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RSP & Associates

RSP Quick Facts:

• Founded in 2003
• Professional educational planning firm
• Expertise in multiple disciplines (GIS, Planning, Facilitation)
• Over 20 years of planning experience
• Over 80 years of combined education experience
• Over 20 years of GIS experience
• Projection accuracy of 97% or greater

RSP Planning Team:

Robert Schwarz, CEO
• Military, County, City, and School District Planner
• University of Kansas – Master of Urban Planning (MUP)
• American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP)
• Certified Education Facilities Professional (CEFP)

Ginna Wallace, Planner
• University of Kansas – Master of Urban Planning (MUP)
• American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP)

RSP Recent Projects:

Central Unit School District 301
• Enrollment Analysis, 2024/25

St. Charles CUSD 303
• Enrollment Analysis, 2025/26
• Boundary Analysis, 2023/24

Schaumburg CCSD54 
• Enrollment Analysis, 2023/24

RSP Clients:

RSP was founded with a desire and commitment to assist 
school districts in long-range planning. 
RSP has served over 130 clients in: 

• Arkansas
• Colorado
• Iowa
• Illinois
• Kansas

• Minnesota
• Missouri
• Nebraska
• North Dakota
• Oklahoma

• South Dakota
• Tennessee
• Wisconsin



33© 2025/26 RSP. All rights reserved. 3

Agenda and Objectives

Tonight’s Goal: Come to consensus on committee recommendation

Part 1: About the Process 5 min

Part 2: Newly Proposed Concept 20 min

Part 3: Process Wrap Up 10 min
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Part 1:
About the Process

RSP’s Role as Facilitator:

❑ Provide data analytics to utilize in process

❑ Guide discussion and keep conversations on-task

❑ Lead committee activities to consider new ideas, compare differences, build consensus, etc.

There may be tough conversations needed at meetings to move the school district in the direction best for students and 
to meet BOE objectives. RSP is not advocating for or against any decision but facilitating the work of this committee.
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Boundary Process Introduction

Observations: 

o This report kicks off a 6-month process to 
review elementary attendance boundaries

o This process includes:
• 3 Board Meetings
• 5 Committee Meetings

• Added 5th meeting 
• 2 Public Input Nights

o Board of Education is set to establish the 
foundation and goals of this process at the 
May 20th and June 22nd Board Meetings. 

o Board-Approved foundation items may 
include, but are not limited to:
• Guiding Principles
• Prioritized Boundary Criteria
• Measures of Success 

Main Takeaway: Stable enrollment with shifting grade-level 
demand requires proactive planning, clear communication, and 
ongoing data review to support long-term district success.

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓✓
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Process Guiding Principles

Board Approved June 22, 2026.

The CCSD93 Board of Education agrees to the following guiding principles, which will inform the boundary 
recommendation presented at the conclusion of this process:

1. Boundary adjustments should maximize utilization of existing facilities (targeting efficient capacity ranges) and promote long-
term financial sustainability without creating unnecessary operational costs to optimize building utilization.

2. Boundaries should be designed to anticipate and accommodate future residential growth, allowing developing areas to grow 
into available capacity and supporting long-term enrollment stability.

3. Boundaries should support equitable access to educational opportunities, programs, and resources so that students across all 
schools have a consistent and high-quality educational experience.

4. Where possible, boundaries should respect neighborhoods and community identity, supporting the neighborhood school 
concept while balancing broader district needs.

5. Consideration should be given to natural and man-made boundaries (e.g., major roads, railroads) to create clear, logical, and 
easily understood attendance areas.

6. Boundaries should promote reasonable demographic balance across schools, supporting diversity and ensuring a comparable 
student experience district-wide.

7. Grandfathering, transfer options, and student placement decisions will be determined by administration to support smooth 
implementation and address unique circumstances.

8. Grade configuration starting point: K-5, 6-8 or K-4, 5-6, 7-8
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1. Boundary Natural Features
All portions of the boundary are physically adjacent, no disconnected islands 
within the boundary.

6. Fiscal Considerations (Operational)
Boundaries that are planned to maximize district resources.

2. Demographic Considerations 
Boundaries that seek some level of balanced socioeconomic indicators. 
Variables may include programming, race/ethnicity, census household, etc.

