

Operating 
Expense Per 

Pupil 
11,012 7,952 7,957 7,924 

Assessed 
Valuation 
Per Pupil 

395,241 109,464 207,839       165,875 

Total 
Certified 

Staff (2009-
2010) 

73 56 66 55 

Average 
Teacher’s 

Salary (2009-
2010) 

66,624 43,510 44,531 45,168 

EAV 2009-
2010 425,675,555 82,316,934 

191,415,847 

  
134,845,167 
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• The average daily attendance indicates there is a moderate variance in the 
enrollment size of the elementary feeder districts. 

 
•  GSA per students indicates that the districts have a varied reliance on this revenue 

source.   
 
• The very important Operating Expense Per Pupil indicates a somewhat stable 

number throughout the elementary districts studied but that the high school district 
has a higher number.  This is a common occurrence in a dual district in which the 
high school district has a much higher EAV with higher local funds generated. 

 
• The Assessed Valuation Per Pupil indicates that the High School has a significantly 

higher EAV/per pupil than the other districts.  
 
• In comparing the highest and lowest teacher salaries, it is apparent that the districts 

in this study have a significant variation in teachers salaries with the high school 
having the highest teaching salaries. This fact will become paramount if a newly 
negotiated salary schedule with the other districts is instituted in the reorganized 
district.  This difference will be paid in the state incentives for four years, but after 
that point, a reduced staffing level should be instituted by then by attrition, a final 
determination of staffing levels required, etc.  The reduced staffing will become more 
pronounced in the junior high school staff in that there are duplications of junior high 
school curriculum being offered.     

 
• The equalized assessed valuation will be discussed in more detail in a later section 

of this study.   
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General State Aid Comparisons (2009-2010) 
 

 
 

• The student enrollments over the last three years indicate that the districts have 
some increasing and some decreasing enrollment trends.  The High School is in a 
upward cycle for ADA as are the elementary schools.  This enrollment increase is 
not a common occurrence in downstate Illinois districts.   

 
• The districts have significant amounts of revenue from the Personal Property 

Replacement Tax based upon their district allotment.  The following is a definition of 
Personal Property Replacement Tax; “The Illinois Constitution of 1970 abolished the 
corporate personal property tax in Illinois as of January 1, 1979, and provided for the 
replacement of revenues derived from this tax by creation of the Personal Property 
Replacement Tax.  The Department of Revenue certifies each taxing district’s share 
of the replacement revenues collected by the state at that date.  Payments are made 
eight times per year to approximately 6,700 units of local government and school 
districts.”   To determine the amount that would be allocated to a newly consolidated 
district, one would have to add together the amounts currently received by the 
districts.  The relative share of the state revenue continues to be the same 
percentage as allocated in 1979.  Therefore districts having a larger allocation at that 

 Washington 
HSD #308 District #50 Central #51 

 
Washington 

#52 

General State Aid 
2009-2010 2,274,912 2,447,919 1,737,853 1,784,207 

Average Daily 
Attendance 2009-

2010 
1,077 752 920 788 

ADA 2008-2009 993 721 901 792 

ADA 2007-2008 920 736 841 781 

Personal 
Property 

Replacement Tax 
2009-2010 

76,758 46,797 53,577 75,847 

Operating Tax 
Expense Per 

Pupil 
11,012 7,952     7,957 7,924 

General State 
Aid/Per Student 2162    3,399      1,883 2,264 
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time will continue to receive that percentage of the annual state revenue regardless 
of a loss in EAV.  Until the State of Illinois changes its formula for this revenue 
source, these districts will continue to receive the same combined revenue from this 
source.  This annual amount would not be affected by consolidation and should 
continue to be allocated to the new district in the same amounts as they were 
allocated individually.  
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      2010 Property Tax Rates/Extensions 
 

Fund Washington 
HSD. #308 Rate District #50 Rate Central #51 Rate Washington 

#52 Rate 

Ed. 6,084,867                                                                              1.49 1,715,773 2.08 2,847,079 1.35 2,164,831 1.60 

OBM 1,077,746 .25 201,166 .24 554,016 .26 274,315 .20 

Trans. 410,206 .09 97,356 .11 272,992 .13 156,864 .11 

Sp. Ed. 85,389 .02 15,105 .018 31,378 .01 25,148 .01865 

Working 
Cash 4,747 .001 15,821 .019 46,963 .02 6,337 .0047 

Bonds 550,740 .12 328,568 .39 1,085,659 .51 351,864 .26 

IMRF 90,938 .02 75,715 .09 56,150 .10 59,952 .04446 

Social 
Security 90,981 .05 93,965 .11 88,956 .04 97,560 .07235 

TORT 45,651 .01 23,197 .02 62,548 .03 36,853 .02735 

Lease -0- -0- -0- -0- 65,589 .01 33,765 .02504 

Life 
Safety 4,747 .001 1,029 .001 38,950 .01 7335 .00544 

Total 8,446,012 2.06 2,567,695 3.11 5,150,280 2.45 3,208,829 2.37964 
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• In comparing the tax rates and extensions of the school districts, there are several trends 
and factors that are evident from the chart.  Note: The dual districts rates must be combined 
for comparative purposes with a unit district.  For example, the High School rates must be 
individually added with an individual elementary district for a comparison to a unit district. 

 
• The Education rates of the elementary districts are all relatively high in the education fund.  

The reader needs to keep in mind that the maximum allowable Education rate is $3.50 for a 
dual district and $.92 is the maximum rate allowed without a referendum.   This indicates 
that in previous referendums, the authorized Education rates have been raised to that level 
for all of the districts.  It should be noted that all of the elementary districts in this study have 
a higher total rate than the High School.  This difference in tax rates between high school 
districts and its feeder districts is a common occurrence in the State of Illinois.  However, 
since all districts are affected by PTELL the districts may set their total rates as long as they 
stay within the limited rate set by PTELL thus you see a variance in the rates and which 
funds are levied. 

 
• In the OBM fund all districts are levying at rates that they set under the limited PTELL rate.  

Keep in mind that without the effects of PTELL, dual districts would be authorized to levy 
$.25 in the OBM fund without a referendum so all districts are currently levying at below that 
rate, except Central..    

 
• The authorized limit without referendum in the transportation fund is $.12 and currently all 

districts are levying at under that rate except for Central.  A duality of authorized rates raises 
an issue of levying authority between dual districts and units notwithstanding the effects of 
PTELL which is a “disincentive” for duals to change to a unit district status.  This issue will 
be discussed in isolation at another section in this study. 

 
• None of the districts are levying in all authorized funds at their authorized rate due to the 

effects of PTELL. 
 
• All districts have a bond levy rate to pay off its outstanding bonds of various varieties,.  It 

can also be inferred from this that the districts have sold bonds of a variety of authorized 
sources, working cash, construction, life safety, etc.   The bonded debt limit for a unit district 
is 13.8% of its most recent equalized assessed valuation for unit districts and 6.9% for each 
of the dual districts 

 
• The total elementary district tax rates vary from $2.37 to $3.11 and the high school has the 

lowest overall tax rate in the districts studied.  This is also a normal occurrence for dual 
districts in the State of Illinois.  
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   Audit Comparisons: Education Fund 
 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD.  #308 7,823,362 7,464,137 6,871,481 6,003,182 

District #50 2,739,310 2,277,784 2,030,209 1,682,590 

Central #51 3,400,028 3,559,860 3,011,672 2,453,119 

Washington #52 2,491,151 2,960,634 3,229,748 3,235,918 

This section of the financial report will deal with the audited fund balances of the districts 

in all funds for the last four years.  These figures should be illustrative of the relative financial 

strength of the individual districts by fund. 

The education fund is by far the most important of all funds utilized by a school district.  

Within this fund are usually up to 80% of the revenue and expenditures for a school district.  

The strength of this fund will be of paramount importance in determining the financial stability of 

a school district. 

• The education fund balances for all districts indicate a relatively stable surplus amount over 
four years.  This surplus in the education fund indicates sound fiscal management and an 
adequate tax base to sustain the districts budgeted cost increases. 

 
• This increasing pattern of a fund surplus in the Education Fund is indicative of suburban 

Illinois school districts.  This positive financial picture for the all important education is not 
present in most of the downstate school districts.     
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Audit Comparisons:  Operations Fund 
 

 2010-2009 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD.  #308 984,578 722,978 647,597 882,176 

District #50 339,161 237,180 265,000 215,343 

Central #51 820,423 687,436 574,304 529,641 

Washington #52 1,183,230 1,519,161 958,731 840,142 

 
The Operations, Building & Maintenance Fund is the second largest and most important 

fund for a school district.  The OBM fund and Life Safety are the funds that are utilized to 

maintain the district’s facilities.  The reader needs to keep in mind that the OBM normally has 

only one source of revenue, local property taxes, unless unrestricted funds like General State 

are inserted into the OBM fund.  Normally, with no source of state revenue as the Education 

and Transportation fund have, it routinely is a fund with a small or negative fund balance. 

• Again all of the districts have a current surplus in this fund.  The Elementary and High 
School districts seem to be in a positive fiscal condition for this fund.  These relatively 
modest to significant  balances in the OBM fund are not typical for most school districts 
in Illinois due to its lack of levying authority compared with its relative importance for 
district expenditures.  Most of its expenditures in this fund are also of a recurring nature 
and rise without any decision-making by the school district such as utility costs. 
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Audit Comparisons: Transportation Fund 

 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD. #308 461,120 381,247 245,673 172,665 

District #50 279,999 314,483 281,454 137,033 

Central #51 542,614 429,215 348,428 349,709 

Washington #52 214,416 238,025 316,476 100,746 

 

The transportation fund for the districts appears to be different for the districts in this 

study.  All districts are decreasing/increasing moderately their surplus in the transportation fund.  

It should be noted that the State of Illinois is “supposed” to pay for 80% of the authorized 

transportation costs for each school district in Illinois.  Due to the deteriorating fiscal picture 

from the State of Illinois, ISBE has been unable to pay the payments for many of its categorical 

grants such as Transportation within the appropriate fiscal year.  This has caused many districts 

to experience unforeseen budgetary reductions to this factor. Therefore, the local transportation 

levy normally is not required to pay for the majority of the transportation costs.  Normally, the 

transportation fund for most school districts in Illinois does not experience the financial stress as 

the other major operating funds due to this “state financial assistance.”     

• All of the districts still possess relatively varied surpluses in the transportation fund.  

Nevertheless, all of the districts are experiencing a varying increase/decrease of their 

surplus balance in their transportation funds.  These surpluses appear to be of a 

relatively stable level but increasing reductions in state funding may alter this stable 

level and require, other local funds to be diverted to pay for authorized transportation 

costs. 
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    Audit Comparisons: IMRF Fund 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD. #308 42,465 140,076 208,934 249,547 

District #50 251,731 267,708 288,895 284,877 

Central #51 108,557 108,410 89,749 85,766 

Washington #52 24,465 6,974 34,858 84,354 

 
The Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund pays for the retirement expenses of all qualifying 

non-certified employees.  Districts may make an “unlimited levy” to pay for concurrent Social 

Security costs for non-certified employees or make separate IMRF and Social Security levies 

for these retirement costs.  Districts normally make a separate levy for Social Security.  The 

IMRF/Social Security levy is an “unlimited levy.”   That is to mean that the costs for the 

retirement program can be levied relative to the individual requests of the school districts.  All of 

the districts appear to have healthy balances in this fund while the fund surplus has been 

increasing or decreasing at a modest pace for all districts.  The levy amounts can be varied 

from year to year since the principal and interest from these funds cannot be transferred to any 

other fund.  The reader needs to keep in mind that this fund is affected by PTELL as are all 

funds from local property taxes and the amounts received by the district is restricted by the 

limited rate set by the Consumer Price Index. 



 

 

192 

  Audit Comparisons: Bond & Interest Fund 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD. #308 101,003 89,263 87,543 81,009 

District #50 90,186 88,642 82,074 76,622 

Central #51 126,126 148,809 953,996 61,349 

Washington #52 153,576 149,980 145,113 136,973 

The Bond & Interest Fund is another “unlimited levy.”   It has also been described as a 

“self-liquidating fund” as school districts sell bonds of various kinds.  The County Clerks are 

given, after the successful sale of the bonds, the schedule of payments for the principal and 

interest to pay off the bonds regardless of the amount.  The only mitigating factor is the bonded 

debt limit, which is 13.8% of a unit districts EAV and 6.9% of each dual district’s EAV 

individually.  For districts under PTELL, the Debt Service Extension Base is an important 

number which is comprised of the principal and interest on “limited bonds” (bonds that could be 

sold without a referendum) that the individual district had when entering PTELL.   

  In a comparison of the bonded debt margin, which is the amount of current bonded 

debt minus the amount of bonded debt currently outstanding, the following comparison is made: 

Washington HS #308 = $24,431,613 

District #50 = $5,519,868 

Central #51 = $12,145,000 

Washington #52 = $6,864,317 
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  Audit Comparisons: Working Cash Fund 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD #308 2,498,617 2,481,772 2,436,103 2,307,137 

District #50 941,998 909,266 871,033 837,208 

Central #51 237,827 190,256 145,997   111,627 

Washington #52 1,014,230 982,907 1,439,085 1,381,476 

 

The Working Cash Fund enjoys a relatively significant balance in all districts indicating 

either an annual levy that is allowed to grow or the sale of Working Cash Bonds.  Working Cash 

bonds are a method of supplementing revenue in Illinois School Districts.  Districts may sell 

Working Cash Bonds and then “abate” which means partially transfer working cash funds 

during a fiscal year or totally abolish the fund and put the balance into the educational fund in 

the month of June.  The amount of bonds that may be sold is 85% of the education fund 

extension plus 85% of the amount received in personal property replacement taxes.  Thus there 

is a separate bond limit for working cash bonds in this fund comparison.  All of the districts  

have moderate to significant balances in their Working Cash Fund. 

In addition to serving as a “loaning fund” for the other operating funds the Working Cash 

fund is a method to generate operating revenue for the other operating funds with its 

independent bond sale authority plus its ability to permanently transfer all or part of its fund 

balance at any time of the fiscal year. 

