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Introduction  

As you are aware, Barrington School District 220 (the “District”) has engaged our firm to 
investigate a complaint filed by an individual who wishes to remain anonymous (the 
“Complainant”) against Board member Erin Chan Ding (“Ding”). Due to the nature of the 
allegations, the District has requested that we assume the role of the Complaint Manager to 
investigate the formal complaint and prepare the recommended analysis and findings in 
accordance with the Uniform Grievance Procedure outlined in Board Policy 2:260. This report is 
intended to facilitate a review and decision by the Board relative to the Complainant’s allegations.  

The Complainant generally alleges that Ding has willfully violated Board policies, 
misappropriated District resources for partisan political gain, and disregarded remedial measures 
that have resulted in a financial loss of over $34,000 to taxpayers of the District.  

As we detail below, we do find evidence that supports the allegation that Ding acted contrary to 
Board Policy. Please note that based on our engagement by the District as Complaint Manager and 
as legal counsel in this matter, this report is subject to the attorney-client privilege. This is the 
Board’s privilege to maintain or waive; however, we recommend that the report be maintained as 
confidential to the greatest extent possible.  

Summary of Complaint 

On April 22, 2026, the District received a formal complaint pursuant to Board Policy 2:260, 
Uniform Grievance Procedure, from an individual who requested that the complaint be considered 
anonymous.1 (Exhibit A: Complaint received on April 22, 2026).  

 
1 The email containing the complaint will not be included as an attachment to this report because of the 
Complainant’s request to remain anonymous. Given the amount of detail included in the complaint, the complaint is 
included as an attachment to this report, but the signature of the Complainant has been redacted. Board Policy 2:260 
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The Complaint alleges that Ding’s violations of Board Policy cannot be “dismissed as a 
misunderstanding of rules”, stating that Ding personally reviewed and recommended Policies 
2:105 (Ethics and Gift Ban) and 2:80 (Board Member Code of Conduct) as a member of the 
Board’s Policy Committee as recently as December of 2024. The Complaint extensively references 
the previous UGP complaint filed against Ding on September 29, 2025. The decision on the 
previous UGP complaint was approved at the November 18, 2025, Board meeting. The 
Complainant alleges that, during the vote on her own disciplinary action, Ding created a conflict 
of interest by refusing to recuse herself, violating the Public Officer Prohibited Activities Act by 
“attempting to use her official vote to negate the findings of a taxpayer-funded investigation”. 

The Complainant alleges that, since June of 2025, Ding has engaged in a misappropriation of 
District achievements for her personal partisan gain, citing to Ding’s “Erin for Illinois” campaign 
materials, website, social pages, speeches, and interviews for the 52nd District State Representative 
seat, in violation of Board Policy 2:80. The Complainant claims that, “By rebranding non-partisan 
District successes as personal ‘planks’ in a partisan platform for a compensated state office, she 
has breached her fiduciary duty to remain a neutral steward of the District’s reputation.” 

The Complaint alleges that, despite repeated requests to remove offending content and ethics 
training, Ding engaged in immediate recidivism. Specifically, a training was conducted by Board 
attorney James Petrungaro on December 3, 2025. (Exhibit B: Training Materials). The training 
covered the Ethics Act and prohibited political activity for Board members. The Complainant 
alleges that, since this training, Ding’s “Erin for Illinois” platforms continue to “host prohibited 
content” and she continually cites to her position and activities as a Board member in support of 
her campaign, in violation of Policy 2:80.  

The Complaint also alleges that the evidence suggests Ding was not candid with investigators 
because she claimed to have “ceased” prohibited activities, but evidence shows that they 
continued. The Complainant cited emails from Ficke-Bradford informing Ding that District 
resources were not to be used for her political campaign. (Exhibit C: Emails between Ficke-
Bradford and Ding). The Complainant alleges that Ding’s campaign Facebook page still contained 
posts using District accomplishments for her personal political gain in violation of Policy 2:80 as 
of February 19, 2026.  

Additionally, the Complaint alleges that Ding’s receipt of campaign contributions from various 
labor and/or education organizations, including the Illinois Action Committee for Education 
(IPACE) violates Board Policies 2:105 and 2:80. (Exhibit D: Erin for Illinois Schedule A-1).The 
Complainant states that IPACE is the political arm of the organization that represents the District’s 
employees (the Barrington Education Association). The Complaint asserts that Ding’s conduct 
“represents a premeditated and willful failure to perform official duties”. 

The Complainant initially submitted the same complaint to the Regional Office of Education on 
April 13, 2026. The Complaint, directed to the attention of Lake County Regional Superintendent 

 
provides that the District should seek to maintain confidentiality of the complaint and the identity of the complainant 
except in limited circumstances. 
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of Schools, Dr. Michael Karner, requested that Dr. Karner initiate an inquiry into the fitness for 
office of Ding. The Regional Superintendent issued a response on April 24, 2026, stating that upon 
review of the complaint and evidence provided, Ding did not willfully fail to perform her official 
duties. (Exhibit E: April 24, 2026, Response from Dr. Karner).  

Investigation Protocol 
 
We reached out to the Complainant to offer the opportunity to participate in an investigatory 
interview to provide any additional information related to the complaint on May 1, 2026. In 
addition, we advised that we would proceed with our investigation regardless of whether the 
Complainant participated in an interview. The Complainant responded on May 7, 2026, that they 
decline the opportunity to interview but may be contacted with any follow up questions should 
they arise.  
 
We assessed the complaint under the Uniform Grievance Procedure outlined in Board Policy 
2:260. Board Policy 2:260 allows a student, parent/guardian, employee or community member to 
notify the District Complaint Manager if they believe the District, its employees, or its agents have 
violated their rights guaranteed by the State or Federal constitution, State or Federal statute, or 
Board Policy, or if they have a complaint regarding any of the enumerated issues/topics listed in 
Board Policy 2:260. To substantiate a complaint, the Uniform Grievance Procedure requires that 
the Complainant’s allegations meet the “preponderance of the evidence” standard. Under the 
preponderance of the evidence standard, the burden of proof is met when the evidence shows a 
greater than 50 percent chance that the allegations were true.  
 
In evaluating the allegations raised by the Complainant, we assessed whether Ding acted in 
violation of any of the following Board policies or laws: 
 

1. Board Policy 2:105, “Ethics and Gift Ban” 

2. Board Policy 2:80, “Board Member Code of Conduct” 

3. State Officials and Employee Ethics Act, 5 ILCS 403/5 et seq. 

4. Public Officer Prohibited Activities Act, 50 ILCS 105/0.01 et seq. 

As part of our investigation, we interviewed Ding on May 21, 2026, at the District office. Again, 
we note that the Complainant declined the opportunity to participate in an investigatory interview 
with us.  
 
We also reviewed various documents provided during the course of the investigation, including 
but not limited to, the initial complaint and attached emails and documentation provided by the 
Complainant, as well as documentation provided by Ding during her interview. In addition, we 
reviewed the District’s Board Policy manual and additional information which we requested from 
the Board, specifically, information related to “research” referenced during the November 18, 2025 
Board meeting. (Exhibit F: Email from Ficke-Bradford to the Board).  
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Interview Summary 

On May 21, 2026, we held an investigatory interview with Ding at the District office. Before 
beginning the interview, Ding stated that she understood a complaint had been filed with the 
Regional Superintendent, and that it was not considered grounds for removal from the Board based 
on willful neglect of duty. Ding explained that she was aware the Complainant has refused to 
participate in the informal resolution process with Superintendent Winkelman. Before we formally 
began the interview, Ding raised overall concerns with the “vulnerability” of the UGP Policy, 
explaining that its broad language could be abused, especially by anonymous complainants who 
refuse the informal resolution process and instead opt for pursuing the formal process which can 
cost the District thousands of dollars to investigate.  

At the beginning of the interview, Ding confirmed that she is no longer campaigning for State 
Representative or any other elected office. We then discussed the November 18, 2025, Board 
meeting, at which the investigatory report for the previous UGP complaint filed against Ding was 
considered and approved by the Board. Ding confirmed that she was present at this meeting and 
made a statement. Ding explained that she did not recuse herself from the vote on the investigatory 
report. When asked why, Ding explained that she believed the language adopted by the Board 
deviated from the original report findings, particularly changing the characterization of her 
violation of Board Policies 2:105 and 2:80 from “technical” to “flagrant”. She stated that she would 
have abstained from voting if the language the Board accepted reflected the findings of the 
investigatory report. When asked whether she had been advised to abstain from the vote, Ding did 
not recall being directed to not vote and that no one specifically asked her to recuse herself. 

We asked Ding if she was made aware of any research regarding whether her decision to not recuse 
herself from the vote could be viewed as a conflict of interest. Ding did not recall specific research 
but stated it was maybe a recommendation from the Board’s legal counsel. Ding stated that she 
was never instructed to not vote. When asked if she was provided with any recommendation to 
abstain from the vote, Ding stated that there was no specific directive, but that a conclusion from 
the Board’s legal counsel was provided to the Board at the November 18, 2025, Board meeting 
that there could be a possible conflict.  

Next, we discussed Ding’s social media and campaign platforms. Ding confirmed that her 
campaign website is no longer active and redirects to her journalism website. She confirmed that 
both her website and social media platforms were active through the primary election, March 17, 
2026. Ding acknowledged that her campaign social media accounts (Facebook and Instagram) 
remain active. 

We presented Ding with screenshots taken from her campaign website and Facebook which were 
included in the Complaint as evidence. (Exhibit G: Website Screenshots; Exhibit H: Social Media 
Screenshots). Ding reviewed the screenshots, which were taken as of February 19, 2026. Ding 
affirmed that her website included information about being a District Board member, listed several 
achievements that occurred during her term as a District Board member, and had an endorsements 
page which included District educators.  
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In response to the screenshots from her Facebook page, Ding explained that photos of students 
were her own children, or her children’s friends. Ding explained that these photos were posted well 
before she began her campaign for State Representative. Ding stated that the Board was in 
agreement that the Board policies do not prohibit Board members from posting photos of their own 
children who are students in the District.  

After the November 18, 2025, Board meeting, Ding received an email from Ficke-Bradford 
indicating that Ding’s campaign social media accounts were not resolved per the Board’s decisions 
and the investigation report. (Exhibit C: Emails between Ficke-Bradford and Ding). Ding 
explained that she was initially confused because she believed she had removed posts saying 
anything about the District from her campaign Facebook page. Anything she left was her as a 
parent posting her children, or were posted back when Ding was running for election to the District 
Board. Ding explained that Ficke-Bradford noted that the concern was not just Facebook but also 
Instagram. Ding then went through her Instagram and deleted anything District-related. Ding 
stated that she removed all posts that were sent to her from Ficke-Bradford and reviewed her pages 
to remove any other content that pertained to the District but was not related to her and her family. 
Ding mentioned an example of a repost that she removed was of a District post congratulating the 
girls’ basketball team. We also specifically asked Ding about a repost from an individual named 
Theresa in 2025, which included a photo from a campaign event that included other Board 
members who were in attendance. Ding responded that this was not her post and she reposted it, 
noting that it was full-circle that the particular individual was supporting her campaign. 

Ding stated that Ficke-Bradford later responded thanking Ding for updating her social media in a 
timely manner. With that response, Ding understood that it had been taken care of and that she no 
longer had offending content on her social media pages. Ding stated that she is very willing to 
remove any content that is pointed out or if there is even a question that it may be violative.  

Additionally, we asked Ding if she attended the League of Women Voters of the Palatine, 
Barrington and Schaumburg Areas Candidate Forum on February 14, 2026. Ding confirmed that 
she did and acknowledged that she introduced herself and included information about being a 
District Board member. Ding explained that she understood some use of Board background 
information was permissible as part of her biography.  

Ding confirmed that she attended the December 3, 2025, Ethics and Prohibited Political Activity 
Training which was conducted by the Board’s legal counsel, Franczek P.C. Ding agreed that the 
training covered Board policies related to ethics, political activity, and advertising and promoting 
political interests using district resources. Ding reviewed a copy of the training materials which 
were included in the Complaint as evidence. (Exhibit B: Training Materials). Ding emphasized 
that, after the training, she believed she was acting in compliance with Board policies and that she 
would have removed anything clearly identified as problematic or violative. Ding also noted that 
she reimbursed the District for the cost of the training, and that she would recommend the training 
for any other future Board member who runs for an elected position to avoid concerns from the 
beginning.  
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Additionally, we questioned Ding regarding the contributions she received for her campaign, based 
upon the Schedule A-1 which was included in the Complaint as evidence.2 (Exhibit D: Erin for 
Illinois Schedule A-1). Ding denied soliciting any contributions on District property, using District 
resources in connection with any contribution, or receiving any contribution in exchange for taking 
particular action as a Board member. Ding stated that she did not allow any contribution to 
influence any of her decisions as a Board member. 

