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Date: January 12, 2025 

 

OƯice of the Illinois Attorney General 
Attn: Opinions Bureau 
500 South Second Street 
Springfield, IL 62701 

Subject: Request for Attorney General Guidance on Whether Referendum-Related Polling 
& Surveying Constitutes "Prohibited Political Activity" Under the State OƯicials and 
Employees Ethics Act 

To: OƯice of the Illinois Attorney General 
Public Integrity Bureau / General Law Bureau 

Dear Attorney General Raoul: 

I am writing to request a formal opinion or written guidance from your oƯice regarding the 
applicability of the State OƯicials and Employees Ethics Act (5 ILCS 430), specifically the 
statutory definitions and restrictions concerning "prohibited political activity," as they 
relate to the use of taxpayer resources for surveying potential or actual voters and for 
planning, conducting, or participating in public opinion polls connected to a ballot 
referendum. 

Per (5 ILCS 430/1-5) "Prohibited political activity" means: 

(4) “Planning, conducting, or participating in a public opinion poll in connection with a 
campaign for elective oƯice or on behalf of a political organization for political purposes or 
for or against any referendum question.”  

(5) “Surveying or gathering information from potential or actual voters in an election to 
determine probable vote outcome in connection with a campaign for elective oƯice or on 



behalf of a political organization for political purposes or for or against any referendum 
question.”  

Together, these provisions establish that polling or voter-survey activities tied to a 
referendum - especially when used to shape messaging, assess voter sentiment, or guide 
campaign strategy - are strictly prohibited political activities when carried out with taxpayer 
funds, public equipment, or employee compensated time. 

The language in the Model Ethics Ordinance guidelines published by the Attorney General’s 
oƯice suggests that polling/surveying commissioned and paid for by a local government 
body likely falls under “prohibited political activity”. However, there’s no publicly available 
AG opinion explicitly ruling on whether public-opinion polling or surveying potential voters 
on prospective referendums generally violates the Ethics Act. 

Background 

These Ethics Act provisions appear highly relevant to recent Township High School District 
214 activity as reported in the Daily Herald article titled "After public polling, District 214 
may scale back potential referendum ask" (Enclosed) 

According to the article, District 214 commissioned public-opinion polling and a 
community outreach campaign plan that relates directly to a possible upcoming 
referendum. According to board documents from June 26, 2025, this polling and surveying 
of potential or actual voters was conducted with public resources under an $80,000 
contract with EO Sullivan, a political consulting firm. (Enclosed) 

Documents obtained from that meeting also include Presentation to D214 from EO Sullivan 
Consulting, referencing “support their plan”, “political experience”, “We have won”, 
“Dealing with an anti-tax mood”, “Transition to Campaign Committee” all indications 
the services are political in nature with the purpose of using public funds to influence the 
outcome of an election. (Enclosed) 

In a “Proposal for Consulting Services – Custom Engagement Program” it makes repeated 
references to election activities including, “securing community support for the plan”, 
“we aren’t just developing a winning plan and passing a referendum”, “specialize in 
community engagement and political campaigns.” (Enclosed) 

An internal document titled “HS D214 Menu Survey Script,” prepared by EO Sullivan 
Consulting, sets forth the questions used in a survey that was ultimately administered to 
the public on behalf of High School District 214. The survey presents respondents with low, 
medium, and high funding scenarios, each expressly linked to an “average tax increase,” 
and then asks the direct question: “Do you support or oppose this funding level?” This 



framing appears designed to measure public support or opposition to specific tax-increase 
proposals and closely tracks the structure of potential referendum questions. 

The Ethics Act expressly prohibits the use of public resources for “the planning, 
conducting, or participating in any public opinion polling or survey… designed to measure 
or influence public opinion in connection with a referendum or election.” (5 ILCS 430/5-15). 
When read together with the Act’s ban on using public funds or compensated time “to 
influence the outcome of any election or referendum” (5 ILCS 430/5-5), the statute leaves 
little ambiguity that taxpayer-funded polling to test voter support for a potential ballot 
question falls squarely within the category of prohibited political activity. 

In the case of District 214, the district authorized and financed a professional opinion-
research poll designed to measure voter sentiment, test tax-related funding scenarios, and 
identify the conditions under which voters would support a potential tax-hike ballot 
question. These activities constitute surveying voters in connection with a prospective 
referendum—conduct the Ethics Act identifies as prohibited political activity when 
undertaken using taxpayer resources or employee work time. Accordingly, the district’s use 
of public funds to commission and conduct this polling raises a serious question as to 
whether it crossed the statutory boundary separating permissible governmental 
information-gathering from impermissible political electioneering at public expense. 

Request for Clarification 

Given the potential statewide implications for local governments, and because District 
214’s actions raise immediate compliance concerns, I respectfully request guidance on the 
following: 

1. Does a public body’s commissioning of polling that is specifically related to a ballot 
referendum constitute “prohibited political activity” under the State OƯicials and 
Employees Ethics Act? 