It seems that all districts in this study are increasing their working fund surplus, which is 

an unusual but financially healthy position for each of these districts.   
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Audit Comparisons: Capital Projects Fund 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD #308 2,379 2,379 2,379 2,379 

District #50 -0- -0- -0- -0- 

Central #51 56,428 2,260,454 9,474,388 -0- 

Washington #52 -0- -0- -0- -0- 

 

The Site & Construction Fund encompasses funds sold for the construction of school 

district facilities.  Only the High School, Central and Washington Elementary currently have 

utilized this fund to construct a new facility and has any funds currently left from the sale of 

construction bonds.  This fund  will be reduced as the building is constructed and costs relative 

to the construction are paid off concurrent with the construction.  

Audit Comparisons: Fire and Safety Prevention Funds 

 2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 

Washington HSD #308 3,595,668 75,350 65,567 65,567 

District #50 245,327 444,137 174,642 1,170,873 

Central #51 102,812 106,858 71,883 62,320 

Washington #52 194,378 182,726 131,793 77,976 

 
This fund is maintained by the annual levy of $.05 for all districts or by the sale of bonds 

up to an individual district’s bonded debt limit.  All of the districts have a significant balance in 

this fund.   When the balances are decreasing that normally denotes approved life safety 

projects completed by the district.  All expenditures from the Fire and Safety fund must be 
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approved by a licensed architect/engineer, the Regional Office of Education as well as the 

Illinois State Board of Education. 

Comparison of Equalized Assessed Valuations 

The author will examine the EAV of each of the districts over the last three years.  

Normally, the EAV of a school district will not make dramatic increases or decreases without 

special circumstances.  However, as the author will point out, all of the districts have realized a 

moderate decrease or decrease in EAV in the recent past and have caused moderate 

increases or decreases in local revenue for each of the districts.  However, each of the districts 

face the possible additional reduction of EAV in the future due to the falling commercial and 

residential values of property,   

   Equalized Assessed Valuations 

 2010 2009 2008 

Washington HSD #308 425,675,555 399,900,682 370,233,542 

District #50 82,316,934 79,304,203 76,487,336 

Central #51 209,754,403 191,415,847 172,511,436 

Washington #52 134,845,167 129,419,960 121,464,986 

 
 
 From the chart comparing the Equalized Assessed Valuations of the districts studied, 
each of the districts are experiencing  annual EAV increases.  This denotes a healthy financial 
situation as far as local tax revenue but will cause a concurrent reduction in General State Aid.  
But with the fiscal uncertainties of state revenue, this increasing local EAV bodes well for these 
districts. 
 
Elementary District Tax Rate  
 

In any discussion of school district reorganization the future tax rate of a new district is 

always an issue of importance.  At this point, the author will discuss a reorganization or 
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consolidation of the elementary districts only, the tax rate of the newly reorganized district as 

approved in the referendum becomes the tax rate for the K-8 portions of the newly reorganized 

district.   As has been pointed out previously, the Bond and Interest Fund will continue to be 

levied against the original taxpayers until the current bonds are paid.  Only Bonds that have 

been sold after the effective date of the newly reorganized district will be paid by the 

constituents of the newly enlarged school district. 

Keep in mind that this is only a possible range of tax rates for the newly reorganized 

district.  The actual rates to be voted upon will be determined by the Committee of Ten   This 

range of rates does not attempt to project the amount for all funds as all districts will have a 

different tax rate until all of their current bonded debt is paid off.  Therefore, this should give the 

reader an idea of the comparison of a new district tax rate. 

 

  2010 Equalized Assessed Valuation 

Washington HSD #308 425,675,555 

District #50 82,316,934 

Central #51 209,754,403 

Washington #52 134,845,167 
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 Total  

Tax  

Rate 

 

Total 

Extension 

Washington HSD #308 2.06 8,446,082 

District #50 3.11 2,567,695 

Central #51 2.45 5,150,280 

Washington #52 2.37 3,208,829 

Total Extension for 

Elementary Districts 
 10,926,804 

 

Utilizing a range of current total rates of $2.37 to $3.11 it is reasonable to assume that 

the new rate will be somewhere in between the current rates notwithstanding the bond and 

interest rate which is different for each district. The author feels that the range of rates is not all 

inclusive and the new district may exceed the current rates in determining the future financial 

needs of the district due to the decline of state support for education in the recent past.  Note: 

The reader needs to keep in mind that the High School is not included in this calculation as they 

will remain distinct and separate from a newly reorganized elementary district.  
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Total Tax Total Extension  

District #50, Central #51, Washington #52 

 

11,090,633 

Other Financial Considerations 

 Inherent in any successful reorganization proposal are several financial considerations 

that are difficult to quantify but should be discussed.  Current statutes for all reorganizations 

require that all multi-year agreements that are currently in force by any of the reorganizing 

districts must be honored by the newly created district.  In this case, a newly reorganized district 

would be obligated to renegotiate all such contracts, including individual and commercial multi-

year agreements.  In the case of certified and non-certified staff union agreements, the 

collective bargaining agreements in place in all districts would be abolished and the staff that is 

employed by the original districts on the last day of said district will be placed upon an 

appropriate salary schedule position in the newly negotiated salary schedule.  Areas not 

included in state incentives are fringe benefits for any collective bargaining agreements and 

non-certified staff collective bargaining agreements.  These two areas are a significant expense 

for a newly reorganized district and will undoubtedly be a large factor in the future expenditures 

for a newly reorganized district which will not be reimbursed by the state incentives. 

        Another area of fiscal consideration in a possible reorganization is the change of staffing 

inherent in the creation of a new district.  Certainly, there will only be one superintendent of a 

new district.  The district office staff and ancillary district office staff are normally the group of 

employees that are the most affected.  For example, it would be normal to assume that only 

one bookkeeper; payroll clerk and/or superintendent’s secretary would be necessitated.  While 

it would be impossible to determine at this point what personnel or salaries would be required 
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by the newly enlarged district.  It is also logical to assume there would be financial savings in 

the personnel required to manage one district office instead of three.  While there will be 

savings in a combined district office staff, it will likely be offset by the aforementioned 

equalization of fringe benefits and salaries of certified and non-certified staff.   This amount will 

have to be absorbed by a newly enlarged district.  Non-certified staff  receive no job protection 

such as tenure (contractual continued service) but their seniority lists in the districts have to be 

merged and any reductions in force have to be from a combined seniority list.  It must also be 

point out that non-certified multi-year agreements will also be abolished and renegotiated by the 

enlarged group.   

        In this reorganization, there will possibly be non-certified/certified staff reductions based 

upon the needs of the newly enlarged district.  The certified staff that will be affected the most 

will be the possibility of junior high school staff and district office administrators.  Currently all 

districts are offering a duplicated junior high school curriculum and while the number may not 

be known at this time, it will certainly entail a reduction of some full-time and possibly part-time 

certified staff members as the needs of the new district are determined after a successful 

referendum. 

 Another area that needs to be explained is the bonded debt of the two districts currently.  

Each of the districts has bonded debt.  However, in the case of reorganization, will taxpayers in 

the new district be responsible for the debt that has been previously accumulated in the 

previous districts?  That answer is no.  All bonded debt in the new district will be paid by 

the original residents of the district that encumbered the debt.  The county clerk will 

continue to levy enough funds to pay the principal and interest of the previous bonded debt until 

it is paid in full.  Only bonds sold by the new district will be spread over the entire newly reorganized 

district. 
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Conclusions 
 

From the financial reports provided the author, a generalization can be made.  All of the districts 

studied seem to be increasing at a moderate rate in the important local revenue indicator of Equalized 

Assessed Valuation and enrollment.  With this increase  comes an increase  in local funds from the same 

tax rate.   All of the districts are currently levying in the Education fund at a relatively moderate rate.  All of 

the districts could benefit financially within a newly reorganized district by combining the staff and 

programs. 

Some of my conclusions on financial matters include: 

• Tax rates for all districts have generally been at a relatively moderate level except that all 

districts are not levying in their authorized funds due to PTELL constrictions. 

• The tax rates for each elementary district will be different until the existing bonds are sold.  With 

the future tax  rate determined by the Committee of Ten to be included on a reorganization 

referendum, it is assumed that the taxpayers of the districts would indeed realize a tax increase  

in some measure depending upon their current rate and what will be recommended to be on the 

ballot for future financial needs..  

• The fund balances are currently healthy.  While the reorganization incentives should provide a 

short-term infusion of discretionary funds, these funds are provided for the transition period 

between the successful reorganization period and its initial years. 

• Other financial roadblocks to school districts financial success are also possible in future TIF 

districts, a reduced poverty count from the 2010 Census, or DHS poverty count and a stagnant 

Illinois economy causing state and local revenues to be reduced, pro-rated or not received in a 

timely manner for budgetary considerations. 
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FIVE YEAR 

PROJECTED FUND BALANCES 

 Projecting revenue and expenditures in the current fiscally uncertain arena is a very difficult 

if not impossible task.  Districts rarely know from year to year the level of funding they will receive 

yet they can predict the level of expenditures.  The projections made for this section analyzed the 

fund balances by fund from 2006-07 to 2009-10.  The percentage of increase or decrease for 

three years was calculated and the average of these percentages determined in order to provide a 

percentage base on which to make these five year projections.  In some situations, the 

percentage used was adjusted from the average percentage when there was an aberration within 

the fund balances for a year.  This was done in an effort to present the best or most realistic 

picture of the fund balances for all districts in this study. 

 As initially noted, this is a broad estimate and should be used as a snapshot of the future 

based on the past with no real guarantee that state and federal funding will remain as promised. 

 Tables 1 – 7 show the fund balances by year and school, the total fund balances for all 

schools in this study, the percentage increase or decrease by year and the average percentage 

increase.  Table 8 shows the five year projected fund balances using the multipliers listed under 

each fund. 
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Table 1.  Education Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 
Washington 
HSD.  #308 7,823,362 7,464,136 6,871,481 6,003,182 
District #50 2,739,310 2,277,784 2,030,209 1,682,590 
Central #51 3,400,028 3,559,860 3,011,672 2,453,119 

Washington 
#52 2,491,151 2,960,634 3,229,748 3,235,918 

TOTAL	   16,453,851	   16,262,415	   15,143,110	   13,374,809	  
%	  INCREASE	   1.18%	   7.39%	   13.22%	   	  	  
3	  Year	  Average	  

Increase	  
7.26%	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

 

Table 2.  Operations Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 
Washington 
HSD.  #308 984,578 722,976 647,597 882,176 
District #50 339,161 237,180 265,000 215,343 
Central #51 820,423 687,436 574,304 529,641 

Washington 
#52 

1,183,230 1,519,161 958,731 840,142 

TOTAL	   3,327,392	   3,166,755	   2,445,632	   2,467,302	  

%	  INCREASE	   5.07%	   29.49%	   -‐0.88%	   	  	  

3	  Year	  Average	  
Increase	  

11.23%	  
	  	   	  	   	  	  

 

 

Table 3.  Transportation Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 
Washington 
HSD.  #308 461,120 381,247 245,673 172,665 
District #50 279,999 314,483 282,454 137,033 
Central #51 542,614 429,215 348,428 349,709 

Washington 
#52 214,416 238,025 316,476 100,746 

TOTAL	   1,498,149	   1,362,970	   1,193,031	   760,153	  
%	  INCREASE	   9.92%	   14.24%	   56.95%	   	  	  
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3	  Year	  Average	  
Increase	  

27.04%	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
 
Table 4.  IMRF Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 
2007-
2008 2006-2007 

Washington 
HSD.  #308 42,465 140,076 208,934 249,547 
District #50 251,731 287,708 288,895 284,877 
Central #51 108,557 108,410 89,749 85,766 

Washington 
#52 24,465 6,974 34,858 84,354 

TOTAL	   427,218	   543,168	   622,436	   704,544	  
%	  

INCREASE	   -‐21.35%	   -‐12.74%	   -‐11.65%	   	  	  
3	  Year	  Average	  

Increase	   -‐15.25%	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
 

Table 5.  Bond and Interest Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 
2007-
2008 2006-2007 

Washington 
HSD.  #308 101,003 89,263 87,543 81,009 

District #50 90,186 88,642 82,074 76,622 

Central #51 126,126 148,809 953,996 61,349 
Washington 

#52 153,526 149,980 145,113 136,973 
TOTAL 470,841 476,694 1,268,726 355,953 
%	  INCREASE	   -1.23% -62.43% 256.43%   

3	  Year	  Average	  
Increase	  

64.26%	  
      

 
Table 6.  Working Cash Fund Balance 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 
2007-
2008 2006-2007 

Washington 
HSD.  #308 2,498,617 2,481,772 2,436,103 2,307,137 

District #50 941,998 909,288 871,033 837,208 

Central #51 237,827 190,256 145,997 111,627 
Washington 

#52 1,014,230 982,907 1,439,055 1,381,476 
TOTAL	   4,692,672 4,564,223 4,892,188 4,637,448 

%	  INCREASE	   2.81% -6.70% 5.49%   
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3	  Year	  Average	  
Increase	  

0.53%	  
      

 
 
Table 7.  Fire Life Safety Fund 

  2009-2010 2008-2009 2007-2008 2006-2007 
Washington 
HSD.  #308 3,595,668 75,350 65,567 65,567 

District #50 245,327 444,137 174,642 1,170,873 

Central #51 102,812 106,858 71,883 62,320 
Washington 

#52 194,378 182,727 131,793 77,976 
TOTAL	   4,138,185 809,072 443,885 1,376,736 

%	  INCREASE	   411.47% 82.27% -67.76%   

3	  Year	  Average	  
Increase	  

142.00%	  
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8.  Five Year Fund Balance Projection - UNIT 

YEAR	   EDUCATION	   O&M	   IMRF	   TRANSPORTATION	   B&I	  
WORKING	  

CASH	   FIRE	  LIFE	  SAFTY	  

	  	   1.15%	   3.00%	   -‐12.00%	   3.00%	   -‐1.00%	   5.00%	   2.00%	  
2011-‐12	   $16,700,659	  	   $16,750,287	  	   $375,952	  	   $13,776,053	  	   $466,133	  	   $4,927,306	  	   $3,393,940	  	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
2012-‐13	   $16,951,169	  	   $17,252,796	  	   $330,838	  	   $14,189,335	  	   $461,471	  	   $5,173,671	  	   $3,461,819	  	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
2013-‐14	   $17,205,436	  	   $17,770,380	  	   $291,137	  	   $14,615,015	  	   $456,857	  	   $5,432,354	  	   $3,531,055	  	  
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2014-‐15	   $17,463,518	  	   $18,303,491	  	   $256,201	  	   $15,053,465	  	   $452,288	  	   $5,703,972	  	   $3,601,676	  	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