Ding acknowledged voting on union contracts in past years as a Board member, however, those 
votes did not overlap with her state representative campaign. She explained that, since beginning 
her state representative campaign and receiving the contributions, there has not been any vote on 
any union contract. Further, Ding affirmed that she did not receive an endorsement or any other 
contribution of value based on an implicit or explicit understanding that her decisions or actions 
as a District Board member would be influenced by the endorsement or contribution. 

Ding indicated that she herself raised the possibility of an issue and sought guidance from District 
leadership, namely Superintendent Winkelman and Board President Ficke-Bradford. She 
explained that she did not receive any clear directive requiring nonparticipation but noted that there 
was no vote that occurred which would have raised a potential issue.  

Ding also affirmed that she believed she complied with the Board’s findings and directives from 
the November 18, 2025, Board meeting, the directives in the November 19, 2025, email from 
President Ficke-Bradford, and the December 3, 2025, Ethics Act and Prohibited Political Activity 
Training presented by the Board’s legal counsel.  

At the end of the interview, Ding re-emphasized that she is open to the community for any 
conversation and is willing to resolve any conflicts of interests. Ding noted that if someone had 
reached out to her about any particular posts or photos, she would have been open to discussing 
and removing the content. 

On Saturday, June 6, 2026, we received an email from Ding requesting a phone call to discuss a 
question she had which she did not have the chance to raise during the investigatory interview. The 
following Monday, June 7, 2026, we discussed via teleconference. Ding stated she first wanted to 
address a clarification she had. She referenced the discussion regarding the email from Ficke-
Bradford informing Ding that she still had posts with violative content on her social media pages 
from the investigatory interview on May 21, 2026. Ding expressed that she wanted to clarify her 
thought process and “filter” for when she went through her social media pages to remove content. 
Ding noted that she removed any commentary on District posts. She explained that the Board had 
previously discussed posting their own children who are students of the District. Ding left posts 
from between 2021 through 2023 that were of her own children in their own school activities. A 
few of the posts included her children with their friends. Ding also noted that during the training 
conducted by Franczek, P.C., they did not discuss posting content with other students’ faces. Ding 

 
2 During the interview, Ding provided us with a copy of form D-1 “Statement of Organization”, which was received 
by the State Board of Elections, Springfield Office on June 27, 2025. This form amended the purpose of the “Erin 
for Illinois” political committee to state: “to elect Erin Chan Ding to the Illinois General Assembly.” (Exhibit K: 
Form D-1 Provided by Ding).  
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stated that she removed anything with District resources without her own children in the photos. 
She noted that did not think that any photo of her own children would assist her campaign.  

Ding then asked us two questions. First, she questioned if Board members post on social media 
about their children, should those posts be on their personal accounts. Further, if a Board member 
has a campaign account, she asked if a distinction is there. Second, Ding stated that she felt as 
though the Board did not address what could be posted to campaign pages, questioning whether 
two other Board members with school board campaign pages with photos of staff and children at 
a groundbreaking would also be vulnerable. In response to Ding’s questions, we prefaced that the 
Board has its own legal counsel, and that we have been retained for the purpose of investigating 
this complaint. We responded that, generally, it is a better approach to keep such posts on a personal 
page rather than on a campaign page. Even if there is no intent to use such posts inappropriately, 
they are still a part of a campaign page and could make a Board member vulnerable.  

At the end of the teleconference, Ding understood that, even though she was not campaigning in 
2023, separating accounts would make her less vulnerable to these allegations. She stated that she 
did change her social media pages to make it clear that she is no longer actively campaigning, for 
example, changing her page handles to “Erin Chan Ding” instead of her campaign slogan. 

Investigatory Findings 

Board Policy 2:105 “Ethics and Gift Ban,” states that “No Board member or employee shall 
intentionally use any District property or resources in connection with any political activity.” This 
Board Policy is related to the State Officials and Employees Ethics Act (the “Act”).  The Act 
requires that governmental entities adopt an ordinance or resolution that regulates political 
activities of officers and employees of the entity. 5 ILCS 430/70-5(a). Under Section 5-15 of the 
Act, “State employees shall not intentionally misappropriate any State property or resources by 
engaging in any prohibited political activity for the benefit of any campaign for elective office or 
any political organization.” 5 ILCS 430/5-15(a). While Board Policy 2:105 more broadly indicates 
that “use” of District property or resources in connection with political activity is prohibited, the 
Act specifically provides that officials and employees are prohibited from misappropriation of 
District property or of resources.   

Political activity under Board Policy 2:105 includes: initiating for circulation, preparing, 
circulating, reviewing, or filing any petition on behalf of a candidate for elective office; 
distributing, preparing for distribution, or mailing campaign literature, campaign signs, or other 
campaign material on behalf of any candidate for elective office; and campaigning for any elective 
office. Board Policy 2:105 specifies that, except as permitted by the policy, “no Board member or 
employee … shall intentionally solicit or accept any gift from any prohibited source, as those terms 
are defined herein, or that is otherwise prohibited by law or policy.” However, Board Policy 2:105 
provides an exception to the ban on accepting gifts from a prohibited source if it is a contribution 
that is lawfully made under the Election Code or associated with a fundraising event in support of 
a political organization or candidate.  
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Board Policy 2:80 outlines the Board member Oath and Code of Conduct and incorporates the 
Illinois Association of School Board’s Code of Conduct. Board Policy 2:80 requires Board 
members to “avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of impropriety which could result 
from [their] position, and shall not use [their] Board of Education membership for personal gain 
or publicity.”  

1. Conflict of Interest 

The Complaint asserts that Ding’s refusal to recuse herself from voting to approve the findings and 
recommendations of the initial UGP complaint investigation created a direct conflict of interest 
and violated the Public Officer Prohibited Activities Act.  

While the Complaint asserts a violation of the Public Officer Prohibited Activities Act, we do not 
conclude that any violation of this Act occurred related to Ding’s decision not to recuse herself 
from voting to approve the initial UGP complaint decision. The Public Officer Prohibited 
Activities Act prohibits elected officials from having a prohibited interest in contracts. 50 ILCS 
105/0.01 et seq. Additionally, the Board does not have the authority to require a Board member to 
recuse themselves from a vote on Board action.  

However, we do find that Ding’s decision to vote on the UGP complaint decision which had a 
direct impact on her interests created an appearance of a conflict and in this sense an appearance 
of an impropriety. Ding was made aware of the possibility of a conflict of interest prior to the 
Board vote. At the November 18, 2026 Board meeting, President Ficke-Bradford noted that the 
“Board was made aware of research that was done on the conflict of interest” regarding Ding 
voting. Ding explained during her investigatory interview that she would have recused herself had 
the Board accepted findings of the UGP investigation report as they were written (specifically, the 
finding that her violations related to her prohibited political activity on District property were 
“technical” rather than “flagrant”). Regardless of Ding’s desire to raise her disagreement regarding 
the Board’s decision relative to the UGP report findings, she nonetheless chose to not recuse herself 
from the vote.  

Board Policy 2:80 requires Board members to “avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of 
impropriety”. Ding did have a direct personal interest in voting “no” on the UGP complaint 
decision which concluded her conduct violated Board policies. Voting on the decision created the 
appearance of impropriety as she would be unable to make an impartial decision regarding her 
own conduct. Due to this, Ding’s decision to vote on the action to approve the UGP complaint 
decision involving her actions violated Board Policy 2:80.  

2. Web and Social Media Content 

We also find that the evidence is sufficient to substantiate the allegation related to Ding’s social 
media content having the appearance of impropriety. The complaint specifically raised the concern 
that the “Erin for Illinois” web and social media platforms have continued to host prohibited 
content, including photos of her handing out diplomas, campaigning with other Board of Education 
members, District students, coaches, and educators while tagging the District.  
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As an initial matter, we note that Ding is no longer campaigning for State Representative as of 
March of 2026, and her Erin for Illinois campaign website is no longer active. Ding’s campaign 
Facebook and Instagram pages are still active. The screenshots submitted as evidence by the 
Complainant were captured on February 19, 2026. (Exhibit G: Website Screenshots; Exhibit H: 
Social Media Screenshots). 

The Complaint included evidence from Ding’s website where Ding identified herself as a District 
Board member. Ding also listed several District accomplishments during her tenure as a Board 
member. Similarly, the Complaint referenced a video recording with transcript from the League of 
Women Voters of the Palatine, Barrington and Schaumburg Areas Candidate Forum on February 
14, 2026, at which Ding introduced herself as a District Board member, noting certain District 
accomplishments during her tenure as a Board member. (Exhibit I: Candidate Forum Transcript 
and Screenshot). In response to this evidence related to her website and the Candidate Forum in 
which she referenced being a District Board member and District achievements, Ding explained 
that she considered this to be biographical information. Ding believed such biographical 
information about herself to be permissible. We find that, introducing herself as a Board member 
as a biographical detail does not violate Board policy. However, reference to various District 
achievements and connecting it to her service on the Board while introducing herself at the 
candidate forum at which Ding attended as a candidate for State Representative, is contrary to the 
directive to avoid an appearance of impropriety under Board Policy 2:80. However, this does not 
rise to the level of misappropriation of District property or resources per the State Officials and 
Employee Ethics Act. 

The Complaint also included numerous screenshots from Ding’s Erin for Illinois Facebook page. 
Ding’s Erin for Illinois Facebook page notes in the “intro” section that “All original posts on this 
page represent my personal opinions alone.” The screenshots were taken on February 19, 2026, 
however, were of posts ranging between April 5, 2021, through July 1, 2025. (Exhibit H: Social 
Media Screenshots). Accordingly, many of the screenshots were posts from before Ding began 
campaigning for State Representative. Some of the screenshotted posts are of Ding’s own children, 
who are students of the District. Some of the posts include her children with other District students 
and District educators. Some of the posts included information related to Ding’s District Board re-
election campaign. Additionally, the most recent post from July 1, 2025, was a repost from another 
individual. The individual’s post included a photo from Ding’s campaign fundraiser, which 
included two active Board members.  

During her investigatory interview, Ding indicated that there was an understanding that Board 
members are permitted to post photos of their children who are students at the District. We do not 
conclude that a Board member is prohibited from posting a photo of their own child solely because 
they are a student of the District.  

However, at the time that the screenshots were taken, certain posts that remained on her page had 
the appearance of impropriety because Ding was actively campaigning for State Representative 
and using the Erin for Illinois Facebook page as her State Representative campaign page. As we 
concluded in our previous UGP Complaint investigation findings report, Ding’s conduct of “rolling 
over” her Facebook page to retain her supporters and leaving prior posts active on the page while 
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campaigning for elected office created the appearance of an impropriety, because even though 
certain content was posted prior to Ding’s State Representative campaign, it is active and visible 
on the page which she designates as her political campaign page. (Exhibit J: November 2025 UGP 
Report).  

As noted previously, Ding was free to create a new Facebook page or could have “rolled over” the 
page to retain supporters but deleted prior posts. Accordingly, we conclude that retaining any posts 
on a page designated and used for her political campaign which related to her prior District Board 
campaign and/or included District logos, students, or educators reasonably created the appearance 
of an impropriety. We note that this conduct does not rise to the level of a misappropriation of 
District resources per the State Officials and Employees Ethics Act.  

3. Campaign Contributions 

The Complaint also takes issue with the campaign contributions to the committee “Friends of Erin 
Chan Ding”, supporting Ding’s campaign for State Representative. Specifically, Ding received 
campaign contributions from organizations such as political action committees affiliated with 
various labor associations/unions, including the IEA-NEA. The Barrington Education Association, 
which represents District educators, and the Barrington School Employees Organization, which 
represents certain non-licensed positions, are affiliated with the IEA-NEA. IPACE, one of Ding’s 
campaign contributors, is the political action committee affiliated with the IEA-NEA. The 
Complainant alleges that Ding’s receipt of campaign contributions from IPACE is a conflict of 
interest and undermines the public’s trust, citing to Board Policies 2:105 and 2:80.  

