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OAK PARK AND RIVER FOREST HIGH SCHOOL 

201 N. Scoville 

Oak Park, IL 60302 
 

Finance Committee Meeting Minutes 

February 17, 2015 
 

A Finance Committee meeting was held on February 17, 2015. Mr. Cofsky called the meeting to order at 

5:10 p.m. in the Board Room.  Committee members present were Thomas F. Cofsky, Dr. Ralph H. Lee, 

and Jeff Weissglass.  Also present were Dr. Steven T. Isoye, Superintendent; Tod Altenburg, Chief 

Financial Officer; Michael Carioscio, Chief Financial Officer; Dr. Gwendolyn Walker Qualls, Interim 

Director for Pupil Support Services; Philip M. Prale, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum & 

Instruction; and Gail Kalmerton, Executive Assistant/Clerk of the Board.  

  

Visitors included Sharon Patchak Layman, Board of Education member,  

 

Visitor Comments 

Ms. Patchak-Layman resident of Oak Park, spoke to the issue of District registration and IMS fees.  She 

had questions specifically about the Drivers Education and the Instructional Material Fees (IMF). Since 

the previous board meeting, she had reviewed the expenses of the program.  OPRFHS is number 6 in the 

state in terms of total cost, while 21 in the state in the number of students served.  Within the top three (3) 

schools for expenditures, three (3) collect no fees.  The administrative code says that a reasonable fee is 

calculated by dividing the sum of documented annual District costs for items (IMF, if not included in the 

District textbook fee, the cost of DE cars, car maintenance costs, fuel and insurance) by the number of 

students enrolled or participated in Driver Ed.  The District’s cost should not include any salaries or 

benefits of school personnel.  The cost of Driver Ed cars are to be amortized over a five year period.  

Currently, that is not $175,000 within the $133,000 worth of costs being used as fees.  Especially if the 

simulator replacement is amortized over 5 years.  Thus, the $75,000 in other annual expenses and the cost 

of the simulators would be a charge for the District that could be included in reasonable fees.  Presently, 

the $133,000 includes staffing.  

 

One of the items used in determining the materials fee is figured is the number of estimated paying 

students who bear the weight of the cost of the materials fees for those students with waivers.  It works 

out to be $50 to $60 per student in terms of the IMF.  The fee of $340 is actually $290, if all of the 

students were included evenly over the cost of the fees.  The School Code says the purchase for textbooks 

should be at the expense of the district.  She suggested that the expense of the District is in fact the funds 

from property taxes to pay this, not the expense of each student in the District who does not qualify for a 

waiver.  Both of those fees could be adjusted based on information available from the state through 

administrative rules and code.  Her concern about the sliding fee scale is for those families that are in the 

lowest percent, the 200% FRE rates based on Federal register or even the 250%, considering they may 

have an income of $30,000 to $35,000 and yet asking them to cover the cost of students who have waived 

fees, so their fees are an additional $50. The state allows for transportation on the handling as part of the 

overall cost and she was not sure that handling included the whole cost of running the bookstore for the 

entire year.  In business, handling is usually specifically for the activity going forward, i.e., purchasing of 

textbooks and getting them ready for distribution.   

 

She hoped the Committee would consider a sliding fee scale so that parents are not put into a position of 

feeling stressed when they walk into the building. 

 

Minutes 
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Mr. Cofsky moved to approve the Finance Committee minutes of January 13, 2015; seconded by Mr. 

Weissglass.  A voice vote resulted in all ayes.   

 

District Registration and Instructional Materials Fees 

Both of these were presented to the Board of Education for approval at its January 29, 2015 meeting.  

They were tabled because it was the consensus of the Board of Education members to consider an 

alternative sliding fee schedule proposed by a single Board of Education member. 

 

History on the evolution of the current fee structure was provided.  In 2011-12, the fee waiver process 

was separated from the Federal Free and Reduced Price Meals Program. So, unless a student was deemed 

homeless or “directly certified” as receiving free lunch under the parameters of SNAP/TAN/Foster by the 

State and he/she is receiving benefits to their in-district address, families must qualify each year by 

completing the District Fee and Instructional Materials Fee Waiver Application and provide supporting 

documents. Those documents include previous year's tax returns, current wages, social security benefits, 

and any unemployment statements, if applicable.  Students receiving Medicaid qualify for free lunch, but 

they are not deemed “directly certified” and must also apply separately for the District Fee and 

Instructional Materials Fee Waiver as they may not necessarily fall into the 130% of the Federal Poverty 

Guidelines parameter.  Any student not qualifying for a waiver is offered the option of a payment plan. 

 

Some relevant data points as of February 6, 2015 were included: 

 

Food Service   free lunch = 680 students   reduced lunch = 58 students  

Bookstore   approved fee waivers = 515 students  denied fee waivers = 55 students 

 

Families with extenuating circumstances have been allowed to go through the District’s appeal process if 

denied a fee waiver.  Five families this year have gone through that process and had their fees adjusted.  

Students are allowed to start school on the first day even with unpaid obligations and with a conversation 

with the parent.  

 

The District reviewed the alternative sliding fee schedule to measure its financial impact.  However, the 

potential impact is impossible to project because even though there is an indication of how many students 

fall into the free/reduced parameters (currently 735), the District does not know how many families did 

not apply for free and reduced lunch or fall into the over 185% to 300% of the federal poverty guidelines 

since reporting household income is not required in the student registration process.  Using the Census 

records from 2010 to make assumptions about how the proposed sliding fee schedule would impact 

OPRFHS, it was found that 29.6% of household incomes were below $75,000/year (300% parameter of 

family of 4).  Unfortunately, one cannot generalize this percentage to the OPRFHS community as there is 

no breakdown of the number of children/ages within these family households, what schools they attended, 

nor do the sub-categories align with the suggestion proration schedule. 