2015-‐16	   $17,725,470	  	   $18,852,596	  	   $225,457	  	   $15,505,069	  	   $447,765	  	   $5,989,171	  	   $3,673,710	  	  
Difference	  

$1,024,812	  	   $2,102,309	  	   ($150,495)	   $1,729,016	  	   ($18,367)	   $1,061,865	  	   $279,770	  	  2011-‐12	  to	  
2015-‐16	  

 
 

Table 9.  Five Year Fund Balance Projection - ELEMENTARY 

YEAR	   EDUCATION	   O&M	   IMRF	   TRANSPORTATION	   B&I	  
WORKING	  

CASH	   FIRE	  LIFE	  SAFTY	  

	  	   1.00%	   3.00%	   -‐2.00%	   3.00%	   -‐2.00%	   6.00%	   -‐2.00%	  
2011-‐12	   $8,716,794	  	   $2,413,098	  	   $377,058	  	   $1,068,140	  	   $357,811	  	   $2,776,013	  	   $470,333	  	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

2012-‐13	   $8,847,546	  	   $2,485,491	  	   $331,811	  	   $1,100,184	  	   $354,233	  	   $2,914,813	  	   $479,740	  	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

2013-‐14	   $8,980,259	  	   $2,560,056	  	   $291,994	  	   $1,133,190	  	   $350,690	  	   $3,060,554	  	   $489,335	  	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
2014-‐15	   $9,114,963	  	   $2,636,858	  	   $256,954	  	   $1,167,185	  	   $347,183	  	   $3,213,582	  	   $499,122	  	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
2015-‐16	   $9,251,687	  	   $2,715,964	  	   $226,120	  	   $1,202,201	  	   $343,712	  	   $3,374,261	  	   $509,104	  	  
Difference	  

$534,893	  	   $302,865	  	   ($150,938)	   $134,061	  	   ($14,099)	   $598,248	  	   $38,771	  	  2011-‐12	  to	  
2015-‐16	  
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The Illinois State Board of Education will be utilizing a new system for assessing a school district’s 
financial health, “The School District Financial Profile”. This system will replace the prior Financial Watch 
List and Financial Assurance and Accountability System (FAAS) that has been utilized for the 
assessment of school district’s financial health. The purpose of this document is to explain each 
component of this new financial assessment system and to inform school districts prior to its public 
release in the next two months. In the future, this system will also be made available to the public on the 
ISBE website as is the ILEARN and School Report Card systems. 
 
It has always been the ISBE statutory requirement to monitor all school districts pursuant to Section 1A-
8 of the School Code and certify those in financial difficulty. This new system will therefore be utilized to 
identify those school districts which are moving into financial distress. 
 
This system has been developed with the invaluable assistance of school superintendents, school 
business administrators, financial advisors, lawyers, and bond broker throughout the state as well as 
major interest groups such as IASBO, IASA, ED-RED and LUDA. The prior financial system, FAAS, 
utilized only one financial indicator, the Fund Balance to Revenue Ratio. This new system utilizes that 
indicator plus four more to expand our capability to accomplish a truer risk assessment. The five 
indicators are individually scored and weighted in order to arrive at a composite district financial profile. 
 
The following provides a detailed explanation of each set of data elements of this new system. It is the 
final overall score that we believe best determines a district’s financial strengths or weaknesses. 
 
Summary page of the “School District Financial Profile” 
 
At the top of this page, you will find the district region-county-district-type-code number, district name, 
county, type of school district, district superintendent’s name, the district’s accounting method, and 
whether or not the district is subject to tax caps. 
 
The left side of the page shows the district’s calculations for each of the five critical indicators. 
 

1.  Fund Balance to Revenue Ratio – This indicator has been utilized in the past as well as in 
this new financial assessment. It indicates the overall financial strength of the district for 
the prior year. It is the result of dividing the ending fund balances by the revenues for the 
four operating funds (e.g., Educational, Operations and Maintenance, Transportation, and 
Working Cash Funds). 

 
2.        Expenditures to Revenue Ratio – This indicator identifies how much a district expended 

for each dollar received. It is computed by dividing total expenditures for the Educational, 
Operations and Maintenance, and Transportation Funds by the revenues for those same 
funds. 

3.  Days Cash on Hand – This indicator provides a projected estimate of the number of days 
a district could meet operating expenditures provided no additional revenues were 
received. It is computed by dividing the total expenditures of the Educational, Operations 
and Maintenance, and Transportation Funds by 360 days to obtain an average 
expenditure per day. Then the total cash on hand and investments for the same funds are 
divided by the average expenditures per day.  

 
 

4.  Percent of Short-Term Borrowing Ability Remaining – Districts often incur short term debt 
due to several factors (i.e., delays in receipt of local revenues, etc.). For this indicator, the 
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sum of unpaid Tax Anticipation Warrants is divided by 85% of the Equalized Assessed 
Valuation (EAV) multiplied by the sum of the tax rates for the Educational, Operations 
and Maintenance, and Transportation Funds. 

 
5.  Percent of Long-Term Debt Margin Remaining – A district often incurs long-term debt for 

major expenditures such as buildings and equipment. This total is derived by the product 
of the district’s EAV times its maximum general obligation debt limitation less any 
outstanding long-term debt. 

 
The “Statewide Comparison to the Other Districts” to the right of each indicator reflects 
pictorially where the district’s calculated indicator lies in relationship to all other school districts in the 
state. The extreme left of the slider bar is the lowest score calculated for all school districts and 
represents the highest risk and the extreme right of the slider bar is the highest score calculated for all 
school districts and represents the lowest risk. The slider bar represents the district’s calculated score in 
comparison to the states lowest and highest outliers. The midpoint provides a benchmark to compare 
between the extremes. In the future, on our website, the slider bar will be divided into quadrants to 
provide a more comparable measure to all other school districts. 
 
Once the website is available, the Financial Profile System will employ graphs as well as 
numeric data for enhanced user friendliness. For example, at the bottom of the Summary page, there is 
a graph which represents the district’s Fund Balance to Revenue Ratio for the last five years. 
 
District’s Operating Funds Summary for the Last Five Years 
 
The operating funds consist of just the Educational, Operations and Maintenance, Transportation, and 
Working Cash Funds. This summary portrays a trend analysis of the district’s beginning fund balances, 
the effects of revenues to expenditures (results of operations), other receipts or adjustments, and the 
ending fund balances. 
 
However, to depict the effect the Working Cash Fund has on a district’s Operating Funds 
Summary, its ending fund balance is also reflected separately below the overall summary of these 
funds. 
 
Once again, the future website plans to graphically portray this financial data. A couple of examples are 
provided at the bottom of the Historical Trend page, also. 
 
Historical Trend Analysis of a District’s Demographics and Financial Characteristics 
 
The demographics section includes data on students, teachers, and other important financial 
comparisons. This information is also available on the agency’s ILEARN System or the School Report 
Card System but is conveniently presented in one place for easy access and comparison. 
 
Five Year History of the Five Financial Indicators 
 
This section presents how each indicator is scored in order to obtain a district’s overall School District 
Financial Profile score. The overall score is computed for the most current year’s financial data, but a 
five year analysis is provided as well to give a general direction for each indicator. 
 
Each indicator is calculated and the results are slotted into a category of a four, three, two, or one with 
four being the highest and best category possible. Each indictor is weighted and the weighted indicators’ 
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scores are summed to obtain a district’s overall “financial profile score”. 
 

Fund Balance to Revenue Ratio (has a weighting of 35%) 
Category 4  Greater or equal to 25% [lowest risk] 
Category 3  Less than 25% but greater or equal to 10% 
Category 2  Less than 10% but greater or equal to 0% 
Category 1  Less than 0% [highest risk] 

 
Expenditures to Revenue Ratio (has a weighting of 35%) 

Category 4  District is spending $1.00 or less for ever dollar they are receiving [lowest 
risk] 

Category 3  District is spending more than $1.00 to $1.10 for every dollar they receive 
Category 2  District is spending more than $1.10 to $1.20 for every dollar they receive 
Category 1  District is spending more than $1.20 for every dollar they receive [highest 

risk] 
 

Days Cash on Hand (has a weighting of 10%) 
Category 4  At least 180 days cash on hand [lowest risk] 
Category 3  Less than 180 days cash on hand to at least 90 days cash  on hand 
Category 2  Less than 90 days cash on hand to at least 30 days cash on hand 
Category 1  Less than 30 days cash on hand [highest risk] 

 
Percentage of Short-Term Borrowing and Long-Term Borrowing Remaining 
(Short-term and Long-term Borrowing each has a weighting of 10%) 

Category 4  Greater than or equal to 75% debt margin remaining [lowest risk] 
Category 3  Less than 75% but at least 50% debt margin remaining 
Category 2  Less than 50% but at least 25% debt margin remaining 
Category 1  Less than 25% debt margin remaining [highest risk] 

 
The overall score then appears at the bottom of the Five Year History page. This score is the sum of the 
five weighted scores. The highest score a district may receive is a 4.00 and the lowest score is 1.00. 
What can a district expect when their composite score is between 1.00 and 4.00? 
 

If a district receives a score of 3.54 - 4.00, they are assigned to the best category of financial 
strength and that is labeled Financial Recognition. These districts re require little or no review or 
involvement by ISBE unless requested by the district. 

 
If a district receives a score of 3.08 - 3.53, they are assigned to the next highest financial health 
category of Financial Review. Districts in this category will be given a limited review by ISBE, but 
they will be monitored for potential downward trends. Staff will be assessing the next year’s 
school budget for further negative trends. 

 
If a district receives a score of 2.62 - 3.07, they are assigned to the category of Financial Early 
Warning. ISBE will be monitoring these districts closely and offering proactive technical 
assistance (e.g., financial projections and cash flow analysis, etc.) These districts will also be 
reviewed to determine whether they meet the criteria set forth in Article 1A-8 of the School Code 
to be certified in financial difficulty and possibly qualify for a Financial Oversight Panel. 

 
If a district receives a score of 1.00 - 2.61, they are in the highest risk category of Financial 
Watch. As with the Financial Early Warning districts, ISBE will be monitoring these districts very 
closely and offering them technical assistance with, but not limited to, financial projections, cash 
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Comparison of Selected Financial Information 

District Comments 
 

flow analysis, budgeting, personnel inventories, and enrollment projections. These districts will 
also be reviewed to determine whether they meet criteria set forth in Article 1A-8 of the School 
Code to be certified in financial difficulty and qualify for a Financial Oversight Panel. 

 
This section will allow district administrators and eventually the public at large, to compare a district’s 
demographics to other school districts in the same county, like school district types statewide and like 
size school districts statewide. 

 
This section is provided for school district superintendents or business administrators to 
comment on their district’s financial affairs. This will allow for the explanation of significant local financial 
issues such as cash versus accrual accounting implications and timing of revenue receipts verses 
expenditures incurred for unique circumstances such as school construction projects. ISBE regards this 
page to be analogous to the Management Discussion and Analysis (MDA) statement required of any 
district under GASB 34. 
 
 
If district personnel have any questions regarding The School District Financial Profile, they may contact 
Sally Cray of the School Business and Support Division at the Illinois State Board of Education at (217) 
785-8779 or by email at scray@isbe.net. 



 

 

211 

 
DISTRICT FINANCIAL PROFILE 

 
 Total 

Profile 
Score 

Fund 
Balance 
to 
Revenue 
Ratio 

Expenditure 
to Revenue 
Ratio 

Days Cash 
on Hand 

% of Short-
Term 
Borrowing 
Maximum 
Remaining 

% of Long-
Term Debt 
Margin 
Remaining 

Washington HS #308 4.00 4 4 346 100 83 

District  #50 3.90 .4 4 243 100 67 

Central #51 3.70 4 4 264 100 .15 

Washington #52 3.65 4 3 261 100 .73 

 
 
 
Operating Funds Beginning Fund 

Balance 
Ending Fund 
Balance 

Working Cash 
Balance 

ISBE Listing 

Washington HS #308 11,050,132 11,767,677 2,498,617 Recognition 

District #50 3,738,713 4,300,468    941,998 Recognition 

Central #51 4,866,767 5,000,892    237,827 Recognition 

Washington #52 5,700,727 4,903,027 1,014,230 Recognition 

 
 
The information provided by the School Profile is a snapshot of variables for schools to give the reader a 

quick estimate of the fiscal stability of a school district.  The chart above has been compiled from the 

most recent School Financial Profile available from the Illinois State Board of Education. 

The following generalizations can be made from the “financial profiles”: 

• All of the districts have been given a high total profile score indicating a good financial base..   

• All of the districts have a significant Days of Cash on Hand balance.  Auditors suggest a six 

month Days of Cash on Hand balance.  This is present for all districts. 

• All of the districts have not utilized any short term borrowing. 

• All of the districts, except Central, have a significant amount of long term borrowing left. 
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• All of the districts have significant balances on hand. 

• All of the districts have a healthy balance on hand for the Working Cash Fund. 

• Most important, all of the districts have been given the ISBE highest status for financial stability,  
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Reorganization and Incentive Payments 

General State Aid Difference Payment (Section 18-8(A)(5)(m) of the School Code) 

Qualifying for this payment are new school districts formed by combining 

property within two or more previously existing districts under Article 11A ,11B, 11E  

and school districts which annex or dissolve all of the territory of one or more other 

school districts under Article 7 or 7A and two of the incentives Salary Equalization and 

,the $4,000 incentives for districts Deactivating and forming a Cooperative High School..  

For example, if the general state aid is less for the newly consolidated district in the first 

year than the general state aid would have been that same year on the basis of the 

previously existing districts, a supplementary payment equal to the difference shall be 

made for the first four years to the new district.  For reorganizations, if the state aid is 

less for the reorganized district or for the first year in which reorganization is effective 

than in that same year on the basis of the original districts as constituted prior to the 

reorganization, then a supplementary payment equal to the difference shall be made for 

the first four years to the reorganized district.  Also eligible for this payment are the new 

elementary districts and the new high school district formed under Article 11D, if these 

new districts qualify for less state aid than would have been payable to the previously 

existing districts. 