Board Policy 2:105 outlines prohibited political activity for District employees and Board 
members and prohibits the solicitation or acceptance of any gift from any prohibited source. 
However, Board Policy 2:105 does specifically make an exception for any contribution that is 
lawfully made under the Election Code. There is no Board Policy which establishes a blanket 
prohibition on a current Board member receiving campaign contributions for a separate elected 
office campaign. Additionally, there is no Illinois law which prohibits such. Moreover, the U.S. 
Supreme Court views political spending and campaign contributions as a part of First Amendment 
free speech rights. Buckley v. Valeo, 421 U.S. 1 (1976). Absent any Board Policy or legal statute 
which prohibits a sitting school board member from receiving campaign contributions, we cannot 
conclude that any policy or law was violated when Ding received campaign contributions from 
school and labor organizations, including IPACE.  

As the Complainant states, a “sitting board member’s official decision on labor contracts could 
[emphasis added] be influenced by campaign support.” However, we find no evidence to suggest 
that contributions from the school or labor organizations, including IPACE, have influenced any 
decision by Ding or the Board. During Ding’s investigatory interview, she affirmed that she has 
never received any campaign contribution nor endorsement in exchange for certain action as a 
Board member, whether implicitly or explicitly. 

Moreover, no action has been taken since Ding’s receipt of campaign contributions that could have 
been influenced. Since Ding began her state representative campaign, there have been no successor 
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bargaining contract negotiations with the Barrington Education Association, Barrington School 
Employees Organization, or any other labor union. Accordingly, Ding could not have been 
involved in any Board decision related to a union contract since receiving campaign contributions 
from the various education and labor organizations.  

Given a school board member is not prohibited from receiving lawful campaign contributions, and 
there is no evidence to substantiate that any campaign contribution or endorsement influenced or 
was given in exchange for Ding taking certain action as a Board member, we conclude that Ding 
did not violate any Board policy or law when she received the campaign contributions listed in the 
Schedule A-1 for “Friends of Erin Chan Ding”.  

Recommendations 

As explained above, we do conclude there is sufficient evidence that Ding’s decision to not recuse 
herself from the vote on the UGP complaint created an appearance of a conflict and as such an 
appearance of an impropriety in violation of Board Policy 2:80, which incorporates the Illinois 
Association of School Boards’ Code of Conduct.  

Additionally, we conclude there is sufficient evidence that certain social media posts still present 
on Ding’s active campaign pages3, have the appearance of impropriety in violation of Board Policy 
2:80. We note that, at this time and even as of the date this Complaint was submitted, Ding is no 
longer campaigning for State Representative such that there is no continuing violation. However, 
we believe it is within the Board’s authority to request that in the interest of the Board and of Ding, 
she consider terminating the page or delete any remaining posts that have the appearance of 
impropriety to avoid continued scrutiny – particularly should Ding choose to run for an elected 
office in the future.  

We do not find any evidence to suggest a violation of Board Policy or law based upon Ding’s 
receipt of campaign contributions, including from IPACE. However, to avoid any possible 
appearance of impropriety in the future, we recommend that Ding consider recusing herself from 
Board deliberation and action on substantive decisions related to Barrington Education Association 
and Barrington School Employees Organization collective bargaining agreements.  

Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions concerning this report.  

 

 
3 We note that Erin has re-named her “Erin for Illinois” Facebook and Instagram pages to “Erin Chan Ding” and 
“erin_chan_ding”, respectively.  
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April 13, 2026 

 

 

Dr. Michael Karner 

mkarner@lake.k12.il.us 

Lake County Regional Superintendent of Schools 

300 Center Drive, Suite 100 

Vernon Hills, IL 60061 

 

RE:   Formal Complaint and Request for Inquiry 105 ILCS 5/3-15.5 

Subject:  Persistent Willful Misconduct, Fiduciary Breach, and Conflict 

of Interest by Barrington CUSD 220 Member Erin Chan Ding  

 

Dear Dr. Karner: 

 

I am writing to formally request that the Lake County Regional Office of Education 

(ROE) initiate an inquiry into the fitness for office of Barrington CUSD 220 Board Member Erin 

Chan Ding. This request is based on a documented pattern of willful policy violations, the 

misappropriation of Barrington Community Unit School District 220 (D220) resources for 

partisan political gain, and a blatant disregard for remedial measures that has resulted in a 

financial loss of over $34,000 to the taxpayers of District 220. Member Chan Ding’s A-1 

financial reports for her Erin for Illinois campaign reveals that she has accepted over $70,000.00 

in donations from unions representing educators and staff across Illinois, including those that 

represent Barrington CUSD 220 employees.  

 

Member Chan Ding’s violations cannot be dismissed as a misunderstanding of rules. As a 

member of the Barrington 220 Policy Committee as recently as December 2024, she personally 

reviewed and recommended the very policies she has now been found to have violated: Policy 

2:105 (Ethics and Gift Ban) and Policy 2:80 (Board Member Code of Conduct). Furthermore, in 

the summer of 2025, she acknowledged in writing to the Board President that she understood the 

formal legal reports regarding prohibited political activity provided by District counsel. 

 

On September 29, 2025, a Uniform Grievance Procedure (UGP) Complaint was brought 

against Member Chan Ding.  (See Email attached as Exhibit A). Following receipt of a formal 

UGP Complaint, District 220 was forced to engage the law firm Robbins Schwartz to conduct an 

independent investigation. The UGP Complaint alleged Member Chan Ding was observed at two 

Barrington 220 back-to-school events campaigning on District property, that she was observed 

doing the same at a D220 athletic event, seeking petition signatures, and concerns related to 

social media usage. (See Email attached as Exhibit B). The retention of Robbins Schwartz was 

necessitated by Member Chan Ding’s refusal to self-correct after multiple internal warnings. 

These efforts to have Member Chan Ding self-correct are identified in emails between Board 

President Ficke Bradford and Member Chan Ding, as well as by various Board Members during 

the November 18, 2025, Board of Education (BOE) Meeting. (See Email attached as Exhibit C; 

see 11/18/2025 BOE Meeting https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvGpKkuUOgk&t=8237s 

starting at 1:59:14 (11/18 Meeting)). On November 18, 2025, the BOE (See Minutes at 5.03, 
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attached as Exhibit D and Decision of the Board of Education Regarding Complaint Received 

Against Board Member Erin Chan Ding (Decision) attached as Exhibit E). 

 

 Fiscal Impact: The combined cost of the Robbins Schwartz investigation and the 

extensive legal advice and remedial training provided to District 220 and Member Chan 

Ding by Franczek P.C. has exceeded $34,000. (See Legal Bills of Franczek PC and 

Robbins Schwartz attached as Exhibits F and G). 

 

 The November 18, 2025, Decision: The Board of Education voted 6-1 to approve a 

written decision finding Member Chan Ding in flagrant violation of Board policy. (Exh. 

D and E). 

 

 

 Characterization of Conduct: While the investigator initially suggested “technical” 

violations, the Board explicitly moved to characterize the violations as “flagrant,” citing a 

“repeated cycle” of misconduct and Member Chan Ding’s use of her “board cape” for 

partisan events. (11/18 Meeting 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvGpKkuUOgk&t=8237s starting at 1:59:14). 

 

 

 Procedural Breach: During the vote on her own disciplinary action, Member Chan Ding 

refused to recuse herself, creating a direct conflict of interest and violating the Public 

Officer Prohibited Activities Act by attempting to use her official vote to negate the 

findings of a taxpayer-funded investigation. (Exh D and E; 11/18 Meeting 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvGpKkuUOgk&t=8237s starting at 1:59:14) 

 

 

Since June of 2025, Member Chan Ding has engaged in a misappropriation of District 

achievements for her personal partisan gain. Member Chan Ding’s “Erin for Illinois” campaign 

materials, website, social pages, speeches, and interviews for the 52nd District State 

Representative seat persistently claim personal credit for Barrington CUSD 220 collective 

milestones. (See Erin for Illinois website https://erinforillinois.com/ and screenshots attached as 

Exhibit H; Erin for Illinois Facebook Page https://www.facebook.com/erinforillinois/ and 

screenshots attached as Exhibit I; LWV Candidate Forum 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PAfFlEa5MY0 and screenshots attached as Exhibit J). These 

are all direct violations of Policy 2:80, which requires members to avoid using the office for 

“personal gain or publicity.” By rebranding non-partisan District successes as personal “planks” 

in a partisan platform for a compensated state office, she has breached her fiduciary duty to 

remain a neutral steward of the District’s reputation. 

 

Member Chan Ding has failed to comply with Board policy, despite repeated requests to 

remove offending content and ethics training paid for by the D220 taxpayers. Despite a public 

apology at the 11/18 Meeting, where she pledged to “do better,” Member Chan Ding has 

demonstrated immediate recidivism. (See 11/18 Meeting). FOIA records from the December 3, 
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2025, mandated training (conducted by attorney James Petrungaro of Franczek P.C.) establish 

that Member Chan Ding was provided with specific, illustrative “road maps” of prohibited 

conduct. (See Ethics Act and Prohibited Political Activity Training attached as Exhibit K). 

 

The training explicitly warned against: 

 

1. Exploitation of Students for Publicity: Explicitly stating that a candidate cannot visit a 

classroom to create campaign social media content. 

2. Misuse of District Property: Defining “Political Activity” to include circulating 

nominating petitions at District events or schools—debunking her “parent capacity” 

defense. 

3. Exploitation of D220 Teachers for Publicity: Defining “Political Activity” to include 

soliciting votes, distributing campaign material on behalf of a candidate for elective 

office, and cautioning that even “optional” invitations to a District employee to work on a 

campaign are strongly discouraged due to the coercive effect of a Board Member’s 

stature. 

4. Exploitation of D220 Students and Teachers for Publicity: Cautioning that no political 

candidate may promote her interest by using the names or pictures of the School District, 

any District facility, staff members or students except as authorized/approved by the 

Board. 

5. Appearance of Impropriety: Cautioning that a member’s “stature” cannot be turned off at 

will to further a partisan, compensated candidacy. 

6. Exploitation of School Board Position: Cautioning against commingling of Board 

position with Candidate profile and social media pages.  

7. Unauthorized Publicity: A prohibition on using the Board identity to imply District 

endorsement for personal political advancement. 

 

Since this training, Member Chan Ding’s “Erin for Illinois” platforms, web and social 

pages, continue to host prohibited content, including photos of her handing out diplomas, photos 

of her campaigning with other Board of Education members, photos of D220 students, coaches 

and educators, and digital tags to the District. Member Chan Ding has continued to prioritize her 

personal political ambition over her fiduciary duty to protect District assets from further legal 

expense and to bolster her personal political credentials for a compensated State Representative 

seat. (Exh.s H – J). 

 

Member Chan Ding continually cites to her position and activities as a D220 Board of 

Education member in support of her campaign for the 52nd District. (Exh.s H – J). This violates 

Policy 2:80, which requires members to “recognize that a Board member has no legal authority 

as an individual” and to avoid using the office for “personal gain or publicity.” By rebranding 

District milestones as campaign achievements for a compensated State Representative seat, 

Member Chan Ding is misappropriating the collective work of the Board, the administration, and 

the taxpayers to build a partisan political resume. This is a direct violation of the fiduciary duty 

to keep District successes neutral and focused on student outcomes rather than candidate 

promotion. In the Franczek training slides it was stated that members cannot write “Letters to the 

Editor” as a Board Member to promote themselves. If that is a violation, then using a campaign 

website and speeches to do the same thing is a direct circumvention of the rule. 
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Additionally, evidence suggests Member Chan Ding was not candid with investigators, as 

she claimed to have “ceased” prohibited activities while documentation shows they continued. 

(See Emails attached as Exhibit L; 11/18/2025 BOE Meeting 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvGpKkuUOgk&t=8237s starting at 1:59:14). Board 

President Ficke Bradford Emailed Member Chan Ding about these continued violations on 

several occasions following the 11/18 Meeting. (Exh L). In one of the communications, President 

Ficke Bradford had to inform Member Chan Ding that District resources were not to be used for 

political campaign. (Exh. L). 