7. Neighborhoods Intact 
Boundaries that ensure subdivisions are maintained in a school’s boundary. 
RSP utilizes Planning Areas as neighborhood lines. 

3. Duration of Boundaries 
Boundaries that anticipate future changes in enrollment and seek to make 
the boundary last as long as possible using forecasted data.

8. Projected Enrollment/Building Utilization 
Boundaries that focus on balancing enrollment, so each building is utilized 
efficiently while not projected to exceed functional capacity for several years. 

4. Feeder System
Boundaries are geographically aligned between grade levels to create a 
system where students mature in similar cohort

9. Students Impacted by Boundary Change
Boundaries that minimize the number of current students that have to 
change schools.

5. Fiscal Considerations (Capital)
Ensure boundary changes minimize the need for additional construction 
projects until overall enrollment growth dictates

10. Transportation Considerations
Boundaries that consider transportation logistics including bus route 
efficiency and length of time students spend on bus.

Prioritized Boundary Criteria 

Board Approved June 22, 2026.

#4 Projected Enrollment/Building Utilization
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Part 2:
Newly Proposed Concept

KEY ELEMENTS:

✓ No change from Concept 1 elementary

✓ Paired with Concept 2 middle school map

✓ Creates a break in the feeder for Heritage Lakes
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Elementary Newly Proposed Concept
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Middle School Newly Proposed Concept 
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Middle School Projection Table:
Current

Grades School 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31

6-8 Jay Stream Middle School 1,000 586 565 576 598 619 57% 58% 60% 62%

* DL 6-8 Stratford Middle School 1,200 476 535 553 556 535 45% 46% 46% 45%

2,200 1,062 1,100 1,129 1,154 1,154 50% 51% 52% 52%
Source: RSP & Associates LLC. - March 2026 9/8/2026

Notes:

1. Total projections may differ between concepts and from the official projections due to rounding at the student and building level.

Newly Proposed Concept Current 

Capacity

Newly Proposed Concept Concept Utilization

District Total (6-8):

Elementary Projection Table:
Current

Feeder School 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31

JMS Carol Stream Elementary School 420 348 357 353 351 344 85% 84% 84% 82%

* DL SMS Cloverdale Elementary School 610 474 475 483 483 475 78% 79% 79% 78%

* DL SMS Elsie Johnson Elementary School 510 366 383 386 379 372 75% 76% 74% 73%

SPLIT Heritage Lakes Elementary School 610 392 432 434 431 431 71% 71% 71% 71%

Roy DeShane Elementary School 0 165 0 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 0%

JMS Western Trails Elementary School 450 256 347 355 339 335 77% 79% 75% 74%

2,600 2,001 1,994 2,011 1,983 1,957 77% 77% 76% 75%
Source: RSP & Associates LLC. - March 2026

Notes:

1. Total projections may differ between concepts and from the official projections due to rounding at the student and building level.

9/8/2026

Newly Proposed Concept Capacity 

Operational

Newly Proposed Concept Concept Utilization

District Total (K-5):

Newly Proposed Concept: Projection Tables School Utilization Legend

Under 70% Operational Capacity

Over 100% Operational Capacity

DISCLAIMER: Current Dual Language students (Two-Way Immersion) 
are manually moved from their residing boundary to the school they 

attend. This is held consistent for the projection time period.

DRAFT
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Newly Proposed Concept

School Boundaries:

Minority 

Population

Education 

Attainment

Income & 

Home Value Poverty

Current 

Index Score

Jay Stream Middle School 1.84 1.69 1.48 1.19 1.55 1.63
Stratford Middle School 2.15 1.28 1.45 1.41 1.57 1.51

District Average 2.04 1.48 1.09 1.26 1.56
Source: American Community Survey 2024, Decennial Census 2020, DuPage County, and RSP UPDATED 10/09/2026

Diversity Index Scores by Variable

Final Index 

Score

Newly Proposed Concept: Diversity Index Data

Greater than 5% of the District Average

Less than 5% of the District Average

DRAFT
Newly Proposed Concept

School Boundaries:

Minority 

Population

Education 

Attainment

Income & 

Home Value Poverty

Current 

Index Score

Carol Stream Elementary School 1.60 1.80 1.63 1.00 1.51 1.61

Cloverdale Elementary School 1.90 1.00 1.67 1.33 1.48 1.48

Elsie Johnson Elementary School 2.67 1.58 1.17 1.67 1.77 1.75

Heritage Lakes Elementary School 1.85 1.77 1.15 1.08 1.46 1.56

Roy DeShane Elementary School 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17

Western Trails Elementary School 2.30 1.40 1.55 1.60 1.71 1.79

District Average 2.04 1.48 1.09 1.26 1.56

Diversity Index Scores by Variable

Final Index 

Score

Newly Proposed Concept

School Boundaries:

Households 

in Poverty

Minority 

Population

Households 

in Poverty

Minority 

Population

Jay Stream Middle School 5.5% 39.7% 6.0% 41.7%

Stratford Middle School 6.0% 46.2% 5.6% 44.6%

District Average: 5.0% 44.9%
Source: US Census and RSP

Notes: Poverty data was sourced from American Community Survey, 2024. Minority 

Population data was sourced from the 2020 Census. 

Average Percent: Current Boundaries:

Newly Proposed Concept

School Boundaries:

Households 

in Poverty

Minority 

Population

Households 

in Poverty

Minority 

Population

Carol Stream Elementary School 4.3% 32.4% 5.0% 33.9%

Cloverdale Elementary School 6.2% 42.2% 6.2% 42.2%

Elsie Johnson Elementary School 6.0% 54.8% 6.6% 54.2%

Heritage Lakes Elementary School 4.2% 41.5% 4.2% 44.7%

Roy DeShane Elementary School 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 35.4%

Western Trails Elementary School 9.0% 50.1% 11.0% 53.8%

District Average: 5.0% 44.9%

Average Percent: Current Boundaries:
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Newly Proposed Concept: Feeder Diagram

Stratford Middle 
School 

* Dual Language

Cloverdale 
Elementary 

* Dual Language

Elsie Johnson 
Elementary

* Dual Language

Heritage Lakes 
Elementary

40% of students 

Jay Stream 
Middle School

Carol Stream 
Elementary

Western Trails 
Elementary

Heritage Lakes 
Elementary

60% of students 

Source: RSP & Associates LLC. - June 2026

Proposes the 
retirement of Roy 

DeShane Elementary

DRAFT
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Carol Stream Elementary School 0 0 0 0 0 40 40 244 16.4%

Cloverdale Elementary School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 0.0%

Elsie Johnson Elementary School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 214 0.0%

Heritage Lakes Elementary School 0 0 25 0 0 0 25 269 9.3%

Roy DeShane Elementary School 38 0 0 57 0 8 103 114 90.4%
Western Trails Elementary School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 172 0.0%

Total (K-3): 38 0 25 57 0 48 168 1,313 12.8%
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Source: RSP Enrollment Analysis 2025/26
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Jay Stream Middle School 0 29 29 181 16.0%
Stratford Middle School 34 0 34 152 22.4%

Total (6th) 34 29 63 333 18.9%
Source: RSP Enrollment Analysis 2025/26
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Newly Proposed Concept: Analysis Tables 

Note: The SIBC table illustrates the number of 
current students who would be impacted in the year 
the boundary changes are implemented. 

Because implementation is planned for the 2027/28 
school year and the analysis is based on 2025/26 
student data, the impacted students are those 
currently in:
• Grades K-3 for elementary
• Grade 6 for middle school 

An additional year of student data would expand the 
impact analysis. For example, if 2026/27 student 
data were available, the elementary analysis would 
include students in grades K-4.

DRAFT
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Potential Adjustment
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Committee Consideration Context

Why Is This Adjustment Being Considered?

o The Board of Education requested an evaluation of opportunities to improve demographic 
balance between Heritage Lakes and surrounding schools.

o RSP identified Area A (Carol Stream Apartments) as a potential adjustment to the proposed 
elementary boundary.

o The committee is being asked to consider whether the potential benefits justify a revision to 
the proposed concept.