         The newly consolidated unit district in Scenario One would receive $-0- in 

additional General State Aid over the next four school years if the reorganization had 

been passed by a majority of voters in each affected district.  This figure has been 

received from the Department of Finance from the Illinois State Board of Education. 

However, the loss of an incentive for GSA may actually be an increase in GSA which 
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would not be reflected.  GSA calculated after the formation of a new unit district in 

Scenario One would generate approximately $1,368, 435 dollars annually.  Therefore, 

the aforementioned amount of GSA would be formulated for a new unit district 

immediately and thereafter. 

 For the elementary districts in Scenario Two, there would be a loss of $134,063 

in GSA and thereafter.  Therefore, in Scenario One, formation of a new unit district, 

there would be a significant increase in GSA, while in Scenario Two, the creation of a 

newly enlarged elementary district, there would be a loss of GSA reflected in the 

incentive amount delineated.  

 

Teacher Salary Difference Payment (Section 18-8.2 of the School Code) 

The state will make a supplementary payment for four years to the district 

formed, equal to the difference between the sum of the salaries earned by each certified 

member of the new district while employed in one of the previously existing districts, 

and the sum of the salaries those certified members would have been paid if placed on 

the salary schedule of the previously existing district with the highest salary schedule.  

The salaries used in these calculations are those in effect in each of the previously 

existing districts on June 30, prior to the creation of the new district.  The state will make 

a supplementary payment for four years to newly reorganized districts, equal to the 

difference between the sums of the salaries earned by each certified member of the 

previous district, as they would have been paid if placed on the salary schedule of the 

newly enlarged district.  The salaries used in these calculations are those in effect in the 

previous districts on June 30 prior to the effective date of the reorganization. 



 

 

223 

By calculating the average salaries of current certified staff members in the new 

unit district in Scenario One, an estimate of $3,732,613 per year is calculated.  

Therefore, over a four-year period approximately $14,930,452 should be received in the 

certified salary differential from ISBE.  This annual amount reflects the large difference 

between average certified salaries in the high school and elementary districts. This 

amount of difference would be paid by the incentive program for the first four years of 

the new district but after that time, the new unit district would have to absorb these 

increased costs.  This factor alone would make the success of a newly created unit 

district very problematic.  For Scenario Two districts, the amount received annually 

would be $128,005.  This reflects the narrow band of average teacher salaries between 

the elementary districts and would be much more manageable for a newly created 

elementary district.   It should be noted that these figures are based upon “average” 

salaries prior to a successful reorganization.  The “actual” salary figures are based upon 

a teacher-by-teacher comparison with salaries from previous and current school district 

salary schedule placement in a newly reorganized district.  

 

Deficit Difference Payment (Section 18-8 8.3 of the School Code) 

 Eligible for this payment are new school districts formed by combining property 

within two or more previously existing districts.  The payment is made once and is equal 

to the difference between the larger and smaller deficits.  If more than two districts are 

involved, the payment is equal to the sum of the differences between the smallest deficit 

and each of the other deficits.  Based on the method set forth in Section 18-8.3(c), 

deficits are calculated by totaling the audited fund balances in the educational fund, the 
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working cash fund, the operations and maintenance fund, and the transportation fund 

for each previously existing district or each of the annexing and annexed districts, as the 

case may be.  A district with a combined fund balance that is positive will be considered 

to have a deficit of zero.  The calculation is based on the year ending June 30 prior to 

the referendum for the creation of the new district, or in the case of annexation under 

Article &, the June 30 prior to the date that the annexation is approved by the regional 

board of school trustees.  New school districts formed are eligible for the deficit 

difference payment and the payment shall be allocated among these newly formed 

districts, as provided for in the petition for the formation of such districts.  House Bill 

2638, passed in the summer legislative session of 1994 has altered the formula for 

Deficit Difference Payments in the following manner: 

 “For purposes of determining each district’s audited fund 

balances, a calculation shall be made for each fund to determine the 

average for the three years prior to the specified year ending June 30 in 

subsections (a), (b), (c) of the district’s expenditures in the categories: 

purchased services, supplies and materials, and capital outlay as those 

categories are defined by the Illinois State Board of Education.  If the 

three-year average is less than the district’s expenditures in these 

categories for the specified year ending June 30 as provided in 

subsection (a), (b), (c), then the three-year average shall be used in 

calculating the amounts payable under this Section in place of the 

amounts shown in these categories for the specified year ending June 

30 as provided in subsections (a), (b), and (c).” 
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For purposes of calculating an approximate incentive for a newly formed district 

encompassing the districts involved in this study, fund balances were taken from the 

2010 Annual Financial Report for the following funds: Education, Operations, Building 

and Maintenance, Transportation, and Working Cash.  All districts involved in the 

estimates had positive combined Fund Balances for the year ended 6/30/2010.  

Therefore, since none of these districts have a negative overall balance, there would 

be no deficit balance reorganization incentive payment for either reorganization 

scenario..   

$4,000 Payment for Certified Employee (Section 18-8.5) 
 

At the end of the second school year, an annual supplementary state aid 

reimbursement shall be paid to a reorganized district equal to the sum of $4,000 for 

each certified employee who is employed by the new district on a full-time basis for the 

regular term of such school year.  The state payment shall be made within 60 days after 

the end of the first, second, and third year of the reorganized district.  Reorganized 

districts qualifying for this payment include: new school districts formed under Article 

11A, 11B, 11D, 11E, new elementary districts formed under Article 7A, one or more 

annexing districts following the annexation of all the territory of one or more entire 

school districts, but only if an annexing district acquires at least 30 percent of the 

Average Daily Attendance of the district being dissolved, school districts formed under 

Article11D. 

HB2638 also changed the formula for a newly reorganized district to receive this 

incentive in the following manner: "The State Board of Education will make a one-time 

calculation of a reorganized district Quintile Ranks.  The average daily attendance used 
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in this calculation shall be the best three months' average daily attendance for the 

district's first year.  The equalized assessed value per pupil shall be the district's real 

property equalized assessed value used in calculating the district's first year General 

State Aid Claim divided by the best 3 months average daily attendance. 

Therefore, since this calculation will now be made during the newly reorganized 

district's first year of existence, it is impossible to predict before the consolidation.  

However, based upon the current district quintile ranks in 2009-2010, a new unit district 

in Scenario One would be eligible for one payment of $4,000 per certified teacher at the 

end of the second year of the newly consolidated district’s existence.  Certified staff of a 

newly consolidated unit district would be approximately 251 certified staff x $4,000 per 

year = $1,004,000 in a one year period following the successful reorganization.  For 

Scenario Two, there would be two payments received at the end of the second and 

third years after reorganization of $708,000 annually. 

Summary of Reorganization Incentives 

 The General State Aid incentive would result in $-0- increase of GSA in Scenario 

One and $134, 063 for Scenario Two.  This amount is based upon estimated 

calculations of General State Aid.  These incentive payments are payable to the new 

district for the first four years of their reorganization.   General State Aid for the four 

districts AFTER reorganization in Scenario One = $11,556,447.  Sum of General State 

Aid plus Poverty for the four districts as INDIVIDUAL districts = $10,297,862.  The 

reorganized district is estimated to receive $1,258,585 ADDITIONAL GSA than as 

individual districts.  Therefore, the combined GSA represents a net gain of $1,258,585 

in state aid annually after the new district is formed. 



 

 

227 

 For Scenario Two, the newly enlarged elementary district would lose $134,063 

annually.  Keep in mind that this amount would be paid by incentive funds for the first 

four years of the new district. 

 The certified staff salary difference payment would depend upon the staff of the 

newly reorganized district.  Essentially, the certified staff of the unit district would be 

placed upon a new collectively bargained salary schedule.  The estimated amount the 

newly reorganized unit district in Scenario One would receive for the four years is 

$14,930,452.  These numbers are taken from the Fall 2010 Public Certified Staff in full-

time equivalents with pupil/staff ratios.  In this incentive, theoretically all of the districts 

participating in the study would be increasing staff salaries to bring them to the level of 

the highest salary schedule. Please keep in mind that all collective bargaining 

agreements are dissolved in a newly reorganized district and must be renegotiated with 

the new certified/non-certified staff.  However, it is hard to conceptualize any eventuality 

that would preclude all of the other districts from beginning at the point of the highest 

current salary schedule for their negotiations.  Individual costs to bring the teachers to 

the schedule are listed on the ISBE estimates which are included at the end of this 

chapter.  It must be remembered that after four years, the newly reorganized district 

would have to be ready to absorb the increased labor costs for their certified and non-

certified employees.  There are no estimates of the costs for non-certified employees 

from ISBE but it can only be concluded that their salaries would also escalate to the 

point of the highest non-certified staff level.   

 Having listed the costs of the salary differential, there would be savings incurred 

by the newly reorganized district in coalescing the certified and non-certified staff of the 
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districts.  Certainly, there would be substantial savings in the central office staff and 

administration of the districts.  There will probably be other staff reductions, especially in 

the junior high school staff, as all districts, are providing a duplicated junior high school 

program.  It is the opinion of the consultant that staff salary savings by 

duplication cannot  make up with changes in the certified and non-certified staff 

the differences necessary to bring certified and non-certified staff to the highest 

current salary level for Scenario One. Scenario Two has a much more narrow 

band of salaries to combine and this difference could be made up by reductions 

in central office or other certified and non-certified staff.  It will be up to the new 

Board of Education to make these determinations for staffing levels for the newly 

reorganized district. 

The $4,000 per certified staff members (241) of the districts would be 

approximately $1,004,000 for Scenario One and $1,416, 000 for Scenario Two..  This 

incentive may be paid for up to three years based on the reorganized districts rank in 

EAV Per Pupil and ADA.  Payment(s) will start after the first year of reorganization and 

is flexible from year to year depending on the number of certified staff.  The newly 

reorganized district is eligible for one of these incentive payments in Scenario One and 

two in Scenario Two..  These funds that are received are unrestricted and may be 

utilized as the newly reorganized district feels is in their best interests.   

 There would be no debt difference payment based upon the audited fund 

balances of 2009-2010 and an average of certain expenditures in the funds utilized in 

the debt difference calculation. 
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Reorganization Incentives 

• General State Aid Difference = $-0- over the first 
four years of the new district in Scenario One and 
$536,252 for Scenario Two  

 
• Certified Staff Salary Difference = $14,930,452 over 

the first four years of the new district for Scenario One 
and $512,020 for Scenario Two. 

 
• $4,000 per Certified Staff Member = $1,004,000 at 

the end of the second year of the newly consolidated 
district in Scenario One and $1,416,000 divided 
equally at the end of the second and third year of the 
new district. 

 
• Debt Difference  = 0 to be received immediately after 

the creation of the newly consolidated district. 
 

• Total Over Four Years: $15,934,452 for Scenario 
One and $2,464,272 for Scenario Two. 

 
 
Impact on School Finances Through Differential in District’s 
Taxing Authority: Dual Districts to Units 

 

A major deterrent to school district reorganization for dual districts is inequity of 

permissive taxing authority applicable to the different types of school districts in 

Illinois.  These permissive rates are established by state law and limit certain taxes 

that a school district can levy without passage of a referendum.  The permissive tax 

rates for elementary and high school districts are the same but when added together 

exceed the permissive tax rates of unit districts. 

In 1984, the General Assembly, equalized the permissive taxing authority in the 

Education Fund for unit districts with dual districts in a gradual process ending in 

1988.  Again in 1989, the General Assembly addressed this taxing inequity and will 
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equalize the permissive taxing of unit districts in the Operations and Building and 

Maintenance Fund culminating in 1992.  

Thus, the equalization process has begun in two very important operating school 

district funds, but there still remain four funds with an inequity.  These inequities in 

taxing authority have been referred to as one of the “disincentives” to voluntary school 

district reorganization, and it is hoped that the General Assembly will address the 

three remaining taxing inequities in the future and remove this obstacle to district’s 

considering reorganization. 

In this study of the merging of existing dual districts, there is an inherent 

reduction in taxing authority in the conversion from dual district to unit district status.  

This reduction is indicated in the following chart and entails up to a $.19 reduction of 

taxing authority for a newly reorganized unit district made up of former dual districts. 

 

Permissive Maximum Tax Rates 

Levy Tax Year El & H.S. Total Unit 

Educational 1998 .92         .92 1.84 1.84 

Operations, Building & 
Maintenance 1998 .25         .25 .50 .50 

Transportation 1998 .12         .12 .24 .20 

Working Cash 1998 .05        .05 .10 .05 

Life Safety 1998 .05         .05 .10 .05 

Facility Leasing (Rent) 1998 .05         .05 .10 .05 

 

 
 Included in the following chart are the reorganization incentives provided to 
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 school districts since 1986.  The consultant is often asked, “Has the State of Illinois 

always paid its obligations for these reorganizations. “ In 1987, ISBE did not allocate a 

sufficient amount in its line item for reorganization to pay all authorized incentive costs.  

ISBE prorated the amount given to all school districts based on the amount available 

and paid the remaining costs in full the following year.  In 2003, Governor Blagojevich 

deleted the line item for reorganization costs in his original budget presented to the 

General Assembly.  This line item was totally restored in his final budget. 
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Reorganization Incentives: 

FY 1986 $1,361,511 

FY 1987 $859,764 

FY 1988 $1,767,794 

FY 1989 $8,144,705 

FY 1990 $9,531,341 

FY 1991 $6,000,000 

FY 1992 $6,000,000 

FY 1993 $8,400,000 

FY 1994 $17,669,000 

FY 1995 $14,785,497 

FY 1996 $14,075,596 

FY 1997 $9,116,918 

FY 1998 $6,030,925 

FY 1999 $3,970,770 

FY 2000 $3,608,208 

FY 2001 $3,177,269 

FY 2002 $3,484,142 

FY 2003 $1,522,906 

FY 2004 $880,027 

Totals $120,386,373 
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General State Aid Difference Incentive: 

           Consolidation into Unit District 
            

              
              
       

General  
 

4 Year 
    

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   State Aid   Total   

   
              

 
Washington CHSD 308 

 
1188 

 

53-090-3080-
16 

        

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

        

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

        

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

 
  

 
  

    

   
3867 

   
$0 a $0 

    
              
              General State Aid (GSA) Difference Incentive is payable for 4 years. 