 

During the 11/18, 2025 Meeting, Member Chan Ding stated she had revised her 

campaign Facebook page to remove District mentions. However, as of February 19, 2026, that 

page still contains posts using District 220 accomplishments for her personal political gain in 

violation of Policy 2:80(2). (Exh. I). 

 

As of the March 17 election cycle, the Schedule A-1 for “Friends of Erin Can Ding” 

reports she has accepted $72,000.00 in combined contributions from: Illinois Action Committee 

for Education (IPACE) ($10,000.00), Lake County Federation of Teachers Local 504 COPE 

PAC Fund ($10,000.00), SEIU Illinois State Council PAC Fund ($20,000.00), the Illinois 

Federation of Teachers (IFT) COPE ($30,000.00), and Illinois AFL-CIO Committee of Political 

Education ($2,000.00). (Exh. M). On the heals of those reported campaign donations, the Erin 

for Illinois Facebook Page posted endorsements by the state’s “major teacher’s unions – the 

Illinois Education Association, Illinois Federation of Teachers and Cook County College 

Teachers Union – which represent more than 240,000 educators across Illinois. I’ve spent the 

past five years serving in an elected, voluntary role on the Barrington 220 school board because 

I’m passionate about ensuring that our educators and students have an environment and 

resources in which they can thrive…” (Exh. N). 

 

 Illinois Education Association (IEA) is the state-level parent organization for the 

Barrington Education Association (BEA), the local union representing over 700 educational 

professionals specifically within D220. The BEA is the primary entity that negotiates multi-

year contract agreements with the D220 Board of Education regarding teacher salaries, benefits, 

and working conditions. IPACE is the political arm of the IEA that provides campaign donations 

to candidates.  

 

As a D220 Board Member, Chan Ding is responsible for overseeing and voting on multi-

year contract agreements with the BEA. Accepting $10,000 from the political arm of the very 

organization (IEA/IPACE) that represents the District’s employees creates a strong appearance 

of a pay-to-play relationship, where a sitting board member’s official decision on labor contracts 

could be influenced by campaign support. Chan Ding’s continued use of her “elected, voluntary 

role on the Barrington 220 school board” as a central pillar of her campaign messaging while 

receiving large sums from the unions she oversees blurs the line between her non-partisan duty 

to taxpayers and her partisan political ambitions. 

 

The convergence of $72,000.00 in union PAC money and subsequent high-profile 

endorsements—while Chan Ding remains a sitting official with direct authority over those 
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unions’ local affiliates—presents a documented case of conflicting loyalties that undermines 

public trust in D220’s governance. D220’s Board Policy 2:105, “Ethics and Gift Ban,” 

establishes strict standards for the conduct of Board members and employees to prevent conflicts 

of interest and ensure public trust. Under the Board Member Code of Conduct, Policy 2:80, 

members must “avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of impropriety which could 

result from my position” and “refuse to surrender my responsibilities to special interest or 

partisan political groups.” 

 

Member Chan Ding’s conduct represents a premeditated and willful failure to perform 

official duties. The local Board has exhausted its ability to self-govern; Member Chan Ding has 

proven that even a $34,000 legal expenditure and line-by-line legal instruction will not compel 

her compliance. 

 

I respectfully request that your office review the enclosed materials, assess the evidence 

of continued post-training violations which confirm a willful disregard for the law and the 

fiduciary oath and initiate removal proceedings to protect Barrington CUSD 220 from further 

financial liability and restore the ethical integrity of the Board. 

 

I look forward to your response regarding this urgent matter of public trust. 

 

Sincerely, 

        
                 

                

                                 

                             

 

 

 

Enclosures 

cc:  Superintendent Winkelman 

 Board President Ficke Bradford 



Date: Mon 29 Sep 2025 07:45:37 PM -0700
From: Craig Winkelman <CWinkelman@barrington220.org>
To: Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org>
Cc:
Subject: Fwd: Filing an official complaint
Size: 10700.0 Kb
Id: 12092811181

Sandra,
We received an anonymous official complaint this evening 
regarding Erin
Chan Ding's recent actions. I will begin the uniform grievance 
procedures
found in Policy 2:260.
Kind regards,
Craig

Dr. Craig Winkelman

Superintendent of Schools

Barrington CUSD220

cwinkelman@barrington220.org

847-842-3588

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Chelsea Hedges <CHedges@barrington220.org>
Date: Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 7:33 PM
Subject: Fwd: Filing an official complaint
To: Craig Winkelman <CWinkelman@barrington220.org>, Joshua 
Carpenter <
jcarpenter@barrington220.org>

FYI

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Concerned Parent 
Date: Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 7:28 PM
Subject: Filing an official complaint
To: jcarpenter@barrington220.org <jcarpenter@barrington220.org>,
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>> --
>> 
>> Erin Chan Ding
>> 
>> Member of the Barrington 220 Board of Education
>> 
>> 
echanding@barrington220.org<mailto:echanding@barrington220.org> 
|
>> 
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.barringt
on220.
>> org&c=E,1,oNU5xQDNEi29UrFfOJwoiXiQVcyALCMAQPsKJLJoPgVXnS-
raUQautgp1j_C
>> 
JcQhvKnbhixy42nBNK1ap8CtlvP0QqdN_dOq0JBx4hCyAUNz13X37pAmxxs,&typ
o=1<ht
>> 
tps://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.barrington2
20.org
>> %2f&c=E,1,YyDjPLmuYiZ2839juQSYbJeBz0eQMV1LqvSLzh-RY7UnGlkL-
4fNeurLD-C8
>> ln0d07anbPIPEmzkV2oVs6IY4auVNzDDweGSoEpi8uq-
lLHR3wm1izkeRA,,&typo=1>
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 7:44?AM Natalie Jakubowski
<njakubowski@robbins-schwartz.com<mailto:njakubowski@robbins-
schwartz.com>> wrote:
>> 
>> Good morning,
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Thank you for the confirmation. Erin, we are happy to look 
into alternative dates. We do happen to have some
availability this upcoming Thursday (10/16) afternoon, or we are 
available next week on Monday (10/20) after 3:15PM or
Tuesday (10/21) at any time. Please let us know what works best 
for you and we will coordinate.
>> 
>> 
>> 
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>> As to your request for a copy of the written complaint, the 
complainant has requested to remain anonymous. Pursuant
to Board Policy 2:260 under "Investigation Process", we refrain 
from disclosing the complaint or the identity of the
complainant except in limited circumstances. However, we can 
provide you with a summary of the allegations, so you are
aware of the nature of the complaint.
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> The complaint alleges that you were observed at two 
Barrington 220 back-to-school events campaigning on district
property. Additionally, the complaint indicated that you were 
observed doing the same at an athletic event held at
Vernon Hills High School. At these events, the complaint 
indicated that you were asking for petition signatures. The
complaint also indicated concerns related to your social media 
usage, specifically your Facebook campaign page.
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Please let us know your upcoming availability and any 
questions in the meantime. We look forward to meeting you.
Thank you!
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Best,
>> 
>> Natalie
>> 
>> Natalie A. Jakubowski (she/her)
>> 
>> Attorney
>> 
>> Robbins Schwartz
>> 
>> 190 South LaSalle St, Suite 2550
>> 
>> Chicago, Illinois 60603-3410
>> 
>> P: 312.332.7760 f: 312.332.7768
>> 
>> njakubowski@robbins-schwartz.com<mailto:name@robbins-
schwartz.com>
>> 
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On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 9:41 PM Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org>
wrote:

> Hi Sandra,
>
> I've fixed and/or modified all of these posts. If you still 
see
> anything problematic, please let me know.
>
> Thanks!
> Erin
>
> On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 8:48 PM Sandra Bradford <
> sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:
>
>> Erin,
>>
>> Several of your, and your campaign, social media posts have 
been brought
>> to my attention by board and community members.
>> The posts listed below do not follow the attached Board of 
Education
>> Norms and Communication Expectations agreed upon in October 
2024,
>> specifically on Utilization of Social Media. Please see the 
excerpt below
>> and attached screenshots.
>>
>> Most recent Incidents:
>> - the two posts on both your personal and campaign Facebook 
pages where
>> the District post about the College Now program was shared. 
The posts do
>> not align with item b) listed below.
>> - the Homecoming parade post made one day prior to this email 
on your
>> Facebook page. You attended the parade as a School Board 
member, not as a
>> parent. This post does not align with item c) listed below
>>
>> Excerpt from Board of Education Norms and Communication
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>> Expectations agreed upon in October 2024
>>
>> Communication Utilizing Social Media
>>
>> a. Board members will refrain from inappropriate conduct in 
making
>> public statements on social media sites, and will refrain 
from any
>> disparagement of fellow board members, community members and 
board
>> decisions.
>>
>> b. When promoting official district business and activities,
>> personal use of social media will be limited to directly 
sharing links from
>> the district media platforms, without personal editorial or 
opinion.
>>
>> c. When board members attend district events in a personal 
capacity
>> (e.g. parent, relative, neighbor) the use of social media 
will depict in
>> words or images the activity itself without adding a personal 
narrative,
>> editorial, or opinion.
>>
>> *Please modify the posts mentioned, and any others, to adhere 
to our
>> agreed upon Board of Education Norms and Communication 
Expectations.*
>>
>> Thanks again,
>> Sandra Ficke-Bradford
>> Board of Education, President
>> Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
>> *(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns
>> <https://www.rightinbox.com/blog/pronouns-in-email-
signatures>)*
>> sbradford@barrington220.org
>>
>>
>>
>>
>
> --
> --
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> Erin Chan Ding
> Member of the Barrington 220 Board of Education
> echanding@barrington220.org | www.barrington220.org
>
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BARRINGTON COMMUNITY UNIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 220

Minutes of Regular Board of Education Meeting
November 18, 2025

*** This was the last meeting in BoardDocs. For the official approved minutes, please view them in the
Consent Agenda on the December 2, 2025, Board meeting. ***

Members present
Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi
Srivastava

Members absent - none

Location: District Administrative Center, 515 W. Main Street, Barrington, IL. 60010 and via live stream

1. NOVEMBER 4, REGULAR BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING - AGENDA
Call to Order - The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m.

2. 5:30 p.m. - CLOSED - For the purpose of discussing: Employment matters, self-evaluation, performance of a 
specific employee, collective negotiating matters, litigation matters, security procedures, student disciplinary matters, 
the placement of individual students in special education programs, and other matters relating to individual students, 
and the purchase, lease or sale price of real property, external auditors 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(29).
2.01 Closed Session (Board Only)
Motion to go into closed session for the purpose of discussing: Employment matters, self-evaluation, performance of a 
specific employee, collective negotiating matters, litigation matters, security procedures, student disciplinary matters, 
the placement of individual students in special education programs, and other matters relating to individual students, 
and the purchase, lease or sale price of real property.
Motion by Erin Chan Ding, second by Diana Clopton
Final Resolution:  Motion Carries
Yea:  Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi 
Srivastava 

2.02 Suspended Closed Session and Reconvene in Open Session - The Board adjourned closed session at 5:41 p.m. 
and reconvened in open session. 

3. 6:00 p.m. - OPEN SESSION

3.01 Roll Call

3.02 Pledge of Allegiance

3.03 Student Report - Barrington High School

3.04 Recognition: Sunny Hill Elementary School

3.05 Recognition: Science of Reading Microcredential and Staff Completing LETRS Training

3.06 Report: President, Board of Education - Sandra Bradford
President Bradford expressed appreciation for the Sunny Hill staff and community, then provided several brief 
updates. The Barrington 220 Educational Foundation awarded over $80,000 in grants across all district schools and 
several clubs. President Bradford attended the IASB large district meeting, noting record attendance expected at the 
upcoming statewide conference and IASB’s first-ever 100% statewide membership. Additionally, the Board completed 
a self-evaluation workshop focused on norms and communication practices, with finalized updates to be included on a 
future consent agenda.

President Bradford invited a BHS student to address the Board regarding his thoughts on screen time outside of 
classroom time.

