
LWVPR Observer Corp Report:
Park Ridge-Niles School District 64

Date of Meeting: 12.15.22

Type of Meeting: D64 Board Meeting

All members of the D64 board were present: Gareth Kennedy, Carol Sales, Phyllis Lubinski,
Denise Pearl, Larry Ryles, Tom Sotos, and Nicole Woitowich

Media Coverage? yes

Was there a Quorum? yes

Approximately how many attendees? 150

Agenda posted in advance? yes

Sufficient time for public comments? yes

Public Comments:

The meeting began with reminders from the board about the need for proper decorum.
Existing district policy was read in an effort to promote civil conduct during Public Comments.
The Chair announced that allotted time for public comment would be reduced from the
standard of 3 minutes per speaker to 2 minutes, due to the large attendance.

Public comments followed up on events from the prior board meeting. At the previous meeting
on November 17th, some members of the community voiced discontent over the performance
of the Superintendent, Dr. Eric Olson. Their comments related to various topics including the
initial proposed change of the “Holiday Sing” to a “Spring Sing,” complaints about
transparency, his past pandemic-related decisions, policies & district communication related to
transgender students, student safety, district communication with parents, etc.

Twenty-two speakers offered comments on 12/15:  16 commenters expressed support of Dr
Olson, and 6 community members argued that Dr. Olson is not fit to serve the district.
(Several chose not to share their name or address.)



Numerous commenters called for less negative rhetoric and condemned prior instances of
name-calling and uncivil behavior from parents and the public.  Several speakers mentioned
the risks faced by transgender students (physical, mental and emotional) and the need for all
students to be supported by the district (legal requirements as well as moral/ethical). A school
librarian spoke in support of diverse literature and curriculum, arguing against the removal of
materials from the library and classrooms. Several parents who spoke in support of the
Superintendent and DEI / SEL curriculum stated their professional teaching backgrounds as a
foundation for their perspective, and/or prior service on committees (e.g., D64 strategic
planning) or in local organizations (e.g., Park Ridge Community Church). Another common
theme was concern over the lasting negative impact that firing Dr Olson could have on the
district (affecting the morale and performance of staff, potentially harming future recruitment of
administrators, teachers, and staff, and disrupting student progress).

Parents and community members opposed to Dr Olson stated distrust in the district about
their children’s safety. Several were unhappy that parents were not kept informed about
student discipline matters and personnel investigations. Parents desired more communication
by the district. Several referenced fears about transgender students and restroom behavior.
They also called for more transparency. A recent contract with a DEI consultant was an
additional matter of concern. Several parents believe recent changes (like the Holiday Sing)
are politically motivated and divisive.

Topic 1: Adoption of Final 2022 Tax Levy, Resolutions #1303 and #1304

Staff asked for approval of an increase in tax levy - over 5% - to fund district operations (CPI +
construction costs). This is mandatory for the first time (in the past, the district had been
holding hearings as an option for transparency). It is a levy to run the district. Kennedy moved
to adopt the resolution. Ryles seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.

Topic 2: Adoption of Resolution #1305

Staff also asked for approval of supplemental levy to pay down debt - a fast resolution is
needed. This is due to not having known CPI last year. Last time a supplemental tax levy was
needed was 2016. Kennedy motioned to adopt the resolution. Woitowich seconded. Sotos
voted no and all others voted in favor. Motion carried.

Topic 3: Title IX Presentation & Discussion of Supporting Transgender Students,
-Hodges & Loizzi Legal Counsel Michelle Todd

This portion of the meeting was a response to public comments in the past two months,
emails to the board, and exchanges on social media. D64’s legal counsel presented key
definitions and legal case histories related to the legal requirement to support transgender
and gender non-conforming students. The speaker mentioned presenting on this topic all over
the state and that transgender student rights and parent notification have been her focus
since 2013.

Legal counsel framed the currently policy/laws in place that protect transgender



students: Title IX (anti descrimination law), state law (Illinois Human Rights Law which
expressly states protected class status for sexual orientation/identity) and school code
–includes verbiage that prohibits bullying. Counsel cited significant case law in IL and
throughout the country.

KEY POINT MADE @9:04 pm about any “hypothetical safety” concerns of cisgender
kids/parents.  This isn’t grounds for the district to violate the privacy of non-gender conforming
or transgender students to other parents or community members. (Basic requirement is for all
schools to support confidentiality of all students).

Re: D64, ISBE’s April 2021 policy was updated. Carol Sales pointed out some of the verbiage
from ISBE has not been formally added and approved in D64 Policy committee meetings.
Recommendation from counsel is that D64’s policy is aligned with the state guidance, but that
the addition of other verbiage can be discussed for formal board approval at future D64 policy
committee meetings. Not a matter of concern from a legal perspective.

Legal counsel provided practical guidance and how the law applies to student supports
in several categories, including use of student facilities, student records, and athletic
activities.