2. If the polling is used (directly or indirectly) to shape referendum messaging, strategy, 
public communications, or campaign decision-making, does this constitute an 
impermissible use of public funds or employee compensated time? 

3. What criteria should be applied to determine whether polling related to a ballot 
question is considered political in nature? 

4. If such polling is prohibited, what remedies or enforcement mechanisms apply to a 
school district or its oƯicials who authorize or participate in this activity? 

Because District 214’s actions may involve the misuse of taxpayer funds for political 
purposes—and because intentional disregard of the Ethics Act could constitute oƯicial 



misconduct under 720 ILCS 5/33-3—I respectfully request that your oƯice review this 
matter and provide appropriate guidance. 

Thank you for your attention to this important issue. I appreciate any clarification your 
oƯice can provide to ensure consistent compliance with Illinois ethics laws. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brian Costin 
Deputy State Director 
Americans for Prosperity Illinois 
1843 Hicks Road, Suite B 
Rolling Meadows, IL 60008 
bcostin@afphq.org 
(847) 513-4326 
 

















































































































 

HS D214 Menu Survey Script 

Field Dates: October 15-20, 2025 

 

 

Survey Script 

Hello, you’re being called to participate in an important nine-minute survey on your high school district, District 214.  

If you would like to give your opinion, which is collected anonymously and will not be shared with any outside parties, 
please stay on the line for all twenty-two questions or your response will not count. 

 

Question 1: What is your age? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you are 44 or younger. 1 

PRESS 2 if you are between 45 and 64. 2 

PRESS 3 if you are 65 or older. 3 

 

Question 2: What is your gender? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you are male. 1 

PRESS 2 if you are female. 

PRESS 3 if you prefer not to answer. 

2 

3 

 

Question 3: What is your ethnicity? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you are White. 1 

PRESS 2 if you are Hispanic. 2 

PRESS 3 if you are Black. 3 

PRESS 4 if you are Asian. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are another ethnicity. 5 

 



Question 4: Would you generally consider yourself to be more conservative, moderate, or 
liberal on matters of public policy? 

CODE 

PRESS 1 for conservative. 1 

PRESS 2 for moderate. 2  

PRESS 3 for liberal. 3  

 

Question 5: What is your connection to District 214? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you have children currently attending District 214 schools. 1 

PRESS 2 if you previously had children attend District 214 schools. 2 

PRESS 3 if you do not have children who have attended District 214 schools. 3 

 

Question 6: In which high school boundary do you reside? CODE 

PRESS 1 for Buffalo Grove High School. 1 

PRESS 2 for Elk Grove High School. 2 

PRESS 3 for John Hersey High School. 3 

PRESS 4 for Prospect High School. 4 

PRESS 5 for Rolling Meadows High School. 5 

PRESS 6 for Wheeling High School. 6 

PRESS 7 if you are unsure. 7 

 

Question 7: What is your opinion of your high school district, District 214? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you have a very favorable opinion. 1 

PRESS 2 if you have a somewhat favorable opinion. 2 

PRESS 3 if you have a somewhat unfavorable opinion. 3 

PRESS 4 if you have a very unfavorable opinion. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 8: High School District 214 is a center of educational excellence where students 
discover their future. At District 214, we encourage every student to explore 
world-class academic and co-curricular opportunities that will inspire them 
to find their passion and reach their potential. 

However, our aging infrastructure is deteriorating, and some of our school 
facilities are no longer meeting our community’s standards. Our youngest 
building is 52 years old, with our oldest built in 1957, and our facility quality 

CODE 



is not equal across the district, with half of our schools enjoying newer 
facilities while the other half does the best they can with what they have.  

Our comprehensive facility assessment, conducted by external experts, 
identified over $850 million in needed improvements that are not cosmetic—
they are necessary to keep our students and teachers safe, warm, and dry. 

Our district takes pride in not having gone to referendum in over 50 years, 
but if we are going to give our students, teachers, and communities the 
facilities they deserve, it’s time to get serious about improving our school 
buildings. That’s why our community has begun an open, transparent process 
to develop a plan for the future of District 214.  

The next eleven questions are regarding potential individual projects the 
community may consider. 

Do you support or oppose investing in Safety, Security & Accessibility? This 
would provide improved facilities including modern fire alarms to replace 
obsolete systems, asbestos mitigation in multiple schools, new doors and 
hardware that are more secure and ADA compliant, and enhanced safety 
through improved traffic flow, but it would be costly due to outdated 
systems, building materials and equipment. This has been estimated to cost 
$59 million. 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 9: Do you support or oppose investing in Classrooms? This would provide better 
learning environments for students and teachers through more modern 
furniture and refreshing outdated classrooms with new paint, lights and 
cabinets, but it would be costly due to aging facilities. This has been 
estimated to cost $60 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 10: Do you support or oppose investing in STEAM Spaces? This would include 
updated spaces for Science, Technology, Engineering, Arts and Mathematics 
programming at all schools, including science labs, art and music rooms, and 