3.07 Public Comment - There were 16 comments. The topics were Walnut Grove Acquisition and Latin.

EXHIBIT D



3.08 Report: Superintendent of Schools - Dr. Craig Winkelman
Dr. Winkelman presented information on Authentically 220, Barrington Transition Students, INCubator students' visit
to Grove, the Devorah Heitner lecture series, the Woodland Impact Center, Hough School scarecrow contest winners,
Student Teacher of the Year, and National Merit Commended students

3.09 Informational Reports

3.10 Board Committee Reports: Finance Committee, Facilities Committee, Policy Committee, Legislative Committee,
Equity Committee, Health Insurance Committee, Referendum Construction Steering Committee, Safety & Security
Committee
The Policy Committee met. Thirty-eight policies were reviewed. This will be discussed later in tonight's meeting. The
Facilities Committee met. All 2025 projects are completed, and there is a positive variance of $40,000. The date to
switch on the solar panels had to be rescheduled for December 22nd. It is almost time for the Ten-Year Health/Life
Safety Survey. This survey will provide the District with recommendations for improvements or adjustments. The
Safety and Security Committee met. The Committee discussed the successful November 7th Critical Incident Drill. The
drill highlighted both positives and areas for improvement.

4. CONSENT AGENDA
4.01 Consideration to Approve Consent Agenda
Resolution: Motion to approve Consent Agenda.
Motion to approve Consent Agenda.
Motion by Barry Altshuler, second by Erin Chan Ding.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi
Srivastava

The Consent Agenda included:

1. Closed and Open Minutes from October 21, 2025
2. October Reports for:

1. Wage/Payroll Report
2. Treasurer's Report
3. Revenues and Expenditures

3. November Reports for:
1. Bill List

4. Revised Personnel Report
5. Minor Policies

5. ACTION ITEMS
5.01 Consideration to Approve Board Members' Professional Development
Motion to Approve Board Members' Professional Development
Motion by Leah Collister-Lazzari, second by Barry Altshuler.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi
Srivastava

5.02 Consideration to Determine Tentative Property Tax Levy
Motion to Determine Tentative Property Tax Levy
Motion by Steve Wang, second by Diana Clopton.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi
Srivastava

5.03 Consideration to Approve of Written Decision Regarding Uniform Grievance Procedure Complaint Concerning a
Board Member
Motion to Approve of Written Decision Regarding Uniform Grievance Procedure Complaint Concerning a Board Member
Motion by Barry Altshuler, second by Diana Clopton.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi Srivastava
Nay: Erin Chan Ding

6. DISCUSSION ITEMS
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6.01 Transform 220 and Barrington High School Update
Ms. Lager and Ms. Satera discussed Transform 220 and potential parking additions for BHS

6.02 Bond Review Presentation
Bob Lewis, from PTMA, and Sarah Lager discussed bonds and the DSEB process.

6.03 IL Report Card Update/State Assessment Presentation
Ms. Rabe and Dr. Ernst provided data on the IL State Report Card and State Assessment Data.

6.04 Exploratory Curriculum Update
Mr. May, Dr. Gill, Dr. Byrne, Ms. Hansen, Ms. Haradon, Ms. Tileston, Ms. Wiegel, and Mr. Rouse gave an update on
exploratory options and changes to give students more options.

6.05 First Reading of Board Policy - this agenda item was tabled until the December 2nd Board meeting.

**The Board suspended open session and reconvened in closed session at 10:53 pm.

7. ADJOURN
7.01 Adjourn Meeting
Motion to adjourn meeting.
Motion by Harathi Srivastava, second by Steve Wang.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries
Yea: Sandra Bradford, Leah Collister-Lazzari, Barry Altshuler, Erin Chan Ding, Steve Wang, Diana Clopton, Harathi
Srivastava

________________________________________   __________________________________________
 Sandra Bradford, President   Diana Clopton, Secretary
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FR A N C Z E K                                                               

 
Barrington Comm Unit SD 220                           December 10, 2025 
Client.Matter No. 00105.000010     Invoice No. 245455 
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES                  
 

Date Tkpr Description Hours Amount 

12/02/25 JAP Review  
 

1.70 561.00 

12/03/25 JAP Correspond with and meet with  
. 

1.50 495.00 

12/04/25 JAP Correspond with Board President regarding  
. 

.10 33.00 

12/08/25 JAP Review correspondence from  
; correspond with Board President and 

Superintendent regarding training. 

.20 66.00 

 
 TOTAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES                       $ 1,155.00   
 
 
SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES                    
 
Name Tkpr Hours Rate Total 

James A. Petrungaro JAP 3.50 330.00 1,155.00 
Total  3.50  $ 1,155.00 
 
 
 
   TOTAL THIS INVOICE                  $ 1,155.00    
  

EXHIBIT F











11/12/25 250.06
11/13/25 198.00
11/13/25 412.50
11/13/25 99.00
11/14/25 792.00
11/14/25 231.00
11/17/25 198.00
11/17/25 1,056.00
11/17/25 737.50
11/17/25 466.09
11/18/25 66.00
11/18/25 1,320.00
11/18/25 32.90
11/18/25 78.18
11/19/25 297.00
11/20/25 66.00
11/21/25 99.00
11/21/25 198.00
11/25/25 66.00
11/25/25 165.00
11/30/25 16,660.85 Robbins Schwartz

11/30/25 525.00 Robbins Schwartz

33,949.19

EXHIBIT F



EXHIBIT G



December 18, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

Resp. Atty:
1033877

Page: 1

For Professional Services Rendered Through November 30, 2025

Invoice #:
JJP

Barrington CUSD #220
515 W. Main Street
Barrington, IL 60010

 Sarah LagerAttention:

RE: Ethics UGP

Total Services

$16,660.85

$525.00

Past Due Balance as of Bill Date
Total Current Charges $525.00

PAY THIS AMOUNT $17,185.85

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550
Chicago, IL 60603-3410

Federal Tax I.D. No.: 

www.robbins-schwartz.com
Telephone: (312) 332-7760

Remittance Advice

For billing inquiries contact us at billingaccounting@robbins-schwartz.com

Check Payable To:

Robbins Schwartz
Attn.: Accounts Receivable

Chicago, IL 60603-3410
Please return this remittance page with your payment.  Thank you.

ACH Payment Information:

Receiving Bank: Fifth Third Bank

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550

EXHIBIT G



December 18, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

1033877

Page: 1

For Professional Services Rendered Through

Invoice #:

Barrington CUSD #220
515 W. Main Street
Barrington, IL 60010

 Sarah LagerAttention:

RE: Ethics UGP

Resp. Atty: JJP

November 30, 2025

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550
Chicago, IL 60603-3410

Federal Tax I.D. No.: 

www.robbins-schwartz.com
Telephone: (312) 332-7760

Date Person

SERVICES

Description of Services Hours AmountRate

11/03/2025 JJP Teleconference with Ficke-Bradford regarding
 

0.50 $325.00 $162.50

11/03/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Teleconference with Ficke-Bradford
re: .

0.50 $0.00 $0.00

11/03/2025 NAJ Analyze 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

11/03/2025 NAJ Teleconference with Altshuler re: 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

11/03/2025 NAJ Analyze 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

11/03/2025 NAJ Prepare 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

11/03/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Prepare email to Ficke-Bradford 0.25 $0.00 $0.00

11/12/2025 NAJ Review email from 
prepare email in response.

0.25 $290.00 $72.50

Total Professional Services 2.50 $525.00

PERSON RECAP

Person Hours Rate Amount
JJP Joseph J. Perkoski 0.50 $325.00 $162.50

NAJ Natalie A. Jakubowski 1.25 $290.00 $362.50

EXHIBIT G



December 18, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

1033877Invoice #:

Page: 2
Resp. Atty: JJP

PERSON RECAP

Person Hours Rate Amount
NAJ Natalie A. Jakubowski 0.75 $0.00 $0.00

Total Services

$16,660.85

$525.00

Previous Balance
Total Current Charges $525.00

PAY THIS AMOUNT $17,185.85

EXHIBIT G



EXHIBIT G



November 30, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

Resp. Atty:
1032287

Page: 1

For Professional Services Rendered Through October 31, 2025

Invoice #:
JJP

Barrington CUSD #220
515 W. Main Street
Barrington, IL 60010

 Sarah LagerAttention:

RE: Ethics UGP

Total Services

Less Payments

$632.50

$16,553.75

($632.50)
Past Due Balance as of Bill Date

Total Disbursements $107.10
Total Current Charges $16,660.85

PAY THIS AMOUNT $16,660.85

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550
Chicago, IL 60603-3410

Federal Tax I.D. No.: 

www.robbins-schwartz.com
Telephone: (312) 332-7760

Remittance Advice

For billing inquiries contact us at billingaccounting@robbins-schwartz.com

Check Payable To:

Robbins Schwartz
Attn.: Accounts Receivable

Chicago, IL 60603-3410
Please return this remittance page with your payment.  Thank you.

ACH Payment Information:

Receiving Bank: Fifth Third Bank

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550

EXHIBIT G



November 30, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

1032287

Page: 1

For Professional Services Rendered Through

Invoice #:

Barrington CUSD #220
515 W. Main Street
Barrington, IL 60010

 Sarah LagerAttention:

RE: Ethics UGP

Resp. Atty: JJP

October 31, 2025

190 S La Salle St, Ste 2550
Chicago, IL 60603-3410

Federal Tax I.D. No.: 

www.robbins-schwartz.com
Telephone: (312) 332-7760

Date Person

SERVICES

Description of Services Hours AmountRate

10/01/2025 JJP Analysis for 1.50 $325.00 $487.50

10/01/2025 NAJ Strategize . 0.50 $290.00 $145.00

10/01/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Prepare email to 

e.

0.25 $0.00 $0.00

10/02/2025 JJP Analysis for 0.50 $325.00 $162.50

10/02/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Prepare email
.

0.25 $0.00 $0.00

10/03/2025 JJP Follow up analysis for 0.75 $325.00 $243.75

10/03/2025 JJP Review email from Member Ding regarding

.

0.25 $325.00 $81.25

10/03/2025 NAJ Review email from Ficke-Bradford re: interview
scheduling; prepare response re: the same.

0.25 $290.00 $72.50

10/03/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Prepare email to 0.25 $0.00 $0.00

10/03/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Prepare email to 
.

0.25 $0.00 $0.00

10/06/2025 JJP Follow up with Winkleman regarding email from
Chan Ding regarding 

0.25 $325.00 $81.25

EXHIBIT G



November 30, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

1032287Invoice #:

Page: 2
Resp. Atty: JJP

Date Person

SERVICES

Description of Services Hours AmountRate

10/06/2025 NAJ Prepare follow-up email
.

0.25 $290.00 $72.50

10/07/2025 JJP Prepare for . 1.00 $325.00 $325.00

10/07/2025 JJP Interview ; follow
up regarding the same.

1.50 $325.00 $487.50

10/07/2025 NAJ Prepare summary
.

0.50 $290.00 $145.00

10/07/2025 NAJ Prepare 0.75 $290.00 $217.50

10/07/2025 NAJ Prepare 0.75 $290.00 $217.50

10/08/2025 JJP Analysis for 1.00 $325.00 $325.00

10/09/2025 JJP Prepare for . 1.00 $325.00 $325.00

10/09/2025 JJP Meetings with 
.

4.00 $325.00 $1,300.00

10/09/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Attend and prepare notes of
.

3.25 $0.00 $0.00

10/09/2025 NAJ (No Charge) Attend and prepare notes of
.

0.50 $0.00 $0.00

10/10/2025 JJP Prepare letter and packet of information for
.

1.50 $325.00 $487.50

10/10/2025 JJP Review question on 1.00 $325.00 $325.00

10/10/2025 JJP Analysis for 0.50 $325.00 $162.50

10/10/2025 JJP Review information . 0.75 $325.00 $243.75

10/13/2025 JJP Exchange emails with Winkleman regarding

; follow up on investigatory
interviews.

0.50 $325.00 $162.50

10/13/2025 NAJ Prepare email to 
.

0.25 $290.00 $72.50

10/14/2025 NAJ Prepare summary of 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

10/14/2025 NAJ Prepare email to Ding re: . 0.50 $290.00 $145.00

10/15/2025 NAJ Prepare the 0.75 $290.00 $217.50

10/17/2025 JJP Prepare for ; follow up on timing
of interview.