        Estimate is based on GSA for the 2010-2011 Claim, Payable in 2011-2012. 
        General State Aid is calculated for the combined district for the first year during which the reorganization becomes effective. 

  General State Aid is also calculated for the effective districts prior to the reorganization. 
      If the sum of the GSA for the individual districts prior to the reorganization is greater than the GSA for the combined district,   

    a supplementary state aid payment equal to the difference will be made.  If the amount of GSA after reorganization is greater  
    than the combined GSA the districts would have received prior to reorganization, the incentive is $0. 

     
              
              aEstimated GSA for Washington HSD & Elementary Districts as Unit District AFTER reorganization = $11,463,053.19 if formed from combined EL territory 
Estimated GSA for Washington HSD & Elementary Districts as Unit District AFTER reorganization = $11,556,447.51 if formed from HS territory 
Sum of GSA for Washington CHSD 308, District 50 Schools, Central SD 51, & Washington SD 52 as INDIVIDUAL districts = $10,297,862.13 
Unit district estimated to receive $1,165,191.06 MORE GSA than as individual districts if formed from combined EL territory 

  Unit district estimated to receive $1,258,585.38 MORE GSA than as individual districts if formed from HS territory 
    Unit district estimated to receive $1,275,041.51 MORE Formula if formed from EL territory or $1,368,435.83 MORE Formula if formed from HS territory 

Unit district estimated to receive $109,850.45 LESS Poverty Grant than as individual districts 
      

              
              *Total number of students - based on 2010-2011 Public School Fall Enrollment and Housing Report 

       Assumption: Unit district formed from combined EL territory 
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Estimated GSA Difference Incentive 
Estimated GSA Entitlement - after Reorganization 

 
$11,463,053.19  

  (Formula + Poverty) 
  

   GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 
    (Formula + Poverty): 
  District 50 Schools $3,010,255.86  

 Central SD 51 $2,264,010.74  
 Washington SD 52 $2,231,546.45  
 Washington CHSD 308 $2,792,049.08  
 

   Total GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 
 

$10,297,862.13  

   Gain (Loss)  Loss = Incentive 
 

$1,165,191.06  

   Estimated Difference in Formula Calculation 
Estimated Formula - after Reorganization 

 
$11,015,497.01  

   Formula - before Reorganization 
  District 50 Schools $2,699,676.85  

 Central SD 51 $2,195,241.17  
 Washington SD 52 $2,147,160.53  
 Washington CHSD 308 $2,698,376.95  
 Total Formula - before Reorganization 

 
$9,740,455.50  

   Gain (Loss) in Formula Calculation 
 

$1,275,041.51  
Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation 

Estimated Poverty Grant - after Reorganization 
 

$447,556.18  
Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 

  District 50 Schools $310,579.01  
 Central SD 51 $68,769.57  
 Washington SD 52 $84,385.92  
 Washington CHSD 308 $93,672.13  
 Total Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 

 
$557,406.63  

Gain (Loss) in Poverty Grant Calculation 
 

($109,850.45) 
 

Detail of Difference Difference Total     
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District 50 Schools Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Three Year Average 
ADA 
  

   
  

Central SD 51 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, March, and May/June; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Washington SD 52 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Washington CHSD 308 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and Nov; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

The estimate of proposed unit district would have Best Three Months of Aug/Sept, Oct, and May/June; 
proposed unit district estimated to be paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Converting elementary district attendance days to Washington HSD calendar and change in Best Three 
Months caused an overall decrease of 5.66 ADA (5.66 ADA @ $6,119 Foundation Level = $34,633.54) 
          
ADA decrease from original to consolidated (34,633.54)       

     
Due to PTELL calculations using combined EL EAV, estimated unit EAV less than combined EL EAV and 
greater than HS EAV; decrease in EAV = decrease in Local Area Resources = increase in GSA ($221,469 
decrease in EL EAV @ EL factor of 0.0230); increase in EAV = increase in Local Area Resources = decrease 
in GSA ($2,461,692 increase in HS EAV @ HS factor of 0.0105) 
GSA increase due to decrease in EL EAV 5,093.78  

   GSA decrease due to increase in HS EAV (25,847.77) 
   

     
Factor used for unit GSA results in less Local Area Resources than sum of Local Area Resources for 
separate dual districts; decrease in Local Area Resources = increase in GSA ($380,122,584 EAV @ 0.0035 
decrease in factor from dual to unit) 
GSA increase due to change in calculation 
factor 1,330,429.04  

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Formula 
Calculation 

 
1,275,041.51  

  
     
     District 50 Schools paid $894.19 per DHS Average for Poverty       
Central SD 51 paid $375.79 per DHS Average for Poverty 

  
  

Washington SD 52 paid $439.51 per DHS Average for Poverty 
  

  
Washington CHSD 308 paid $408.46 per DHS Average for 
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Poverty 
Estimated proposed unit district would be paid $470.29 per DHS Average for Poverty     
Decrease to Poverty Grant due to District 50 
students ($423.90 per 347.33 DHS Average)     (147,233.18) 

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Central 
students ($94.50 per 183.00 DHS Average)     17,293.50  

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Washington 
students ($30.78 per 192.00 DHS Average)     5,909.76  

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Washington 
HS students ($61.83 per 229.33 DHS Average)     14,179.47  

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation (109,850.45) 

  
     
     Total Estimated Difference = Estimated GSA Difference Incentive 1,165,191.06  
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Assumption: unit district formed from combined EL 
territory 

 
    2009 Limiting Rate (truncated to 4 decimal places): 

 District 2009 EAV Limiting Rt Extension 
District 50 82,316,934 0.027201 2,239,102.92 
Central 51 209,754,403 0.019635 4,118,527.70 
Washington 52 134,845,167 0.021187 2,856,964.55 
Washington HSD 425,675,555 0.019397 8,256,828.74 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 852,592,059 
 

17,471,423.92 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV Limiting Rt 

 17,471,424 426,916,504 0.040924686 4.0924 

    
    
    2008 Operating Tax Rate (truncated to 5 decimal places): 

 District 2008 EAV OTR Extension 
District 50 79,304,203 0.0279901 2,219,732.57 
Central 51 191,415,847 0.0199774 3,823,990.94 
Washington 52 129,419,960 0.0217424 2,813,900.54 
Washington HSD 399,900,682 0.0197861 7,912,474.88 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 800,040,692 
 

16,770,098.94 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV OTR 

 16,770,099 400,140,010 0.041910578 4.19105 
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Assumption: Unit district formed from HS territory 

  
   Estimated GSA Difference Incentive 
Estimated GSA Entitlement - after Reorganization 

 
$11,556,447.51  

  (Formula + Poverty) 
  

   GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 
    (Formula + Poverty): 
  District 50 Schools $3,010,255.86  

 Central SD 51 $2,264,010.74  
 Washington SD 52 $2,231,546.45  
 Washington CHSD 308 $2,792,049.08  
 Total GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 

 
$10,297,862.13  

Gain (Loss)  Loss = Incentive 
 

$1,258,585.38  
Estimated Difference in Formula Calculation 

Estimated Formula - after Reorganization 
 

$11,108,891.33  
Formula - before Reorganization 

  District 50 Schools $2,699,676.85  
 Central SD 51 $2,195,241.17  
 Washington SD 52 $2,147,160.53  
 Washington CHSD 308 $2,698,376.95  
 

   Total Formula - before Reorganization 
 

$9,740,455.50  

   Gain (Loss) in Formula Calculation 
 

$1,368,435.83  
Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation 

Estimated Poverty Grant - after Reorganization 
 

$447,556.18  

   Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 
  District 50 Schools $310,579.01  

 Central SD 51 $68,769.57  
 Washington SD 52 $84,385.92  
 Washington CHSD 308 $93,672.13  
 

   Total Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 
 

$557,406.63  
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Gain (Loss) in Poverty Grant Calculation 
 

($109,850.45) 
Detail of Difference Difference Total     

District 50 Schools Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Three Year Average 
ADA 
  

   
  

Central SD 51 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, March, and May/June; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Washington SD 52 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Washington CHSD 308 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and Nov; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

The estimate of proposed unit district would have Best Three Months of Aug/Sept, Oct, and May/June; 
proposed unit district estimated to be paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Converting elementary district attendance days to Washington HSD calendar and change in Best Three 
Months caused an overall decrease of 5.66 ADA (5.66 ADA @ $6,119 Foundation Level = $34,633.54) 
          
ADA decrease from original to consolidated (34,633.54)       

     
Due to PTELL calculations using HS EAV, estimated unit EAV less than combined EL EAV and less than HS 
EAV; decrease in EAV = decrease in Local Area Resources = increase in GSA ($3,334,613 decrease in EL 
EAV @ EL factor of 0.0230 and $651,452 decrease in HS EAV @ HS factor of 0.0105) 
GSA increase due to decrease in EL EAV 76,696.09  

   GSA increase due to decrease in HS EAV 6,840.24  
   

     Factor used for unit GSA results in less Local Area Resources than sum of Local Area Resources for 
separate dual districts; decrease in Local Area Resources = increase in GSA ($377,009,440 EAV @ 0.0035 
decrease in factor from dual to unit) 
GSA increase due to change in calculation 
factor 1,319,533.04  

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Formula 
Calculation 

 
1,368,435.83  

  
     
     District 50 Schools paid $894.19 per DHS Average for Poverty       
Central SD 51 paid $375.79 per DHS Average for Poverty 

  
  

Washington SD 52 paid $439.51 per DHS Average for Poverty 
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Washington CHSD 308 paid $408.46 per DHS Average for 
Poverty 

  
  

Estimated proposed unit district would be paid $470.29 per DHS Average for Poverty     
Decrease to Poverty Grant due to District 50 
students ($423.90 per 347.33 DHS Average)     (147,233.18) 

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Central 
students ($94.50 per 183.00 DHS Average)     17,293.50  

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Washington 
students ($30.78 per 192.00 DHS Average)     5,909.76  

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Washington 
HS students ($61.83 per 229.33 DHS Average)     14,179.47  

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation (109,850.45) 

  
     
     Total Estimated Difference = Estimated GSA Difference Incentive 1,258,585.38  
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Assumption: unit district formed from HS territory 

 2009 Limiting Rate (truncated to 4 decimal places): 
 District 2009 EAV Limiting Rt Extension 

District 50 82,316,934 0.027201 2,239,102.92 
Central 51 209,754,403 0.019635 4,118,527.70 
Washington 52 134,845,167 0.021187 2,856,964.55 
Washington HSD 425,675,555 0.019397 8,256,828.74 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 852,592,059 
 

17,471,423.92 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV Limiting Rt 

 17,471,424 425,675,555 0.041043992 4.1043 

    2008 Operating Tax Rate (truncated to 5 decimal places): 
 District 2008 EAV OTR Extension 

District 50 79,304,203 0.0279901 2,219,732.57 
Central 51 191,415,847 0.0199774 3,823,990.94 
Washington 52 129,419,960 0.0217424 2,813,900.54 
Washington HSD 399,900,682 0.0197861 7,912,474.88 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 800,040,692 
 

16,770,098.94 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV OTR 

 16,770,099 399,900,682 0.04193566 4.19356 
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Deficit Fund Balance Incentive: 

          Consolidation into Unit District 
          

              
              
       

Deficit  
 

Grand  
    

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   

Fund 
Balance   Total   

   
              

 
Washington CHSD 308 

 
1188 

 

53-090-3080-
16 

 
$0 

      

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

 
$0 

      

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

 
$0 

      

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

 
$0 

      
   

3867 
   

$0 
 

$0 
    

              Deficit Fund Balance Incentive is payable for 1 year. 
        Estimate is based on the Annual Financial Report (AFR) for the year ending 6/30/10.  The 3-year average calculation 

is based on the AFR  for the years ending 6/30/09, 6/30/08, and 6/30/07. 
      Deficit Fund Balance Incentive is calculated by summing the fund balances of the Educational, O & M, Transportation,  

and Working Cash funds. 
            An additional calculation is made for Purchased Services, Supplies, and Capital Outlay of the same funds.  If 

 current year's   expenditures are greater than the three prior years' average expenditures 
   the Deficit Fund Balance Incentive will be reduced by that amount. 

      Washington CHSD 308, District 50 Schools, Central SD 51, and Washington SD 52 each had positive 
  combined fund balances for 6/30/10. 
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Cash 

   
Working 

  
 

or Educational O & M Transportation Cash 
 

Grand 
County/District Accrl Fund Fund Fund Fund Total Total 

        Tazewell County 
       

        Washington CHSD 308 Cash 7,823,362  984,578  461,120  2,498,617  11,767,677  
 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 Less Early Taxes: Spec 

Ed 
     

0  
 

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

 Adj. Fund Balance 
 

7,823,362  984,578  461,120  2,498,617  
 

11,767,677  

        
        District 50 Schools Cash 2,739,310  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,300,468  

 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 
         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 Less Early Taxes: Spec 

Ed 
     

0  
 

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

 Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,739,310  339,161  279,999  941,998  
 

4,300,468  

        
        Central SD 51 Cash 3,400,028  820,423  542,614  237,827  5,000,892  

 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 
         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 Less Early Taxes: Spec 

Ed 
     

0  
 

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

 Adj. Fund Balance 
 

3,400,028  820,423  542,614  237,827  
 

5,000,892  

        
        Washington SD 52 Cash 2,491,151  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,903,027  

 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 
         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 



 

 244 

Less Early Taxes: Spec 
Ed 

     
0  

 
  

_ _ _ _ _ 
 Adj. Fund Balance 

 
2,491,151  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  

 
4,903,027  

        Total Fund Balance from Page 8 of the 2010 AFR; Early Taxes from Page 24 of the 2010 AFR 
 
 
County/District Accrl Fund Fund Fund Fund Total 

       Tazewell County 
      

       Washington CHSD 
308 Cash 7,822,626  984,578  461,120  2,498,617  11,766,941  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_____________ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

7,822,626  984,578  461,120  2,498,617  11,766,941  

       
       District 50 Schools Cash 2,717,585  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,278,743  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_____________ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,717,585  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,278,743  

       
       Central SD 51 Cash 3,311,965  820,423  542,614  237,827  4,912,829  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

3,311,965  820,423  542,614  237,827  4,912,829  

       
       Washington SD 52 Cash 2,417,615  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,829,491  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,417,615  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,829,491  
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       Unreserved Fund Balance from Page 5 of the 2010 AFR; Early Taxes from Page 24 of the 2010 AFR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Salary Difference Incentive: 

            Consolidation into Unit District 
            

 
District   Enrollment*   

RCDT 
Code   Teachers   Salary   Total   Salary 

  
                

 
Washington CHSD 308 1188 

 

53-090-3080-
16 

 
73 

 
$3,732,613 

   
$66,624 

  

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

 
53 

 
0 

   
$43,510 

  

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

 
63 

 
0 

   
$44,531 

  

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

 
52 

 
0 

   
$45,168 

  

   
3867 

   
241 

 
$3,732,613 a ####### 

    
                
                Salary Difference Incentive is payable for 4 years. 