 

None of the 25 high school districts, primarily in Cook County and a few in the collar counties, with 

whom the District checked, use a sliding scale.   Additionally, none of the Association of School Business 

Officials that responded reported the use of a sliding fee schedule.   

 

Other considerations if such a change were include hiring additional staff to process potential questions, 

administering a voluntary survey a year in advance to gauge both the number of families that would 

benefit from this schedule and the impact it would have on the District’s budget, and changes to Policy 

4:130 and 4:140.  It was noted that the fees have remained constant for the last 3 years.  Mr. Altenburg 

will determine if other families are being paying the fees of those on waivers and if so, determine the 

magnitude of how that might be shifted to the fuller budget and he will provide those answers at the 

February Board of Education meeting.  
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While there was discussion about commencing an administrative study group on the issue of IMFs and 

sliding scale in order to make a recommendation next January for the 2016-17 school year, it was decided 

that because the distribution of fees and the current waiver process is covered by several Board of 

Education policies, the PEG Committee should bring forward changes to the policy.  Only if the Board of 

Education agreed to the changes would a study group be recommended.  Note: The study group should 

also consider the expenditure of devices and the movement of content from textbooks and devices in the 

IMF.  One member questioned how people around the state felt about fees and if the District were trying 

to manage issues of fairness or appropriateness of lower income families, which is a bigger issue than just 

fees.   Research desired would be:  Over which population were they distributed?  How is this allocated, 

i.e., salaries versus 5-year depreciation?   

 

The Committee unanimously agreed to support the administrative recommendation for the 2015-16 

school year and to bring this forward to the Board of Education at its regular February meeting for 

approval, noting that the District will validate the 1) share and 2) the School Code of Illinois.  One 

member stated that the state standard is to leverage the federal guidelines to gauge this and the 

information necessary to create a sliding scale is not available and to do collect that would put a heavy 

burden on the business office.   

 

The administration referenced Policy 4:142 – Bookstore, which says the Bookstore must be self-

sustaining.  Inventory and equipment might refer to textbooks.  This research may take longer to do and 

the information may not be available by the February Board of Education meeting.  Also, if one estimates 

that 800 Driver Ed students pay a fee of $200, that total cost would not cover salaries.   

 

PTAB Resolution 

It was the Finance Committee’s unanimous recommendation that the PTAB resolution be moved to the 

full Board of Education for approval at its regular February meeting.  This resolution will give the District 

in conjunction with the law firm of Franczek, Radelet P.C. authority to file a Request to Intervene in 

Appeal Proceedings for the reassessment of property within the District.  In the January to December 

2014 timeframe, Franczek intervened 5 times. 

 

Extension of Triton College Agreement 

It was the Finance Committee’s unanimous recommendation that the extension of Agreement between 

Community College District 504 “Triton College” and OPRFHS be moved forward to the Board of 

Education for approval at its February 26, 2015 meeting.  The contract is between District 200 and Triton 

College for its use of the OPRFHS campus for its evening school program.  The contract is status quo as 

last year but this is an extension of the agreement from July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2017.  In response 

to a question, the District does have a figure-print based investigation of arrest and conviction records of 

every Triton employee.   

 

Monthly Treasurer’s Report 

It was the Finance Committee’s unanimous recommendation to move the Monthly Treasurer’s Report 

forward to the Board of Education for approval at its regular February meeting.   

 

Monthly Financials 

It was the Finance Committee’s unanimous recommendation to move the Monthly Financials forward to 

the Board of Education for approval at its regular February meeting. 

 

Discussion of Long Term Facilities Plan 
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The committee outlined key questions that can be brought to the dialogue of a Long-term Facilities Plan, 

something that has been discussed by the Board of Education at various times.  What would a LTFP 

would look like?   

 

1) Start with the distinction between a facilities plan and facilities maintenance plan.  Most of the 

expenditures are the facilities maintenance plan.  

2) Determine the relationship between the LTFP group, the Strategic Plan Implementation Team 

around the Finance Committee, and the pool work.  Who is doing what and when and who is in 

charge?   

3) Because projected increasing enrollment is a driving issue, consider high utilization with 

minimum necessary construction.  How will the old pool spaces be connected to the LTFP if a 

new pool is built?  Is the enrollment increase a bubble or not?  The economic development 

policies being implemented by The Village of Oak Park could increase the density residential 

strategy.  The number of 4,000 students may be the floor, not the peak and the District needs to 

incorporate that into its thinking.  Oak Park is a bedroom community of Chicago and what 

happens to its economics has a direct effect on housing in Oak Park and River Forest and, 

therefore, the population of the District.   

4) It is important as a board to have a sense of history, a sense of continuum versus fragmentation.  

What has happened in the past? 

5) What is the scope? 

6) What are the resources available, who is involved and how do they intercept.   

 

Adjournment 

At 6:02 p.m. on February 17, 2015, Dr. Lee moved to adjourn the closed session; seconded by Mr. 

Weissglass.  A voice vote resulted in motion carried. 

        

 

 

 

       Submitted by Gail Kalmerton 

     Clerk of the Board  