1.25 $325.00 $406.25

EXHIBIT G



EXHIBIT G



November 30, 2025
Client: 000551
Matter: 025020

1032287Invoice #:

Page: 4
Resp. Atty: JJP

Date Person

SERVICES

Description of Services Hours AmountRate

10/30/2025 JJP Additional analysis . 2.50 $325.00 $812.50

10/30/2025 NAJ Supplement and finalize 2.00 $290.00 $580.00

10/30/2025 NAJ Prepare 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

10/31/2025 NAJ Review and finalize 0.25 $290.00 $72.50

Total Professional Services 58.25 $16,553.75

PERSON RECAP

Person Hours Rate Amount
JJP Joseph J. Perkoski 31.75 $325.00 $10,318.75

NAJ Natalie A. Jakubowski 5.00 $0.00 $0.00

NAJ Natalie A. Jakubowski 21.50 $290.00 $6,235.00

DISBURSEMENTS

Date AmountDescription of Disbursements

10/09/2025 Natalie A. Jakubowski- Mileage- Mileage - Travel to/from Barrington
District Office on October 9, 2025 (77 @  $0.70)

$53.90

10/23/2025 Natalie A. Jakubowski- Mileage- Mileage - Travel to/from Barrington
District Office on October 23, 2025 (76 @  $0.70)

$53.20

Total Disbursements $107.10

Total Services

Less Payments

$632.50

$16,553.75

($632.50)

Previous Balance

Total Disbursements $107.10
Total Current Charges $16,660.85

PAY THIS AMOUNT $16,660.85

EXHIBIT G
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EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE  

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

 

EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING STUDENTS & EDUCATORS 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

EXPLOITATION OF STUDENTS FOR PUBLICITY 

 

EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING A STUDENT 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

EXPLOITATION OF STUDENTS FOR PUBLICITY 

 

EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING STUDENTS & EDUCATORS 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

EXPLOITATION OF STUDENTS FOR PUBLICITY 
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THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING STUDENTS & EDUCATORS 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

EXPLOITATION OF STUDENTS FOR PUBLICITY 
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EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING STUDENTS & EDUCATORS 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 

EXPLOITATION OF STUDENTS FOR PUBLICITY 
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EXHIBIT I



EXHIBIT I



EXHIBIT I



 

THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 
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THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 
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THE POST IS RELATED TO CHAN DING’S RUN FOR D220 BOARD OF EDUCATION ON  

THE “ERIN FOR ILLINOIS” FACEBOOK PAGE DEPICTING OTHER BOARD OF ED MEMBERS 

COMMINGLING HER BOARD POSITION WITH CANDIDATE PROFILE AND SOCIAL MEDIA  

USING D220 BOARD IDENTITY TO IMPLY DISTRICT ENDORSEMENT  

FOR PERSONAL POLITICAL ADVANCEMENT 
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SCREENSHOTS FROM LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE  
PALATINE, BARRINGTON AND SCHAUMBURG AREAS 

CANDIDATE FORUM – IL HOUSE 52ND DISTRICT 
FEBRUARY 14, 2026 – BARRINGTON AREA LIBRARY 
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EXHIBIT J





Agenda

• Board Policy 2:105 and the State Officials 
and Employees Ethics Act

• Board Policy 8:25 Advertising and 
Distributing Materials 

• Board Policy 2:80 Member Oath and 
Conduct

EXHIBIT K



2:105 Ethics (and Gift Ban) 

Prohibited Political Activity 

• Policy required by State Officials and 
Employee Ethics Act, 5 ILCS 403/5 et seq.

Local version

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall 
intentionally use any District property or 
resources in connection with any “political 
activity”

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

At no time shall any Board member or employee 
intentionally require any other Board member or 
employee to perform any political activity: (a) as 
part of that Board member’s or employee’s duties, 
(b) as a condition of employment, or (c) during any 
compensated time off, such as, holidays, vacation, 
or personal time off. 

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall be required at any 
time to participate in any political activity in 
consideration for that Board member or employee 
being awarded additional compensation or any benefit, 
whether in the form of a salary adjustment, bonus, 
compensatory time off, continued employment or 
otherwise; nor shall any Board member or employee be 
awarded additional compensation or any benefit in 
consideration for his or her participation in any political 
activity

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

1. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event. 

2. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment 
for tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, 
or other political event. 

3. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended 
as a campaign contribution.

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

4. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event.
5. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment for 
tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, or other 
political event.
6. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended as a 
campaign contribution.

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

7. Soliciting votes on behalf of a candidate for elective office 
or a political organization or for or against any referendum 
question or helping in an effort to get voters to the polls. 
8. Initiating for circulation, preparing, circulating, reviewing, 
or filing any petition on behalf of a candidate for elective 
office or for or against any referendum question. 
9. Making contributions on behalf of any candidate for 
elective office in that capacity or in connection with a 
campaign for elective office. 

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

10. Preparing or reviewing responses to candidate 
questionnaires. 
11. Distributing, preparing for distribution, or mailing 
campaign literature, campaign signs, or other campaign 
material on behalf of any candidate for elective office or 
for or against any referendum question. 
12. Campaigning for any elective office or for or against 
any referendum question. 

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

13. Managing or working on a campaign for 
elective office or for or against any referendum 
question. 
14. Serving as a delegate, alternate, or proxy to 
a political party convention. 
15. Participating in any recount or challenge to 
the outcome of any election. 

EXHIBIT K





Agenda

• Board Policy 2:105 and the State Officials 
and Employees Ethics Act

• Board Policy 8:25 Advertising and 
Distributing Materials 

• Board Policy 2:80 Member Oath and 
Conduct

EXHIBIT K



2:105 Ethics (and Gift Ban) 

Prohibited Political Activity 

• Policy required by State Officials and 
Employee Ethics Act, 5 ILCS 403/5 et seq.

Local version

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall 
intentionally use any District property or 
resources in connection with any “political 
activity”

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

At no time shall any Board member or employee 
intentionally require any other Board member or 
employee to perform any political activity: (a) as 
part of that Board member’s or employee’s duties, 
(b) as a condition of employment, or (c) during any 
compensated time off, such as, holidays, vacation, 
or personal time off. 

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall be required at any 
time to participate in any political activity in 
consideration for that Board member or employee 
being awarded additional compensation or any benefit, 
whether in the form of a salary adjustment, bonus, 
compensatory time off, continued employment or 
otherwise; nor shall any Board member or employee be 
awarded additional compensation or any benefit in 
consideration for his or her participation in any political 
activity

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

1. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event. 

2. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment 
for tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, 
or other political event. 

3. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended 
as a campaign contribution.

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

4. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event.
5. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment for 
tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, or other 
political event.
6. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended as a 
campaign contribution.

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

7. Soliciting votes on behalf of a candidate for elective office 
or a political organization or for or against any referendum 
question or helping in an effort to get voters to the polls. 
8. Initiating for circulation, preparing, circulating, reviewing, 
or filing any petition on behalf of a candidate for elective 
office or for or against any referendum question. 
9. Making contributions on behalf of any candidate for 
elective office in that capacity or in connection with a 
campaign for elective office. 

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

10. Preparing or reviewing responses to candidate 
questionnaires. 
11. Distributing, preparing for distribution, or mailing 
campaign literature, campaign signs, or other campaign 
material on behalf of any candidate for elective office or 
for or against any referendum question. 
12. Campaigning for any elective office or for or against 
any referendum question. 

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

13. Managing or working on a campaign for 
elective office or for or against any referendum 
question. 
14. Serving as a delegate, alternate, or proxy to 
a political party convention. 
15. Participating in any recount or challenge to 
the outcome of any election. 

EXHIBIT K



What is NOT “Political Activity”:

Activity that is in furtherance of Board Member’s 
official board duties, service and functions.
E.g.,
• Voting at delegate assembly
• Witness testimony/slips as part of legislative 

process
• Meeting with local legislators as Board designee

EXHIBIT K



Policy 8:25 Advertising and Distributing Materials

Political Candidates or Parties
“No individual or entity may advertise or promote 
its interests by using the names or pictures of the 
School District, any District school of facility, staff 
members, or students except as authorized by and 
consistent with administrative procedures and 
approved by the Board.” 

EXHIBIT K



Policy 8:25 Advertising and Distributing Materials

Political Candidates or Parties
“Candidates and political parties will not be 
accepted for posting or distribution, except 
when used as part of the curriculum. 
Distribution of material under this policy will be 
done by the Building Principal or designee.”

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can Board Member endorse a candidate for 
elective office at a school board meeting? 
No. While all members of the District 
community are welcome to attend school 
board meetings, board members cannot use a 
board meeting for the purpose of campaigning 
or endorsing a candidate for election.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member attend or speak at a political rally 
held at a conference center?
Yes. Board Members are individually entitled to the same 
First Amendment rights as any private person when it comes 
to engaging in political activities, provided those activities are 
not performed using school district resources or on district 
property. Board Members can also:

• Place a yard sign in front of her home; drive with a political bumper sticker
• Participate in door-knocking or other canvassing efforts to advocate 

for/against a candidate 
• Write a letter to the editor or otherwise publish an opinion piece 

supporting or opposing a candidate
EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

A Board Member, however, cannot perform the 
following activities in the context of being a Board 
Member:
• Write a Letter-to-the-Editor signed as a Board 

Member or on behalf of the District
• Use District resources to prepare signs in 

preparation for attending a political rally.
• Use Board Meetings to circulate petitions or 

campaign for office
EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member direct or require a 
District employee to work for a political 
candidate’s campaign? 
No. And even “optional” or “if you want to” 
invitations are strongly discouraged due to the 
coercive effect of a Board Member’s stature

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

A township supervisor is hosting a Toys-for-Tots 
event and has made flyers to advertise the event. 
Can a Board Member circulate the flyer at a Board 
Meeting to encourage public participation? 
Yes.
What if the flyer includes a reminder to “Vote-for-
Tom” and lists his re-election site at the bottom of 
the flyer.
No.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a candidate for office, or a petition 
circulator working for/volunteering for the 
candidate, circulate nominating petitions at 
a District football game? Outside the Admin 
Center before/after a Board Meeting? 
No. Policy  8:25 prohibits this.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member promote political 
candidates on her social media pages?
Yes, but be careful of commingled 
accounts/pages and “about me” or “bio” 
details.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a candidate for political office visit a 
Kindergarten classroom at the Elementary 
School to be a “surprise reader” and post 
video of the event on his Social Media pages 
used to promote his campaign?
No.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a board member write a letter to the editor 
advocating for/against a TIF district that the 
municipality wants to create?
Yes, with proper disclaimers: 
- “Bob Jones is one of seven members of the Acme 

Board of Education. The opinions and expressions in 
this piece belong solely to Bob Jones and are not 
made on behalf of or are to be attributed to the 
Acme Board of Education.”

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

Because of the unique position that Board 
Members hold in the community, the impact of 
their individual actions upon the reputation of the 
entire Board, and their fiduciary obligations to 
taxpayers, Board Members must ascribe to the 
Code of Conduct in 2:80-E and reasonably avoid all 
“gray areas” and appearances of impropriety.

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

1. I will represent all school district constituents honestly and 
equally and refuse to surrender my responsibilities to special 
interest or partisan political groups.
2. I will avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of 
impropriety which could result from my position, and shall not use 
my Board of Education membership for personal gain or publicity.
3. I will recognize that a Board of Education member has no legal 
authority as an individual and that decisions can be made only by a 
majority vote at a Board of Education meeting.

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

4. I will take no private action that might compromise 
the Board or administration and shall respect the 
confidentiality of privileged information. 
…
9. I will respectfully listen to those who communicate 
with the board, seeking to understand their views, while 
recognizing my responsibility to represent the interests 
of the entire community. 

EXHIBIT K



General Discussion/ Q and A

Thank you!
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Date: Wed 19 Nov 2025 05:13:20 PM -0800
From: Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org>
To: Erin Chan Ding <echanding@barrington220.org>
Cc: Craig Winkelman <cwinkelman@barrington220.org>
Subject: Re: Adherance to Board Norms and Communication 

Expectations
Size: 963749.0 Kb
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Erin,

Last night myself, Dr Winkelman and other board members received 
feedback
that your and your campaign social media accounts are not 
resolved as you
stated last night during the Board meeting. The attached 
screenshots from
your social media accounts were provided as evidence.

Per the Board's written decision, the findings in the October 31 
Robbins
Schwartz Investigation report and your comments at the November 
18, 2025
Board Meeting, please resolve this matter, preferably by the end 
of this
week.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
*(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns
<https://www.rightinbox.com/blog/pronouns-in-email-signatures>)*
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Thu, Nov 20, 2025 at 2:41 PM Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Sandra, 

     Ah, OK. I think my FB account has an auto feature that 
posts to Instagram, so I also went to Instagram and cleared a 
couple of posts spanning five years that I had missed. Please 
know they weren’t left up there intentionally or to use district 
resources for my campaign. 