CODE 



theaters, but it would be costly due to aging facilities. This has been 
estimated to cost $75 million. 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 11: Do you support or oppose investing in Mechanicals? This would provide safer 
and more energy efficient school buildings to keep students and teachers 
comfortable by investing in mechanical systems, including replacing failing 
HVAC systems, but it would be costly due to aging mechanical systems. This 
has been estimated to cost $200 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 12: Do you support or oppose investing in Infrastructure? This would provide 
significant repairs and replacements, including keeping water out of 
buildings by replacing aging roofs and enhancing the building envelope, 
replacing windows, and fixing outdated plumbing and electrical, but it would 
be costly due to deteriorating infrastructure. This has been estimated to cost 
$190 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 13: Do you support or oppose investing in Pools? This would provide new 
swimming pools at Hersey and Rolling Meadows High Schools and a 
replacement pool at Wheeling High School to provide aquatic opportunities 
for students and put these schools at parity with the rest of the district, but it 
would be costly due to outdated facilities. This has been estimated to cost 
$105 million. 

CODE 



PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 14: Do you support or oppose investing in Innovative Spaces? This would provide 
improvements to collaborative learning areas throughout the district, 
including learning commons, that facilitate hands on projects, peer learning 
and informal discussions, but it would be costly due to specialized needs. 
This has been estimated to cost $35 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 15: Do you support or oppose investing in Main Entrances? This would include 
modernizing main entrances at 1950s and 1960s school buildings with new 
paint, siding and signage, providing a welcoming feeling that celebrates each 
school’s identity, but it would provide limited academic benefit. This has 
been estimated to cost $10 million.  

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 16: Do you support or oppose investing in Student Support Areas, Cafeterias & 
Kitchens? This would provide optimized spaces for health services, wellness, 
counseling, and mental health services as well as updated and expanded 
cafeterias and kitchens, but it would be costly due to the outdated layout of 
current buildings. This has been estimated to cost $78 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 



PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 17: Do you support or oppose investing in Athletic Facilities? This would include 
significant renovations to outdoor and indoor athletic spaces to enhance 
safety and ADA compliance while providing students more opportunities for 
physical education and athletic competition, but it would be costly due to 
deteriorating facilities. This is estimated to cost $100.5 million. 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support these improvements. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support these improvements. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose these improvements. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose these improvements. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 18: Now, thinking of all ten potential individual projects discussed in this survey, 
which one would you consider to be the most important?  

CODE 

[Rotate 
Responses] 

PRESS # for Safety, Security & Accessibility. # 

PRESS # for Classrooms. # 

PRESS # for STEAM Spaces. # 

PRESS # for Mechanicals. # 

PRESS # for Infrastructure. # 

PRESS # for Pools.  # 

PRESS # for Innovative Spaces. # 

PRESS # for Main Entrances. # 

PRESS # for Student Support Areas, Cafeterias & Kitchens. # 

PRESS # for Athletic Facilities. # 

 

Question 19: District 214 achieves success while remaining one of the most fiscally 
responsible districts in Illinois. Compared to our peer districts, we have the 3rd 
lowest overall tax rate, the 2nd lowest expense per pupil, and the 2nd lowest 
average administrator salary.  

We prioritize spending in classrooms, with the 2nd highest percentage of 
expenses spent on instruction compared to our peer districts.  

CODE 



The new administration has worked diligently the past few years to be even 
more efficient, including reducing ongoing expenditures by $7 million, selling 
unused property, and responsibly spending a portion of our fund balance. 

However, we do not have the resources available to address the 
improvements discussed in this survey. The final four questions are regarding 
funding those improvements. 

The first hypothetical funding level is the Low Funding Level, which would 
fund some improvements by providing approximately $400 million in 
funding for schools, which results in an average tax increase of approximately 
$198 per year for the average district home. Do you support or oppose this 
funding level?  

PRESS 1 if you strongly support this level. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support this level. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose this level. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose this level. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 20: The second hypothetical funding level is the Medium Funding Level, which 
would fund more improvements by providing approximately $600 million in 
funding for schools, which results in an average tax increase of approximately 
$310 per year for the average district home. Do you support or oppose this 
funding level? 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support this level. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support this level. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose this level. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose this level. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 

 

Question 21: The third hypothetical funding level is the High Funding Level, which would 
fund all improvements by providing approximately $800 million in funding 
for schools, which results in an average tax increase of approximately $421 
per year for the average district home. Do you support or oppose this funding 
level? 

CODE 

PRESS 1 if you strongly support this level. 1 

PRESS 2 if you somewhat support this level. 2 

PRESS 3 if you somewhat oppose this level. 3 

PRESS 4 if you strongly oppose this level. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion. 5 



 

Question 22: After hearing these three potential funding levels, which do you most prefer? CODE 

PRESS 1 if you prefer the Low Funding Level. 1 

PRESS 2 if you prefer the Medium Funding Level. 2 

PRESS 3 if you prefer the High Funding Level. 3 

PRESS 4 if you do not support additional funding for schools. 4 

PRESS 5 if you are unsure or have no opinion.  

 

5 

 

That concludes our survey. Thank you for your time and opinions, goodbye. 