SUMMARY: Gender identity and sexual orientation have protected class status under Illinois
law and school code, and schools must not discriminate on this basis. The issue of parent
notification is a bit more nuanced (i.e., parent/guardian notification regarding their own
student’s use of pronouns/preferred names and other gender identity-related concerns).
Policies on this differ from district to district. The developmental age of the child needs to be
taken into account and the issues that come to light when parents are notified shall be met on
a case by case basis. Guidance is to be directed by student services staff.  The core of
student confidentiality is a requirement by law. There is significant risk re: sharing student sex
or gender identity - ONLY exception is when a student’s life is at risk. Generally, confidentiality
of the student must be maintained. District is not and does not disclose the information
without parental consent. It was noted that litigation is still occuring.

LEGAL COUNSEL RECOMMENDATION: On the issue of parental notification (again, of a
child’s own parents/guardians), D64 shall come up with ground rules/guidelines in the district
(vs a policy) - and take it case by case - until the law is final.  PRESS sample policies already
have administrative procedures that outline supports for students with transgender identity in
need of a plan. This can be in the form of a FAQ for this issue to be transparent for the
community and so that parents understand that there is a process being followed. It was
noted that the ISBE guidance has been silent on parent notification, which is a current issue in
the Park Ridge community.

IN CONCLUSION: a special committee can draft or preferably one provided by legal counsel
will work with administration and school support to guide this document forward. Legal
counsel will send a draft to the board with options to create guidelines.

https://www.isbe.net/Documents/ISBE-Guidance-Supporting-Transgender-Nonbinary-Gender-
Nonconforming-Students.pdf

Process / Efficiency Note: Board member Sotos took a significant amount of time during the
presentation to understand legal counsel’s guidance as it relates to his role on the board and

https://www.isbe.net/Documents/ISBE-Guidance-Supporting-Transgender-Nonbinary-Gender-Nonconforming-Students.pdf
https://www.isbe.net/Documents/ISBE-Guidance-Supporting-Transgender-Nonbinary-Gender-Nonconforming-Students.pdf


legal requirements involving how to respond to community members.

Any topics relevant to LWVPR positions?

The League of Women Voters stands with the LGBTQ community and continues to advocate
for equal protection under the law (following rulings that all students are protected under Title
IX.) The reminders provided at the beginning of the Public Comment portion regarding proper
meeting decorum and process align with LWV positions.

Time-sensitive Topics

Discussion: An MOU with the City of Park Ridge regarding the crossing guards (including
compensation) was on the consent agenda. D64 is requesting a cost-share with the City of
Park Ridge by 12/31. Staff explained that there will be a significant increase from previous
years of $80,000 to pay crossing guards (hiring otherwise for these services is very difficult).
The board (in particular Sotos and Kennedy) took issue with the agreement. Kennedy moved
to table the MOU. Sotos seconded to table the MOU.

VOTED TO TABLE: Sotos, Kennedy, Ryles and Sales.
NOTED: Pearl, Lubinski and Woitowich did not want to table the vote on the MOU.

Next Steps: to discuss and negotiate with the city of Park Ridge and try to decrease the
cost-share with Andy Frain Services.

Staff will reach out to the city staff and at the same time Ryles, Kennedy and Sotos discussed
“meeting for coffee with alders” to inform of the change in this agenda item and find out more
history with this cost-share and discuss potential negotiation to bring down the costs.

Process / Efficiency Note: Staff remarked being uncertain as to who (board or staff) and in
what manner (a future agenda item) this decision will ultimately be made. It was unclear there
was an efficient way to move forward with this time sensitive matter in front of the board.

Were members civil to each other and
the public?

yes

Members attentive and alert? yes

Any problems with facilities? none



Was the agenda properly followed, as
published?

No, some deviations, see below:

The meeting agenda called for the meeting to convene at 6:30 p.m. with roll call and a “Tour
of Jefferson School.”  The Pledge of Allegiance and opening remarks by the President were
scheduled to occur next at 7:00 p.m.

Instead, following the roll call at 6:30 p.m., Gareth Kennedy made a motion for the board to go
into closed session under 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1).  That provision allows for a public body to enter
closed session to consider the “appointment, employment, compensation, discipline,
performance, or dismissal of specific employees.”  Tom Sotos seconded the motion.  A brief
discussion ensued, with Denise Pearl noting that staff was already in attendance for the
planned tour, as well as community members seated in the audience. She also noted the
need for a timely public hearing on the tax levy, scheduled to begin at 7 p.m. The Board
decided to postpone the tour to January.

Carol Sales noted a complaint sent via email from a member of the public. The author of the
email anticipated the decision to go into closed and objected, alleging that the action was
intended to prevent public comment prior to Board deliberation. Carol Sales and Tom Sotos
disputed that as being the intent of the motion.

Roll Call vote: Sales, Lubinski and Ryles voted along with Sotos and Kennedy to head to
closed session. Pearl voted NO and Woitowich abstained from voting.

Following the closed session, the regular meeting and public hearing began at 7:00 p.m.

The Board did not recess & adjourn to Closed Meeting at the conclusion of the meeting as
indicated on item A-13 of the agenda.

TIme of adjournment: 10:59 pm