      I am fairly certain my campaign social media accounts are 
now clear of any District-related posts. If there’s someone with 
whom I can go through my posts to make sure my campaign accounts 
are in compliance or someone who’d like to review or audit them 
to make sure my accounts are OK, I’d be happy to do so! I truly 
want to make sure that I’m following board  policy.  

Thanks,
Erin 
— 
Erin Chan Ding
Barrington 220 Board of Education Member
echanding@barrington220.org

On Nov 20, 2025, at 12:40 PM, Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

Erin,

Please review all of your social media, not only Facebook.

You may not utilize District resources for your State 
Representative campaign.  This would be another violation of 
Board Policy.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Nov 19, 2025, at 10:59 PM, Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Hi Sandra, 

      I don’t see these posts on my timeline. I had hit “move to 
trash” for all of my posts that had anything school board-
related in them that had been on my “Erin for Illinois” page, 
and they disappeared from my timeline. (There’s no “delete” 
option for the page; just “move to trash.”) 
     Is there a possibility the posts could still be temporarily 
visible on other people’s timelines even if I’ve moved them to 
my Facebook trash? Can you or Craig or someone check my Erin for 
Illinois Facebook page from your accounts to see if these posts 
still pop up on your timeline? If they do, I’d be happy to talk 
with someone in our tech department to figure out how to resolve 
this ASAP. 
     I’ve also attached a screenshot so you can see what my 
options were; as I mentioned, I chose “move to trash” for these 
posts.

Thanks,
Erin  
<image0.png>

— 
Erin Chan Ding
Barrington 220 Board of Education Member
echanding@barrington220.org

On Nov 19, 2025, at 7:13 PM, Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

 
Erin,
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Last night myself, Dr Winkelman and other board members received 
feedback that your and your campaign social media accounts are 
not resolved as you stated last night during the Board meeting.  
The attached screenshots from your social media accounts were 
provided as evidence.

Per the Board's written decision, the findings in the October 31 
Robbins Schwartz Investigation report and your comments at the 
November 18, 2025 Board Meeting, please resolve this matter, 
preferably by the end of this week.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 9:41 PM Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Hi Sandra,  
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     I've fixed and/or modified all of these posts. If you still 
see anything problematic, please let me know. 

Thanks!
Erin

On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 8:48 PM Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

Erin,

Several of your, and your campaign, social media posts have been 
brought to my attention by board and community members.  
The posts listed below do not follow the attached Board of 
Education Norms and Communication Expectations agreed upon in 
October 2024, specifically on Utilization of Social Media.  
Please see the excerpt below and attached screenshots.

Most recent Incidents: 
 - the two posts on both your personal and campaign Facebook 
pages where the District post about the College Now program was 
shared.   The posts do not align with item b) listed below.
 - the Homecoming parade post made one day prior to this email 
on your Facebook page.  You attended the parade as a 
School Board member, not as a parent.  This post does not align 
with item c) listed below

Excerpt from Board of Education Norms and Communication 
Expectations agreed upon in October 2024

Communication Utilizing Social Media

a.       Board members will refrain from inappropriate conduct 
in making public statements on social media sites, and will 
refrain from any disparagement of fellow board members, 
community members and board decisions.

b.      When promoting official district business and 
activities, personal use of social media will be limited to 
directly sharing links from the district media platforms, 
without personal editorial or opinion.

c. When board members attend district events in a personal 
capacity (e.g. parent, relative, neighbor) the use of social 
media will depict in words or images the activity itself without 
adding a personal narrative, editorial, or opinion.
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Please modify the posts mentioned, and any others, to adhere to 
our agreed upon Board of Education Norms and Communication 
Expectations.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org

-- 
-- 
Erin Chan Ding 
Member of the Barrington 220 Board of Education 
echanding@barrington220.org | www.barrington220.org
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Exhibit B





Agenda

• Board Policy 2:105 and the State Officials 
and Employees Ethics Act

• Board Policy 8:25 Advertising and 
Distributing Materials 

• Board Policy 2:80 Member Oath and 
Conduct

EXHIBIT K



2:105 Ethics (and Gift Ban) 

Prohibited Political Activity 

• Policy required by State Officials and 
Employee Ethics Act, 5 ILCS 403/5 et seq.

Local version
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Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall 
intentionally use any District property or 
resources in connection with any “political 
activity”

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

At no time shall any Board member or employee 
intentionally require any other Board member or 
employee to perform any political activity: (a) as 
part of that Board member’s or employee’s duties, 
(b) as a condition of employment, or (c) during any 
compensated time off, such as, holidays, vacation, 
or personal time off. 

EXHIBIT K



Prohibited Political Activity 

No Board member or employee shall be required at any 
time to participate in any political activity in 
consideration for that Board member or employee 
being awarded additional compensation or any benefit, 
whether in the form of a salary adjustment, bonus, 
compensatory time off, continued employment or 
otherwise; nor shall any Board member or employee be 
awarded additional compensation or any benefit in 
consideration for his or her participation in any political 
activity

EXHIBIT K



Defining “Political Activity”

1. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event. 

2. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment 
for tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, 
or other political event. 

3. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended 
as a campaign contribution.
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Defining “Political Activity”

4. Preparing for, organizing, or participating in any political 
meeting, political rally, political demonstration, or other 
political event.
5. Soliciting contributions, including but not limited to the 
purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment for 
tickets for any political fundraiser, political meeting, or other 
political event.
6. Soliciting, planning the solicitation of, or preparing any 
document or report regarding anything of value intended as a 
campaign contribution.
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Defining “Political Activity”

7. Soliciting votes on behalf of a candidate for elective office 
or a political organization or for or against any referendum 
question or helping in an effort to get voters to the polls. 
8. Initiating for circulation, preparing, circulating, reviewing, 
or filing any petition on behalf of a candidate for elective 
office or for or against any referendum question. 
9. Making contributions on behalf of any candidate for 
elective office in that capacity or in connection with a 
campaign for elective office. 
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Defining “Political Activity”

10. Preparing or reviewing responses to candidate 
questionnaires. 
11. Distributing, preparing for distribution, or mailing 
campaign literature, campaign signs, or other campaign 
material on behalf of any candidate for elective office or 
for or against any referendum question. 
12. Campaigning for any elective office or for or against 
any referendum question. 
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Defining “Political Activity”

13. Managing or working on a campaign for 
elective office or for or against any referendum 
question. 
14. Serving as a delegate, alternate, or proxy to 
a political party convention. 
15. Participating in any recount or challenge to 
the outcome of any election. 
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What is NOT “Political Activity”:

Activity that is in furtherance of Board Member’s 
official board duties, service and functions.
E.g.,
• Voting at delegate assembly
• Witness testimony/slips as part of legislative 

process
• Meeting with local legislators as Board designee
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Policy 8:25 Advertising and Distributing Materials

Political Candidates or Parties
“No individual or entity may advertise or promote 
its interests by using the names or pictures of the 
School District, any District school of facility, staff 
members, or students except as authorized by and 
consistent with administrative procedures and 
approved by the Board.” 

EXHIBIT K



Policy 8:25 Advertising and Distributing Materials

Political Candidates or Parties
“Candidates and political parties will not be 
accepted for posting or distribution, except 
when used as part of the curriculum. 
Distribution of material under this policy will be 
done by the Building Principal or designee.”

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can Board Member endorse a candidate for 
elective office at a school board meeting? 
No. While all members of the District 
community are welcome to attend school 
board meetings, board members cannot use a 
board meeting for the purpose of campaigning 
or endorsing a candidate for election.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member attend or speak at a political rally 
held at a conference center?
Yes. Board Members are individually entitled to the same 
First Amendment rights as any private person when it comes 
to engaging in political activities, provided those activities are 
not performed using school district resources or on district 
property. Board Members can also:

• Place a yard sign in front of her home; drive with a political bumper sticker
• Participate in door-knocking or other canvassing efforts to advocate 

for/against a candidate 
• Write a letter to the editor or otherwise publish an opinion piece 

supporting or opposing a candidate
EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

A Board Member, however, cannot perform the 
following activities in the context of being a Board 
Member:
• Write a Letter-to-the-Editor signed as a Board 

Member or on behalf of the District
• Use District resources to prepare signs in 

preparation for attending a political rally.
• Use Board Meetings to circulate petitions or 

campaign for office
EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member direct or require a 
District employee to work for a political 
candidate’s campaign? 
No. And even “optional” or “if you want to” 
invitations are strongly discouraged due to the 
coercive effect of a Board Member’s stature

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

A township supervisor is hosting a Toys-for-Tots 
event and has made flyers to advertise the event. 
Can a Board Member circulate the flyer at a Board 
Meeting to encourage public participation? 
Yes.
What if the flyer includes a reminder to “Vote-for-
Tom” and lists his re-election site at the bottom of 
the flyer.
No.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a candidate for office, or a petition 
circulator working for/volunteering for the 
candidate, circulate nominating petitions at 
a District football game? Outside the Admin 
Center before/after a Board Meeting? 
No. Policy  8:25 prohibits this.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a Board Member promote political 
candidates on her social media pages?
Yes, but be careful of commingled 
accounts/pages and “about me” or “bio” 
details.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a candidate for political office visit a 
Kindergarten classroom at the Elementary 
School to be a “surprise reader” and post 
video of the event on his Social Media pages 
used to promote his campaign?
No.

EXHIBIT K



Illustrative Examples

Can a board member write a letter to the editor 
advocating for/against a TIF district that the 
municipality wants to create?
Yes, with proper disclaimers: 
- “Bob Jones is one of seven members of the Acme 

Board of Education. The opinions and expressions in 
this piece belong solely to Bob Jones and are not 
made on behalf of or are to be attributed to the 
Acme Board of Education.”

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

Because of the unique position that Board 
Members hold in the community, the impact of 
their individual actions upon the reputation of the 
entire Board, and their fiduciary obligations to 
taxpayers, Board Members must ascribe to the 
Code of Conduct in 2:80-E and reasonably avoid all 
“gray areas” and appearances of impropriety.

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

1. I will represent all school district constituents honestly and 
equally and refuse to surrender my responsibilities to special 
interest or partisan political groups.
2. I will avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of 
impropriety which could result from my position, and shall not use 
my Board of Education membership for personal gain or publicity.
3. I will recognize that a Board of Education member has no legal 
authority as an individual and that decisions can be made only by a 
majority vote at a Board of Education meeting.

EXHIBIT K



2:80 Board Member Code of Conduct

4. I will take no private action that might compromise 
the Board or administration and shall respect the 
confidentiality of privileged information. 
…
9. I will respectfully listen to those who communicate 
with the board, seeking to understand their views, while 
recognizing my responsibility to represent the interests 
of the entire community. 

EXHIBIT K



General Discussion/ Q and A

Thank you!

EXHIBIT K
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Date: Wed 19 Nov 2025 05:13:20 PM -0800
From: Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org>
To: Erin Chan Ding <echanding@barrington220.org>
Cc: Craig Winkelman <cwinkelman@barrington220.org>
Subject: Re: Adherance to Board Norms and Communication 

Expectations
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Erin,

Last night myself, Dr Winkelman and other board members received 
feedback
that your and your campaign social media accounts are not 
resolved as you
stated last night during the Board meeting. The attached 
screenshots from
your social media accounts were provided as evidence.

Per the Board's written decision, the findings in the October 31 
Robbins
Schwartz Investigation report and your comments at the November 
18, 2025
Board Meeting, please resolve this matter, preferably by the end 
of this
week.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
*(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns
<https://www.rightinbox.com/blog/pronouns-in-email-signatures>)*
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Thu, Nov 20, 2025 at 2:41 PM Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Sandra, 

     Ah, OK. I think my FB account has an auto feature that 
posts to Instagram, so I also went to Instagram and cleared a 
couple of posts spanning five years that I had missed. Please 
know they weren’t left up there intentionally or to use district 
resources for my campaign. 

      I am fairly certain my campaign social media accounts are 
now clear of any District-related posts. If there’s someone with 
whom I can go through my posts to make sure my campaign accounts 
are in compliance or someone who’d like to review or audit them 
to make sure my accounts are OK, I’d be happy to do so! I truly 
want to make sure that I’m following board  policy.  