          Estimate is based on the Number of Full Time Teachers and the Average Paid Salary taken from the 2011 Illinois District Report Card 
Calculation is equal to the difference of the sum of the salaries earned by each teacher in their original district and the sum of the 
   salaries they would have been paid if placed on the highest salary schedule of the districts involved. 

  Estimated incentives are based on average salaries.  Actual incentive will be calculated by placing each teacher on the highest 
   salary schedule based on education and years of experience. 

        
                
                a  Washington HSD had highest average salary of the 4 districts 

           Washington HSD compared to District 50: $66,624 - $43,510 = $23,114 x 53 = $1,225,042 
       Washington HSD compared to Central 51: $66,624 - $44,531 = $22,093 x 63 = $1,391,859 
       Washington HSD compared to Washington 52: $66,624 - $45,168 = $21,456 x 52 = $1,115,712 

     $1,225,042 + $1,391,859 + $1,115,712 = $3,732,613 
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NOTE: the over $20,000 differences in average salary could result in an overestimate of incentives.  A more 
accurate estimate can be obtained by placing each teacher on the highest salary schedule of the districts involved 
& computing the difference in actual salary 

  

  
                NOTE: Above estimates assume staffing levels of new district to be the same as the combined staffing levels of the original districts. 
The estimates do not take into account potential increase or decrease of staff levels due to the reorganization. 

 
                *Total number of students - based on 2010-2011 Public School Fall Enrollment and Housing Report 

       
 
$4,000 per Certified Staff Incentive: 

            Consolidation into Unit District 
            

              
              
       

# Certified 
 

Certified 
 

Grand  
  

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   Staff   Staff   Total   

 
              

 
Washington CHSD 308 

 
1188 

 

53-090-3080-
16 

 
74 

      

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

 
56 

      

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

 
66 

      

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

 
55 

      

   
3867 

   
251 

 
$1,004,000 a $1,004,000 

  
              
              $4,000 per Certified Staff Incentive is payable 1, 2, or 3 years based on the reorganized district's rank in EAV/Pupil and ADA. 

  Payment(s) start after the first complete year of reorganization and is flexible from year to year depending on the number of certified staff employed. 
Actual incentive is based on the number of full-time, certified staff employed in the reorganized district. 

    Estimate is based on the Number of Full Time Teachers taken from the 2011 Illinois District Report Card adjusted for estimated non-teaching 
  certified staff (Washington HSD = 1 addl in estimate; District 50 = 3 addl in estimate; Central 51 = 3 addl in estimate; Washington 52 = 3 addl in estimate) 
No annexing or resulting district shall be entitled to this payment unless such district acquires at least 30% of the ADA of the district being  

   annexed. 
            

              aBased on estimated rank in EAV/Pupil and ADA, this reorganization estimated to receive incentive payment(s) for 1 year. 
  251 x $4,000 
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              NOTE: Above estimates assume staffing levels of new district to be the same as the combined staffing levels of the original districts. 
  The estimates do not take into account potential increase or decrease of staff levels due to the reorganization. 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
$4,000 / Certified Staff - Quintile Ranks - EAV & ADA from FY11 GSA 

 
Washington CHSD 308 and Elementary Districts into Unit District 

 
Estimated EAV/Pupil and ADA for new district from FY 12 GSA Claim 

 
Est EAV/Pupil = $426,439,598 / 3,725.36 = $114,469 = 2nd Quintile (EL EAV) 

Est EAV/Pupil = $418,782,161 / 3,725.36 = $112,414 = 2nd Quintile (HS EAV) 

Estimated ADA = 3,725.36 = 1st Quintile 
    

Unit School Districts 
      

Quintile 
 

EAV / Pupil 
 

ADA 

1st 
 

$147,749 and above 
 

2,229.25 and above 

2nd 
 

$108,241 to $146,676 
 

1,126.91 to 2,152.13 

3rd 
 

$87,761 to $107,797 
 

693.18 to 1,106.85 

4th 
 

$67,579 to $87,598 
 

424.72 to 682.33 

5th 
 

$67,466 and below 
 

423.35 and below 

 Reorganized District's Rank 
in EAV / Pupil by Quintile 

 
Reorganized District's Rank in ADA by Quintile 

  

      
1st Quintile 2nd Quintile 

3rd/4th/5th 
Quintile 

      

   
1st Quintile 

  
1 Year 1 Year 1 Year 
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2nd Quintile 

  
1 Year 2 Years 2 Years 

   
3rd Quintile 

  
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

   
4th Quintile 

  
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

   
5th Quintile 

  
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

         
Incentive estimated payable for 1 Years 

    Summary of Estimated Incentive Payments: 
        Consolidation into Unit District 

         
            Washington CHSD 308 

          District 50 Schools 
          Central SD 51 
          Washington SD 52 
          

            
           

4 Year  

   
Year 1   Year 2   Year 3   Year 4   Total 

                     GSA Difference Incentive $0 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 
 

$0 
         Deficit Fund Balance Incentive $0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

         Salary Difference Incentive $3,732,613 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$14,930,452 
         $4,000 per Certified Staff 
Incentive $0 

 
$1,004,000 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$1,004,000 

                               Total 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$4,736,613 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$3,732,613 
 

$15,934,452 

            
            NOTE: All payments of Reorganization Incentives subject to yearly adequate appropriations by the General Assembly 
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Consolidation 

          
       

General  
 

4 Year 
  

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   State Aid   Total   

 
            

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

      

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

      

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

      
       

  
 

  
  

   
2679 

   
$134,063 a $536,252 

  
            
            
   

 
        General State Aid (GSA) Difference Incentive is payable for 4 years. 

      Estimate is based on GSA for the 2010-2011 Claim, Payable in 2011-2012. 
      General State Aid is calculated for the combined district for the first year during which the reorganization becomes effective. 

General State Aid is also calculated for the effective districts prior to the reorganization. 
    If the sum of the GSA for the individual districts prior to the reorganization is greater than the GSA for the combined district,   

  a supplementary state aid payment equal to the difference will be made.  If the amount of GSA after reorganization is greater  
  than the combined GSA the districts would have received prior to reorganization, the incentive is $0. 

   
            
            aEstimated GSA for District 50 / Central / Washington AFTER reorganization = $7,371,749.76 

    Sum of GSA for District 50 Schools, Central SD 51, and Washington SD 52 as INDIVIDUAL districts = $7,505,813.05 
 Reorganized district estimated to receive $134,063.29 LESS GSA than as individual districts:  GSA Difference Payment = $134,063 

Reorganized district estimated to receive $32,266.68 LESS Formula and $101,796.61 LESS Poverty Grant than as individual districts 
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*Total number of students - based on 2010-2011 Public School Fall Enrollment and Housing Report 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Estimated GSA Difference Incentive 
Estimated GSA Entitlement - after Reorganization 

 
$7,371,749.76  

  (Formula + Poverty) 
  

   GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 
    (Formula + Poverty): 
  District 50 Schools $3,010,255.86  

 Central SD 51 $2,264,010.74  
 Washington SD 52 $2,231,546.45  
 Total GSA Entitlement - before Reorganization 

 
$7,505,813.05  

   Gain (Loss)  Loss = Incentive 
 

($134,063.29) 

   Estimated Difference in Formula Calculation 
Estimated Formula - after Reorganization 

 
$7,009,811.87  

   Formula - before Reorganization 
  District 50 Schools $2,699,676.85  

 Central SD 51 $2,195,241.17  
 Washington SD 52 $2,147,160.53  
 Total Formula - before Reorganization 

 
$7,042,078.55  

   Gain (Loss) in Formula Calculation 
 

($32,266.68) 

   Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation 
Estimated Poverty Grant - after Reorganization 

 
$361,937.89  
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   Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 
  District 50 Schools $310,579.01  

 Central SD 51 $68,769.57  
 Washington SD 52 $84,385.92  
 

   
   Total Poverty Grant - before Reorganization 

 
$463,734.50  

   Gain (Loss) in Poverty Grant Calculation 
 

($101,796.61) 
Detail of Difference Difference Total     

District 50 Schools Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Three Year Average 
ADA 
  

   
  

Central SD 51 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, March, and May/June; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Washington SD 52 Best Three Months were Aug/Sept, Oct, and April; district paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

The estimate of combined district of District 50, Central and Washington would have Best Three Months of 
Aug/Sept, Oct, and May/June; combined district estimated to be paid on Current Year ADA 
  

   
  

Converting District 50 and Washington attendance days to Central calendar and change in Best Three 
Months caused an overall decrease of 8.30 ADA (8.30 ADA @ $6,119 Foundation Level = $50,787.70) 
          
ADA decrease from original to consolidated (50,787.70)       

     
Recalculation of estimated limiting rate and operating tax rate for combined district caused a decrease in EAV 
used in estimated combined GSA over the EAV used in individual district GSA; decrease in EAV causes 
increase in GSA ($805,262 EAV @ 0.0230 Calculation Rate = $18,521.03) 
EAV decrease from original to consolidated 18,521.03  

   
     Rounding (0.01) 

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Formula 
Calculation 

 
(32,266.68) 

  
     
     District 50 Schools paid $894.19 per DHS Average for Poverty       
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Central SD 51 paid $375.79 per DHS Average for Poverty 
  

  
Washington SD 52 paid $439.51 per DHS Average for Poverty 

  
  

Estimated combined district would be paid $501.07 per DHS Average for Poverty     
Decrease to Poverty Grant due to District 50 
students ($393.12 per 347.33 DHS Average)     (136,542.37) 

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Central 
students ($125.28 per 183.00 DHS Average)     22,926.24  

   Increase to Poverty Grant due to Washington 
students ($61.56 per 192.00 DHS Average)     11,819.52  

   
     Total Estimated Difference in Poverty Grant Calculation (101,796.61) 

  
     
     Total Estimated Difference = Estimated GSA Difference Incentive (134,063.29) 

   
 
 
 
2009 Limiting Rate (truncated to 4 decimal places): 

 District 2009 EAV Limiting Rate Extension 
District 50 82,316,934 0.027201 2,239,102.92 
Central 51 209,754,403 0.019635 4,118,527.70 
Washington 52 134,845,167 0.021187 2,856,964.55 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 426,916,504 
 

9,214,595.18 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV Limiting Rate 

 9,214,595 426,916,504 0.021584068 2.1584 

    
    
    2008 Operating Tax Rate (truncated to 5 decimal places): 

 District 2008 EAV OTR Extension 
District 50 79,304,203 0.0279901 2,219,732.57 
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Central 51 191,415,847 0.0199774 3,823,990.94 
Washington 52 129,419,960 0.0217424 2,813,900.54 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

   
0.00 

Totals 400,140,010 
 

8,857,624.05 

    
    Combined Extension Combined EAV OTR 

 8,857,624 400,140,010 0.022136312 2.21363 
 
Deficit Fund Balance Incentive: 

           Consolidation 
           

             
             
       

Deficit  
 

Grand  
   

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   

Fund 
Balance   Total   

  
             

 
District 50 Schools 

 
773 

 

53-090-0500-
02 

 
$0 

     

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 

53-090-0510-
02 

 
$0 

     

 
Washington SD 52 

 
837 

 

53-090-0520-
02 

 
$0 

     
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

$0 
     

   
2679 

   
$0 

 
$0 

   
             
             
             Deficit Fund Balance Incentive is payable for 1 year. 

         Estimate is based on the Annual Financial Report (AFR) for the year ending 6/30/10.  The 3-year average calculation is based on the AFR   
  for the years ending 6/30/09, 6/30/08, and 6/30/07. 

         Deficit Fund Balance Incentive is calculated by summing the fund balances of the Educational, O & M, Transportation, and Working Cash funds. 
An additional calculation is made for Purchased Services, Supplies, and Capital Outlay of the same funds.  If the current year's  

   expenditures are greater than the three prior years' average expenditures, the Deficit Fund Balance Incentive will be reduced by that amount. 
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District 50 Schools, Central SD 51, and Washington SD 52 each had positive combined Fund Balances for the year ending June 30, 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Cash 

   
Working 

  
 

or Educational O & M Transportation Cash 
 

Grand 
County/District Accrl Fund Fund Fund Fund Total Total 

        Tazewell County 
       

        District 50 Schools Cash 2,739,310  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,300,468  
 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 Less Early Taxes: Spec 

Ed 
     

0  
 

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

 Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,739,310  339,161  279,999  941,998  
 

4,300,468  

        
        Central SD 51 Cash 3,400,028  820,423  542,614  237,827  5,000,892  

 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 
         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
 Less Early Taxes: Spec 

Ed 
     

0  
 

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

 Adj. Fund Balance 
 

3,400,028  820,423  542,614  237,827  
 

5,000,892  

        
        Washington SD 52 Cash 2,491,151  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,903,027  

 Less 2009 taxes rec'd 
         prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  
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Less Early Taxes: Spec 
Ed 

     
0  

 
  

_ _ _ _ _ 
 Adj. Fund Balance 

 
2,491,151  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  

 
4,903,027  

        
        Total Fund Balance from Page 8 of the 2010 AFR; Early Taxes from Page 24 of the 2010 AFR 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Cash 

   
Working 

 
 

or Educational O & M Transportation Cash 
 County/District Accrl Fund Fund Fund Fund Total 

       Tazewell County 
      

       District 50 Schools Cash 2,717,585  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,278,743  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_____________ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,717,585  339,161  279,999  941,998  4,278,743  

       
       Central SD 51 Cash 3,311,965  820,423  542,614  237,827  4,912,829  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

3,311,965  820,423  542,614  237,827  4,912,829  

       
       Washington SD 52 Cash 2,417,615  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,829,491  
Less 2009 taxes rec'd 

        prior to 6-30-10 
 

0  0  0  0  0  

  
_ _ _ _ _ 

Adj. Fund Balance 
 

2,417,615  1,183,230  214,416  1,014,230  4,829,491  
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       Unreserved Fund Balance from Page 5 of the 2010 AFR; Early Taxes from Page 24 of the 2010 AFR 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Salary Difference Incentive: 

           Consolidation 
             

               

       

# Full 
Time 

   
4 Year 

 

Avg. 
Teacher 

 
 

District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   Teachers   Salary   Total   Salary 
 

               
 

District 50 Schools 
 

773 
 

53-090-0500-02 
 

53 
 

0 
   

$43,510 
 

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 
53-090-0510-02 

 
63 

 
0 

   
$44,531 

 
 

Washington SD 52 
 

837 
 

53-090-0520-02 
 

52 
 

$128,005 
   

$45,168 
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0 

 
0 

   
$0 

 

   
2679 

   
168 

 
$128,005 a $512,020 

   
               Salary Difference Incentive is payable for 4 years. 