Potential Benefits Considerations

✓ More balanced elementary enrollment

✓ Slight improvement in demographic balance

✓ Opportunity for a cleaner middle school boundary 
along Lies Road

❑ Elementary demographic improvement is modest

❑ Middle school adjustment moves ~15 students 
without meaningful demographic improvement

❑ Heritage Lakes would remain split between middle 
schools

Committee Focus: Does the benefit of this adjustment warrant modifying the 
proposed elementary and/or middle school boundaries?
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ES Committee Consideration: 

Moving Area A to Heritage Lakes:

Diversity Index Impact:

❑ Increase Heritage Lakes from 1.46 to 1.47

❑ Decrease Cloverdale from 1.48 to 1.47

Enrollment/Utilization Impact:

❑ Increase Heritage Lakes from ~430 (71%) to ~450 (75%)

❑ Decrease Cloverdale from ~480 (78%) to ~450 (75%)

Area A: Adjustment Carol Stream Apartments

A
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MS Committee Consideration: 

Moving Area A to Jay Stream:

Diversity Index Impact:

❑ Less than .02 change in all four categories

❑ Final Score remains 1.55 at Jay Stream and 1.57 at Stratford

Enrollment/Utilization Impact:

❑ Increase Jay Stream from 565-619 to 578-627 (60%)

❑ Decrease Stratford from 535-556 to 522 to 549 (45%)

Area A: Adjustment Carol Stream Apartments

A
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Committee Decision: Should Area A Be Adjusted?

Do we make a change to the Elementary Map for Area A?

No

Move the Proposed Concept forward as a 
recommendation to the Board.

Yes

Make a formal change to the Elementary 
Proposed Concept and move it forward 

as a recommendation to the Board.

Do we make a change to the 

Middle School Map for Area A?

Yes

Make a formal change to the Middle 
School Proposed Concept and move 

forward as a recommendation to 
the Board.

No

Move the Proposed Concept 
forward as a recommendation to 

the Board.

Things to Consider:

❑ Does the modest improvement in 
elementary enrollment and demographic 
balance justify the adjustment?

❑ Is a cleaner middle school boundary worth 
making the adjustment for?

❑ Does the adjustment better align with the 
guiding principles?

RESULTS: Committee consensus achieved to NOT make adjustments to elementary or middle school map for Area A. 
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Consensus >51%

Goal >75%

Committee Consensus

RSP’s CONSENSUS PROCESS:

1. The team will consider consensus when 51% of 
the team shows support of an item (Goal is 
having >75% support)

2. Depending on the topic, there may be more 
time spent discussing that item for the team to 
better understand different perspectives

3. After a 2nd vote, if the item remains >51% that 
will be considered consensus for the team

4. Discussion comments will be noted

Consensus implies that you understand the 
reason for making the decision and can 
accept and support the decision.

While you may not like the decision, you can 
live with that outcome, or you can/will 
support it.
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Committee Consensus & Final Recommendation

Committee Recommendation

o The committee reached consensus to advance the Newly Proposed Concept as its final recommendation.

o The recommendation will move forward as presented, with no additional changes to Area A.

o This recommendation represents the culmination of committee discussions, community feedback, and careful consideration 
of districtwide priorities.

Consensus 
Achieved

Committee advances its 
final recommendation

Board 
Consideration

October 29 first review; 
November anticipated 

vote

Process Complete

Committee concludes its 
work with a shared 
recommendation
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Part 3:
Process Wrap Up
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Next Steps

BOE Meeting #2

o Planned for October 29, 2026
✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓ ✓

✓

✓

✓

Thank You, Committee Members!

Thank you for your time, thoughtful discussions, and 
commitment to finding common ground. 

Throughout this challenging process, members 
considered different perspectives, worked through 
difficult decisions, and ultimately came together 
around a shared recommendation that supports the 
District as a whole.
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Stay Connected

Visit the Committee Website

 Scan the QR code for updates 
and resources.

Stay Informed

 Follow the page to receive email 
notifications when new information 
is posted.

Check Back Often

 Meeting materials, updates, and 
committee activities will be added 
throughout the process.

https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-
boundary-study 

https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
https://rsp.mysocialpinpoint.com/ccsd-93-boundary-study
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