         Estimate is based on the Number of Full Time Teachers and the Average Paid Salary taken from the 2011 Illinois District Report Card 
Calculation is equal to the difference of the sum of the salaries earned by each teacher in their original district and the sum of the 
   salaries they would have been paid if placed on the highest salary schedule of the districts involved. 

 Estimated incentives are based on average salaries.  Actual incentive will be calculated by placing each teacher on the highest 
   salary schedule based on education and years of experience. 

       
               a  Washington SD 52 had highest average salary of three districts 

          Washington compared to District 50: $45,168 - $43,510 = $1,658 x 53 = $87,874 
      Washington compared to Central 51: $45,168 - $44,531 = $637 x 63 = $40,131 
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   $87,874 + $40,131 = $128,005 
           

               NOTE: Above estimates assume staffing levels of new district to be the same as the combined staffing levels of the original districts. 
The estimates do not take into account potential increase or decrease of staff levels due to the reorganization. 

 *Total number of students - based on 2010-2011 Public School Fall Enrollment and Housing Report 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$4,000 per Certified Staff Incentive: 

           Consolidation 
           

             
             
       

# Certified 
 

Certified 
 

Grand  
 

 
District   Enrollment*   RCDT Code   Staff   Staff   Total   

             
 

District 50 Schools 
 

773 
 

53-090-0500-02 
 

56 
     

 
Central SD 51 

 
1069 

 
53-090-0510-02 

 
66 

     
 

Washington SD 52 
 

837 
 

53-090-0520-02 
 

55 
     

 
  

 
  

 
  

       

   
2679 

   
177 

 
$708,000 a $1,416,000 

 
             
             $4,000 per Certified Staff Incentive is payable 1, 2, or 3 years based on the reorganized district's rank in EAV/Pupil and ADA. 

 Payment(s) start after the first complete year of reorganization and is flexible from year to year depending on the number of certified staff employed. 
Actual incentive is based on the number of full-time, certified staff employed in the reorganized district. 

   Estimate is based on the Number of Full Time Teachers taken from the 2011 Illinois District Report Card adjusted for estimated non-teaching 
  certified staff (District 50 = 3 additional in estimate; Central 51 = 3 additional in estimate; Washington 52 = 3 additional in estimate) 

 No annexing or resulting district shall be entitled to this payment unless such district acquires at least 30% of the ADA of the district being  
  annexed. 
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aBased on estimated rank in EAV/Pupil and ADA, this reorganization estimated to receive incentive payment(s) for 2 years. 
 177 x $4,000 

           
             
             NOTE: Above estimates assume staffing levels of new district to be the same as the combined staffing levels of the original districts. 

 The estimates do not take into account potential increase or decrease of staff levels due to the reorganization. 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$4,000 / Certified Staff - Quintile Ranks - EAV & ADA from FY11 GSA 

  
District 50 Schools / Central 51 / Washington 52  --  Consolidation 

  
Estimated EAV/Pupil and ADA for new district from FY 12 GSA Claim 

  
Estimated EAV/Pupil = $426,439,598 / 2,608.64 = $163,472 = 4th Quintile 

  
Estimated ADA = 2,608.64 = 1st Quintile 

     Elementary School 
Districts 

      
Quintile 

 
EAV / Pupil 

 
ADA 

1st 
 

$468,076 and above 
 

2,055.18 and above 

2nd 
 

$274,985 to $464,883 
 

1,073.58 to 2,052.70 

3rd 
 

$174,392 to $274,711 
 

524.20 to 1,056.56 

4th 
 

$116,763 to $174,006 
 

214.60 to 520.06 

5th 
 

$116,306 and below 
 

209.73 and below 

         

 
Reorganized District's Rank in 

 
Reorganized District's Rank in ADA by Quintile 
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EAV / Pupil by Quintile 

 

      
1st Quintile 

2nd 
Quintile 

3rd/4th/5th 
Quintile 

      

   
1st Quintile 

  
1 Year 1 Year 1 Year 

   
2nd Quintile 

 
1 Year 2 Years 2 Years 

   
3rd Quintile 

 
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

   
4th Quintile 

  
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

   
5th Quintile 

  
2 Years 3 Years 3 Years 

Incentive estimated payable for 2 Years 
      

 
Summary of Estimated Incentive Payments: 

        Consolidation 
          

            District 50 Schools 
          Central SD 51 
          Washington SD 52 
            

           
            
           

4 Year  

   
Year 1   Year 2   Year 3   Year 4   Total 

                     GSA Difference Incentive $134,063 
 

$134,063 
 

$134,063 
 

$134,063 
 

$536,252 
         Deficit Fund Balance Incentive $0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

 
$0 

         Salary Difference Incentive $128,005 
 

$128,005 
 

$128,005 
 

$128,005 
 

$512,020 
         $4,000 per Certified Staff 
Incentive $0 

 
$708,000 

 
$708,000 

 
$0 

 
$1,416,000 

                               Total 
 

$262,068 
 

$970,068 
 

$970,068 
 

$262,068 
 

$2,464,272 

            
            NOTE: All payments of Reorganization Incentives subject to yearly adequate appropriations by the General Assembly 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION HISTORY 
1983-84 TO 2003-04 

 

School District Reorganization in Illinois 1983-2003: Where Are We Now? 
 

 During the last twenty years, many school districts in Illinois have changed the size of the geographic area that they 

serve and in the manner in which they are organized.  Although today, it seems that Illinois has an extremely large 

number of districts, it should be remembered that a few decades ago, this state had an even larger number of districts.  

Before the end of the second world war, Illinois had nearly 12,000 school districts.  Through an evolutionary process, that 

number has decreased to the point where the current number of school district in Illinois is 889. 

 During the early 1980’s the concept and problems dealing with school district reorganization were extensively 

studied by ISBE and others not only in Illinois but throughout the USA.  In 1983, the first three “financial incentives” were 

offered to school districts that reorganized.  They included incentive money that guaranteed the equalization of salaries of 

all full-time certified staff of a newly reorganized district for three (now four) years.  General State Aid was “held harmless”, 

in that a duplicate calculation was made by ISBE for the initial three (now four) years of a newly reorganized district.  If 

General State Aid was calculated to be a higher amount separately than a newly reorganized district, the best of the 

calculations were given to the district for three (now four) years.  The third incentive was a one-time payment to a newly 
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reorganized district to erase the “operational deficit” of combining districts.  Over the years this has evolved into a 

complicated formula that essentially allows combining districts to start with at least a “zero deficit” in its major operating 

funds.  Lastly, in 1985, the so-called $4,000 incentive was enacted by the General Assembly.  This incentive guaranteed 

an annual payment of $4,000 per full-time certified staff member for a period of from one to three years based upon a 

formula called the “quintile system” which essentially gives more payments to smaller, poorer in EAV per student districts 

that reorganize.  

 There has been increasing emphasis in recent years on reducing the total number of school districts and on 

increasing the geographic area served by districts in order to increase district’s student enrollment and gain economic 

efficiency.  In May of 1985, the State Board of Education published a study on school district organization.  The report 

found that there was evidence that student’s “in the hundreds of very small districts were receiving a significant loss in 

opportunity to learn when the courses available to them are compared with those available in students in high schools 

with enrollments of over 500 pupils.”  That study concluded that the current system of organization meant that “uniform 

access to both adequate financial support and reasonable educational quality is not permitted by the present organization 

of our school districts.” 

 Public Act 84-126 made sweeping changes and mandated the school reorganization of many smaller districts into 

larger districts through an elaborate set of procedures.  However, due in no small part to tremendous political pressure, 

shortly after that law was passed, the General Assembly modified the law by Public Act 84-115 which became effective, 

March 20, 1986.  That law effectively eliminated the mandatory reorganization procedures which had been created by the 
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earlier law.  One of the requirements of the original law however was that each Regional Office of Education conduct a 

“required study of reorganization.”  It is with this beginning that currently ISBE awards districts interested in studying 

reorganization a payment for a feasibility study. 

         Notwithstanding the General Assembly amendment which caused Illinois to step back from mandated 

reorganization, there still exists strong interest and concern about what has come to be called “school consolidation.”  This 

article will deal briefly with some of the major issues involved in reorganization, how it has evolved in Illinois since 1983 

and to highlight some of the issues to be analyzed and the strategies which can be developed when the opportunity and 

challenge of school district reorganization arises in Illinois.  As a consultant that discusses consolidation with a great many 

school boards, I am often asked about the financial incentives and their reliability.  With two exceptions, one in 1996 in 

which the ISBE line item was not sufficient to pay all of the incentives for that year and last year in which the incentives 

were entirely eliminated by the Governor then later restored, the financial incentives have played a significant role in 

districts considering consolidation. The following chart indicates that since 1986, $120, 376, 373 were spent as incentives 

for school district reorganization. * 

 Legislation since 1983 has removed many of the “disincentives” discouraging reorganization.  Included in those 

disincentives are the equalization of taxing power of dual districts in the education and building fund.  However, 

“disincentives” continue to exist in the transportation, working cash, life safety and lease fund authorized levies for dual 

districts as compared to a unit district.  The following chart will illuminate some of the existing taxing “disincentives.”  ** 
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 While the mandated avenue of reorganization at the state level has met with a great deal of resistance by the local 

school districts, the legislature and ISBE has attempted to encourage further reorganization by enacting legislation 

favorable to districts contemplating reorganization and increasing the time that financial incentives are available for newly 

combined districts.  This variety of methods has sparked a renewed interest with generally smaller unit districts in dealing 

with their sparse high school populations and also small districts in general are looking at reorganization simply because 

the “economy of size” has caught up with their districts and they are finding it increasingly more difficult to fund the quality 

education of their students in an equitable and efficient manner.  The following chart indicates the general requirements 

and allowable methods for school district reorganization currently. *** 

 In any discussion of the variety of methods that are currently available in Illinois for consolidation, the methods 

have shown a continued strong interest and support by ISBE and the General Assembly to encourage school district to 

consider school district consolidation.  Over the last twenty years, there have several task forces discussing 

reorganization culminating with EFAB of 2003 in which sweeping changes were recommended.  With this variety of 

methods, there exists a veritable “potpourri” of allowable methods for all three kinds of school districts.  The following 

chart indicates the pace and choices for reorganization in Illinois since 1983. ****      
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 Consolidation Annex Annex/Cons. Deactivation Total Reorganization 

1983-84 1 1   2 

84-85 1    1 

85-86 4 1   5 

86-87 1 3   4 

87-88 6 4 1 2 13 

88-89 1 8 1 0 10 

90-91 2 3 2 1 8 

92-93 4 7   11 

93-94 3 4  1 8 

94-95 2 7  1 10 

95-96 2 1   3 

96-97  2   2 

97-98 1 2   3 

98-99 2 1   3 

99-00 1   1 2 

00-01 1 1   2 

01-02 1   2 3 

02-03     0 

03-04 1 5   6 

Totals 43 59 4 8 114 
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This document is intended to provide non-regulatory guidance on the subject matter listed 
above. For specific questions, please contact the person(s) identified in the document.  

 

 

 

Illinois State Board of Education 

July 31, 2006  
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SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION EFFORT BY CITIZENS  

A. How do I start?  

School district reorganization efforts sometimes begin with citizens rather than school boards. The 
community might have discussed this idea for years before any action occurs. Citizens will need to 
consider many factors to determine whether reorganization is a good option for their school district, as 
discussed in Question C below.  If a group of citizens concludes that a reorganization should move 
forward, a petition will need to be filed.  

B. What are the school district reorganization options?  

There are several types of school district reorganization.  They are:  
 1. Deactivation  
 2. Cooperative high school  
 3. Detachment/annexation  
 4. Dissolution/annexation  
 5. High School-Unit conversion  
 6. Unit district formation (Consolidation)  
 7. Combined school district   
 8. Unit to dual conversion  
 9. Optional elementary unit district (new)  
 10. Combined high school-unit district (new)  
 11. Multi-unit conversion (new)  
 
The Illinois State Board of Education has a more comprehensive guidance document, available at 
www.isbe.net/sfms/html/pa_94-1019.htm, which describes in greater detail the available options.  

C. What information should I gather?  

To determine whether reorganization is in the best interest of your school district, its students, and the 
community as a whole, you will need to assess curriculum, finances, school buildings, student 
transportation, extra-curricular activities, community feelings, and interest from neighboring school 
districts.  

D. What is a Committee of Ten, and do I need one?  

A Committee of Ten is a group of ten petitioners that has authority to act as attorney in fact for all 
petitioners.  Such a committee may amend the petition and make binding stipulations on behalf of all 
petitioners.  A Committee of Ten must be designated in all petitions filed under the new Article 11E.  
However, for detachment and dissolution, only those petitions that contain more than 10 signatures 
must designate a Committee of Ten.  Deactivations and cooperative high schools may go to 
referendum through school board resolution; a Committee of Ten is not needed.  
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E. Will I need the services of an attorney?  

Typically, an attorney is hired to draft the petition for the group of citizens or the school board(s). 
While an attorney is not required, hiring one can be beneficial because to be valid, a petition must 
comply with several statutory provisions.  Additional information must be included if the district is 
subject to a tax cap.  In addition, the petitioners often enlist the help of an attorney for the hearing.  

F. What are the petition requirements?  

There are no statutorily required forms for petitions, other than that petitions must include certain 
minimum requirements as listed below.  

Minimum requirements for an Article 11E petition are:  
1.  A request to submit the proposition at a regular scheduled election,  
2. A description of the territory comprising the districts proposed to be dissolved and those 

to be created,   
3. A specification of the maximum tax rates for various purposes the proposed district or 

districts shall be authorized to levy for various purposes, and if applicable, the 
specifications related to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law,  

4. A description of how supplementary State deficit difference payments will be allocated,   
5.  Where applicable, a division of assets and liabilities to be allocated,   
6.  A designation of a committee of ten of the petitioners as attorney in fact,   
7. Voter signatures with residence address, including those of the committee of ten of the 

petitioners, or board resolutions,  
8. Sheets of uniform size,  
9. Heading (prayer) on each sheet which includes the question to be submitted, where it will 

be submitted, and the election at which it will be submitted,  
10. Signature of a circulator who has witnessed the signature of each petitioner on that page, 

and   
11. Petition sheets that are bound securely and numbered consecutively.  
 
Minimum requirements for a Section 7-1 petition are:  
 
1. Full prayer on each page, and if a dissolution, the question to be submitted, where it will 

be submitted, and the election at which it will be submitted,  
2. Board resolutions, or signatures that match the official signatures and addresses of the 

registered voters as recorded in the office of the election authority having jurisdiction over 
the county, including those of the committee of ten of the petitioners,  

3. Date of signing recorded by each petitioner,  
4. Assertion that the proposed district will have a population of at least 2,000 and an 

equalized assessed valuation of at least $6 million,  
5. Assertion that the districts after the granting of the petition will be compact and 

contiguous,  
6. Description of the property to be dissolved and annexed, or if a detachment, a legal 

description of the property to be detached and annexed,  
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7. When the petition contains more than ten signatures, a designation of a committee of ten 
of the petitioners,  

8. Sheets of uniform size,  
9. Signature of a circulator who has witnessed the signature of each petitioner on that page, 

and  
10. Petition sheets that are bound securely and numbered consecutively.  

 
Minimum requirements for a Section 7-2 petition are:  

 
1. Assertion that the proposed district will have a population of at least 2,000 and an 

equalized assessed valuation of at least $6 million,   
2. Assertion that the districts after the granting of the petition will be compact and 

contiguous,  
3. Description of the property to be dissolved and annexed, or if a detachment, a legal 

description of the property to be detached and annexed,  
4. When the petition contains more than ten signatures, a designation of a committee of ten 

of the petitioners,  
5. Voter signatures with residence address, including those of the committee of ten of the 

petitioners, or board resolutions,  
6. Signature of a circulator who has witnessed the signature of each petitioner on that page,  
7. Sheets of uniform size,   
8. Heading (prayer) on each sheet, and if a dissolution, the question to be submitted, where it 

will be submitted, and the election at which it will be submitted, and  
9. Petition sheets that are bound securely and numbered consecutively.  
 

A subsection 7-2a(a) petition will always be either a Section 7-1 or 7-2 petition.  However, 
subsection 7-2a(a) further requires that the district to which the dissolving district shall be annexed 
be specified in the petition.   

The only express statutory requirement for a subsection 7-2a(b) petition is that it include voter signatures, 
including those of the committee of ten of the petitioners if applicable, or a board resolution. However, a 
description of the property to be dissolved is necessary for a determination by the regional board of 
school trustees about where to annex the dissolving district.  

G.  What is included on the signature pages of a petition?   

Where voter signatures are a required part of a petition, signature sheets must be prepared prior to 
circulation. Each signature sheet must include a heading (prayer) and space for petitioner signatures and 
residence addresses (except for a subsection 7-2a(b) dissolution).   At the bottom of each signature sheet, 
a circulator’s statement must be included. The circulator’s statement must be signed by a person 18 years 
of age or older who is a citizen of the United States, stating the street address or rural route number, as 
well as the county, city, village or town, and state.  The statement shall certify that the signatures on that 
sheet of the petition were signed in the circulator’s presence and are genuine. The statement shall further 
certify that to the best of the circulator’s knowledge and belief the persons so signing were at the time of 
signing the petition registered voters of the political subdivision in which the question of public policy is 
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to be submitted and that their respective residences are correctly stated therein.  Such statement shall be 
sworn to before some officer authorized to administer oaths in this State.   

H.  How do I circulate the petition for signatures?  

Volunteers typically walk door-to-door or set up in a public location to ask registered voters to sign. As 
circulators, such volunteers must certify that they personally witnessed the voters sign.  

I.  How many signatures do I need?  

If the petition is for a reorganization option under Article 11E of the School Code, you will need it 
signed by at least 50 legal resident voters or 10% of legal resident voters, whichever is less, from each 
affected district, or approved by the boards of each affected district.  

Article 7 reorganizations generally require that a petition be submitted by the boards of each district 
affected or by a majority of the registered voters in each district affected or by two-thirds of the 
registered voters in any territory proposed to be detached from one or more districts or in each of one or 
more districts proposed to be annexed to another district. If there are no registered voters within the 
territory proposed to be detached from one or more districts, then the petition may be signed by all of the 
owners of record of the real estate of the territory.   An exception is a dissolution petition filed pursuant 
to Section 7-2a.  A subsection 7-2a(a) petition may be made by the board of education or a majority of 
the legal voters residing in the district proposed to be dissolved.  No petition from any other district 
affected shall be required. A subsection 7-2a(b) petition may be adopted by resolution of the board of 
education or signed by a majority of registered voters of the district seeking the dissolution.  

No petition is required for a deactivation or cooperative high school.  Instead, the question can 
be put on a ballot through school board resolution.  

J.  Where do I file the petition?  

For an Article 11E reorganization where the territory described in the petition lies entirely within one 
educational service region, the petition is filed with the regional superintendent of schools for that 
region. Where the territory described in the petition lies within two or more educational service regions, 
the petition is filed with the regional superintendent who has supervision over the greater or greatest 
percentage of equalized assessed valuation. For an Article 7 reorganization, the petition is filed with the 
regional superintendent of schools of the regional office of education in which the territory described in 
the petition is situated.  Information about regional offices is available at www.isbe.net/regionaloffices . 

K.  What happens after I file a petition?  
 
The regional superintendent will determine whether the petition is valid.  If so, he or she will publish 
notice of a public hearing on the petition.  
 
L. Who is responsible for paying the costs associated with a reorganization?  
 
The petitioners are responsible for paying the costs of publishing the hearing notices and the costs of the 
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transcript of the public hearing.  Most regional superintendents require a deposit to cover these costs at 
the time of filing the petition.  Additionally, the petitioners are responsible for their expenses to draft the 
petition and any attorney fees they incur.  
 
M.  What is the purpose of the hearing?  
 
With the exception of a subsection 7-2a(b) dissolution where the regional board of school trustees shall 
hear evidence only to decide where to annex the dissolving district, a hearing is conducted to determine 
whether there is adequate evidence that the petition should proceed to the next step of the process.  
Where a detachment petition is approved, the districts involved may begin the transition.  Where a 
dissolution petition is approved, the regional superintendent will forward the public policy question to the 
clerk to be placed on the ballot.  Where an 11E petition is approved, the regional superintendent will 
forward the petition to the State Superintendent for review.  
 
N.  Who conducts the hearing?  
 
The regional superintendent or the regional board of school trustees, depending on what type of 
reorganization is sought, conducts the hearing.  In certain cases, a joint hearing will be held with 
another region.  
 
O.  What happens during the hearing?  
 
The regional superintendent listens to oral testimony and reviews evidence in the record from those in 
favor of and those opposed to the petition to reorganize the school districts.  Anyone in any affected 
district may attend the hearing to testify or submit written testimony.  

P.  Who makes the final decision about whether a dissolution or Article 11E 
reorganization is put on the ballot?   

For a dissolution, the regional board of school trustees will make a final determination.  For an Article 
11E reorganization, the regional superintendent of schools approves or denies the petition. The State 
Superintendent of Education reviews the petition to make a final decision. Decisions by a regional board 
or the State Superintendent may be appealed through the Administrative Review Law.  

Q.  How does the question get placed on the ballot?  

If approved, the regional superintendent submits the question to the county clerk(s) to be printed for the 
appropriate election.  
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R.  If the referendum fails, may I try again?  

Yes, however, you may have to wait up to two years before submitting a petition that covers the 
same territory.  

S.  If the referendum is successful, what is the next step?  

The school districts involved will need to plan for the transition.  

T.  Where can I look for more information?  

Three helpful resources are:  

1. The Illinois School Code, Article 7, Article 11E, Section 10-22.22 b and Section 10-22.22c (105 
ILCS 5/7, 105 ILCS 5/11E, 105 ILCS 5/10-22.22b, and 105 ILCS 5/10-22.22c),  

 2. Brochures on http://www.isbe.net/sfms/html/reorg_school.htm, and  

 3. The Public Act 94-1019 Guidance Document   
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 Glossary of Terms 

Assessed Value:  The amount entered on the assessment rolls as a basis for division of the 
tax burden.  This amount is subject to the State equalization factor and the deduction of the 
homestead exemptions. 
 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA):  The aggregate number of pupil days in attendance divided 
by the number of days in the regular school session.  A pupil who attends school for five or 
more clock hours while school is in session constitutes one pupil day of attendance.  The 
average daily attendance used to determine General State Aid is the three months of the most 
recent school year with the highest average daily attendance. 
 
Categorical Aid:  Money from the State or Federal government that is allocated to local school 
districts for special children or special programs. 
 
Corporate Personal Property Replacement Funds:  A state tax on the net income of 
corporations, partnerships and other businesses was enacted in 1979 to replace the local tax 
on the assessed value of corporate personal property.  These are taxes paid in lieu paid on 
1978 and prior years Corporate Personal Property assessed valuation. 
 
Dual School System:  The situation in which a separate elementary district (grades pre-k-8) 
and a high school district (grades 9-12) serve the same geographical area. 
 
Equalization Factor (State multiplier):  The factor that must be applied to local assessments 
to bring about the percentage increase or decrease that will result in an equalized assessed 
valuation equal to one-third of the market value of taxable property in a school district (other 
than farm acreage and buildings). 
 
Equalized Assessed Valuation:  The assessed value of real property multiplied by the State 
equalization factor; this gives the value of the property from which the tax rate is calculated after 
deducting homestead exemptions, if applicable.  For farm acreage and buildings, the final 
assessed value is the equalized value.  In determining a district's wealth for General Stated Aid 
purposes, a district's corporate personal property replacement funds are divided by a total tax 
rate to generate a corporate personal property replacement equalized assessed valuation.  This 
computed amount is combined with a district's real property equalized assessed valuation to 
determine its wealth for computing General State Aid Entitlement and Regular Pupil 
Transportation Claims. 
 
Extension:  The process by which the County Clerk determines the tax rate needed to raise 
the revenue certified to the County Clerk by each school district in the county.  The extension is 
the actual dollar amount billed to the property taxpayers. 
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Foundation Level:  A dollar level of financial support per student representing the combined 
total of state and local resources available as a result of the state aid formula.  The General 
State Aid Formula for 1989-90 provides a foundation level of $2,384.25 per weighted pupil, 
provided the district has an operating tax rate equal to or in excess of 1.28 percent, 1.10 
percent or 2.18 percent for elementary, high school, and unit districts, respectively.  The 
foundation level is dependent upon the State appropriation for General State Aid. 
 
Joint Agreement and/or Cooperative:  An educational program or programs in which two or 
more local education agencies and/or eligible institutions of higher education agree to 
participate by uniting efforts in accordance with a written agreement and by designating a fiscal 
and legal agent. 
 
Levy:  The amount of money a school district certifies to be raised from the property tax. 
 
Operating Expense Per Pupil:  The gross operating cost of a school district (excepting 
summer school, adult education, bond principal retired, and capital expenditures) divided by the 
average daily attendance for the regular school term, 
 
Operating Tax Rate:  A school district's total tax rate less the tax rates for bond and interest, 
rent, and vocational and junior colleges.  Districts may include tax rates extended for the 
payment of principal and interest on bonds issued for Fire Prevention, Safety, Environmental, 
Energy, and Working Cash at the rate of .05 percent per year for each purpose or the actual tax 
rate extended, whichever is less. 
 
Per Capita Tuition Charge:  The amount of local school district charges as tuition to 
nonresident students as defined by Section 18-3 of The School Code of Illinois.  This amount 
represents expenditures from local taxes and common school fund monies and is generated by 
deducting revenues for various state categorical programs, local user fees, and federal receipts 
from the operating expenses.  The divisor is the average daily attendance during the regular 
school term. 
 
Regional Superintendent:  The chief school officer for the county or counties that comprise an 
educational service region.  The Regional Superintendent exercises supervision and control 
over school districts and cooperatives within that region.  There are 57 Regional 
Superintendents in Illinois. 
 
State Aid Formulas: The formulas legislated by the General Assembly for apportioning 
General State Aid and certain categorical aids. 
 
Tax Effort:  The extent to which a local school district levies local taxes for schools. 
 
Tax-Rate Limit:  The tax-rate limit is the maximum tax rate that the county clerk may extend.  
Illinois law authorizes maximum tax rates without referendum, but districts may increase tax 
rates, within limits, subject to voter approval.  A limited number of tax rates exist without a 
tax-rate limit. 
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Unit District:  A school district that encompasses all grade level (Pre-K-12).  A term used 
interchangeably with a 12-grade district.  
 
Weighted Pupils:  General State Aid is provided to districts in Illinois based upon average day 
attendance (ADA).  The ADA figure used is subject to the use of weights and adjustments 
designed to enhance funding levels for pupils with varying educational needs.  In the General 
State Aid law, grade Pre-K-6 pupils are weighted 1.00, grade 7-8 pupils are weighted 1.05, and 
grade 9-12 pupils are weighted 1.25.  These weightings provide a Weighted Average Daily 
Attendance (WADA) figure.  Pupils from families with low incomes provide an additional type of 
weighting to attendance, one that adjusts average attendance upwards.  The additional formula 
adjustment for low-income pupils in a district ranges from zero to a maximum of .625.  In 
combination, the grade-level weighting and the poverty count adjustment create a district's 
"CWADA" or Chapter I Weighted Average Daily Attendance figure. 
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