Thanks,
Erin 
— 
Erin Chan Ding
Barrington 220 Board of Education Member
echanding@barrington220.org

On Nov 20, 2025, at 12:40 PM, Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

Erin,

Please review all of your social media, not only Facebook.

You may not utilize District resources for your State 
Representative campaign.  This would be another violation of 
Board Policy.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Nov 19, 2025, at 10:59 PM, Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Hi Sandra, 

      I don’t see these posts on my timeline. I had hit “move to 
trash” for all of my posts that had anything school board-
related in them that had been on my “Erin for Illinois” page, 
and they disappeared from my timeline. (There’s no “delete” 
option for the page; just “move to trash.”) 
     Is there a possibility the posts could still be temporarily 
visible on other people’s timelines even if I’ve moved them to 
my Facebook trash? Can you or Craig or someone check my Erin for 
Illinois Facebook page from your accounts to see if these posts 
still pop up on your timeline? If they do, I’d be happy to talk 
with someone in our tech department to figure out how to resolve 
this ASAP. 
     I’ve also attached a screenshot so you can see what my 
options were; as I mentioned, I chose “move to trash” for these 
posts.

Thanks,
Erin  
<image0.png>

— 
Erin Chan Ding
Barrington 220 Board of Education Member
echanding@barrington220.org

On Nov 19, 2025, at 7:13 PM, Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

 
Erin,
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Last night myself, Dr Winkelman and other board members received 
feedback that your and your campaign social media accounts are 
not resolved as you stated last night during the Board meeting.  
The attached screenshots from your social media accounts were 
provided as evidence.

Per the Board's written decision, the findings in the October 31 
Robbins Schwartz Investigation report and your comments at the 
November 18, 2025 Board Meeting, please resolve this matter, 
preferably by the end of this week.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org
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On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 9:41 PM Erin Chan Ding 
<echanding@barrington220.org> wrote:

Hi Sandra,  

EXHIBIT L



     I've fixed and/or modified all of these posts. If you still 
see anything problematic, please let me know. 

Thanks!
Erin

On Mon, Sep 29, 2025 at 8:48 PM Sandra Bradford 
<sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:

Erin,

Several of your, and your campaign, social media posts have been 
brought to my attention by board and community members.  
The posts listed below do not follow the attached Board of 
Education Norms and Communication Expectations agreed upon in 
October 2024, specifically on Utilization of Social Media.  
Please see the excerpt below and attached screenshots.

Most recent Incidents: 
 - the two posts on both your personal and campaign Facebook 
pages where the District post about the College Now program was 
shared.   The posts do not align with item b) listed below.
 - the Homecoming parade post made one day prior to this email 
on your Facebook page.  You attended the parade as a 
School Board member, not as a parent.  This post does not align 
with item c) listed below

Excerpt from Board of Education Norms and Communication 
Expectations agreed upon in October 2024

Communication Utilizing Social Media

a.       Board members will refrain from inappropriate conduct 
in making public statements on social media sites, and will 
refrain from any disparagement of fellow board members, 
community members and board decisions.

b.      When promoting official district business and 
activities, personal use of social media will be limited to 
directly sharing links from the district media platforms, 
without personal editorial or opinion.

c. When board members attend district events in a personal 
capacity (e.g. parent, relative, neighbor) the use of social 
media will depict in words or images the activity itself without 
adding a personal narrative, editorial, or opinion.
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Please modify the posts mentioned, and any others, to adhere to 
our agreed upon Board of Education Norms and Communication 
Expectations.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org

-- 
-- 
Erin Chan Ding 
Member of the Barrington 220 Board of Education 
echanding@barrington220.org | www.barrington220.org
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Dr. Michael Karner 
Regional Superintendent of Schools 

300 Center Drive, Suite 100 

Vernon Hills, Illinois 60061 

Phone: 847-543-7833 

www.lake.k12.il.us 

4/24/26 

 

 

 

 

Dear  

 

Thank you for contacting the Lake County Regional Office of Education with your concerns. 

After reading your email with the information and evidence provided, it was determined that there was 

no willful failure to perform his/her official duties.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dr. Michael Karner 

Lake County Regional Superintendent of Schools 
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From: Sandra Bradford
To: Joseph Perkoski; Natalie Jakubowski
Cc: Craig Winkelman; Chelsea Hedges
Subject: Fwd: Investigation Report and Findings
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2026 5:39:03 PM
Attachments: DRAFT Board decision regarding UGP complaint against Erin Chan Ding [11-7-2025](3461280.4).docx

Per your request, below and attached is the email sent to the Board prior to the November 18,
2025 meeting referencing the conflict of interest research I mentioned during the November
meeting.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org>
Date: Fri, Nov 7, 2025 at 8:49 PM
Subject: Re: Investigation Report and Findings
To: Barry Altshuler <baltshuler@barrington220.org>, Harathi Srivastava
<hsrivastava@barrington220.org>, Diana Clopton <dclopton@barrington220.org>, Steve
Wang <stwang@barrington220.org>, Leah CollisterLazzari
<lcollisterlazzari@barrington220.org>, Erin Chan Ding <echanding@barrington220.org>,
Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org>
Cc: Craig Winkelman <cwinkelman@barrington220.org>

Board,

Please find attached the draft decision prepared by Franczek for your consideration.

As a reminder, pursuant to Policy 2:260 Uniform Grievance Procedure, the Board
must issue a ‘written decision’ within 30 school business days after receiving the
outside investigators report. (see policy excerpt directly below). The written decision
must be approved by the Board as an open session action item.

2:260 Uniform Grievance Procedure Decision & Appeal -Paragraph
4
"For complaints containing allegations involving the Superintendent



or Board member(s), within 30 school business days after receiving
the Complaint Manager’s or outside investigator’s report, the Board
shall provide its written decision to the Complainant and the accused
as well as to the Complaint Manager."

The purpose of circulating the draft decision is to allow Board members to think about
how the decision will read on November 18.  
The draft decision is a work in progress and reflects where I think the Board is leaning
based on what I have heard from individual board members prior to the investigation. 
Your feedback and input is welcome.  The final version will be distributed on or before
Thursday, November 13.  
Please provide your feedback as early as possible.

Our goal is to vote on the decision on November 18, within the allotted 30 days, while
all Board members will be present.

Also for your consideration is attaching the investigative report as an exhibit to the
decision.  Once the Board discusses the report and votes on the decision on the 18th,
the likelihood of being able to claim an exemption from FOIA is very low.  As a matter
of transparency and avoiding the inevitable FOIA requests, consider including the
report with the decision.  Please let me know your thoughts on this.

Last, a few questions I was asked with the associated answers.

1- I was asked if Erin Chan Ding is able to vote on the attached decision.
The following is a summary of what was provided by Franczek:

While the Board does not have the power to require Erin to recuse
herself from deliberations or voting, the application of the principles
researched demonstrate that the personal and private interests Erin
holds create a conflict of interest with the Board’s action being
presented at the November 18th meeting, such that Erin would not
be able to render a fair and impartial decision.

 

Therefore, I am presenting here, ahead of the November 18
meeting, to Erin and the rest of the Board so that Erin is aware of the
conflict issue and has an opportunity to consider how she wants to
proceed.  For community transparency, I will likely read through a
version of the above on November 18.

2- I was asked if we skipped a step in Policy 2:105 Ethics and Gift Ban in the
section under enforcement (see excerpt below).
We did not skip a step.  We need to follow 2:260 Uniform
Grievance Procedure as a written complaint was filed.



The Board received notice of this complaint from Dr Winkelman on September
30, 2025.  

2:105 Ethics and Gift Ban:Enforcement
The Board President and Superintendent shall seek guidance from the Board Attorney
concerning
compliance with and enforcement of this policy and State ethics laws. The Board may, as
necessary
or prudent, appoint an Ethics Advisor for this task.
Written complaints alleging a violation of this policy shall be filed with the Superintendent or
Board
President. If attempts to correct any misunderstanding or problem do not resolve the
matter, the
Superintendent or Board President shall, after consulting with the Board Attorney, either
place the
alleged violation on a Board meeting agenda for the Board’s disposition or refer the
complainant to
Board policy 2:260, Uniform Grievance Procedure. 

Please reach out individually for any questions and with your feedback.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org

On Tue, Nov 4, 2025 at 9:25 PM Sandra Bradford <sbradford@barrington220.org> wrote:
Board,

Below are a few updates and answers to some questions I was asked related to
this investigation report.
Attached is an updated report with some clarifications.

Most importantly, we will have the related action item on the November 18 agenda
to ensure all board members are present.  We will likely not have all
board members present on December 2.

Also, in order to facilitate the November 18 action item, I am working with board
counsel on a draft decision.  
I will send the draft decision to all by the end of this week.  The decision needs to
be ready by Thursday, November 13 in order to meet the meeting notice deadline



and board prep meetings.

Below are answers to a few questions I was asked in the past few days:

1. Board members may discuss the report content with each other now that the
report is complete and has been delivered to the Board subject to the usual
OMA limitations regarding virtual meetings and establishing a quorum.  Board
member discussions prior to the November 18 Board meeting would be
subject to discovery and are not protected by any privilege.

2. Board members should absolutely respect the confidentiality of the report and
not disclose it to anyone. 

3. Once the investigation report is discussed in open session, it may be subject
to disclosure under FOIA.  The draft decision will be written per the
recommendation to maintain confidentiality of the investigation report to the
greatest extent possible.

 

Please reach out individually for any questions.

Thanks again,
Sandra Ficke-Bradford
Board of Education, President
Barrington 220 Community Unit School District
(she/her/hers....Why Pronouns)
sbradford@barrington220.org

On Sat, Nov 1, 2025 at 1:17 PM Craig Winkelman <CWinkelman@barrington220.org>
wrote:

Board Members,
We received the Investigation Report and Findings from Attorney Joe Perkowski and
Attorney Natalie Jakubowski with Robin Schwartz Law Firm. Mr. Perkowski led the
investigation per the Board's Policy 2:260 Uniform Grievance Procedures. I have attached
the report for your review. The report is 48 pages long; therefore, I recommend that each
board member set time aside to read the report.

Policy 2:260 Uniform Grievance Procedures outlines the following steps:

Investigation Process
"The Superintendent will keep the Board informed of all complaints. If a complaint
contains allegations involving the Superintendent or Board member(s), the written report
shall be filed directly with the Board, which will make a decision in accordance with
paragraph four of the following section of this policy."



Decision & Appeal -Paragraph 4
"For complaints containing allegations involving the Superintendent or Board member(s),
within 30 school business days after receiving the Complaint Manager’s or outside
investigator’s report, the Board shall provide its written decision to the Complainant and
the accused as well as to the Complaint Manager."

Based on the above procedures, this email serves as the written report filed directly with
the Board. To meet the 30 school business days requirement for the Board to provide a
written decision on this situation, we will include this matter as an action item for the
Board meeting on Tuesday, December 2, 2025. This will allow ample time for the board
members to read the report, but still fall within the required timeframe.

Policy 2:105 Ethics and Gift Ban outlines the following:

Enforcement
"If the Board finds it more likely than not that the allegations in a complaint are true, it
shall notify the State’s Attorney and/or consider disciplinary action for the employee."

On December 2nd, assuming the Board agrees with the proposed date, the Board will then
have an opportunity to address this matter as an action item in open session since this
situation does not fall within the permissible closed-session exceptions. During the
meeting, the Board could accept, reject, or modify the findings/recommendations
contained within the report. I can provide more descriptive phrasing for the Board's
consideration and action as we get closer to the date when the Board will consider this
matter.

There are several Board Policies referenced in the Investigation Report and Findings. In
addition to the report itself, I have also attached Policies 2:260, 2:105, 2:80, and 8:25 for
the Board's review.

If you have any questions about the information contained in this email, please do not
hesitate to contact either me or Sandra. 

Dr. Craig Winkelman
Superintendent of Schools
Barrington CUSD220
cwinkelman@barrington220.org
847-842-3588
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MEMO
CONFIDENTIAL AND ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGED 

TO: Sandra Ficke-Bradford, Board President 
Dr. Craig Winkelman, Superintendent of Schools 

FROM: Joseph J. Perkoski, Attorney, Robbins Schwartz 
Natalie A. Jakubowski, Attorney, Robbins Schwartz 

DATE: October 31, 2025 

RE: Uniform Grievance Procedure Investigation Report and Findings 

Introduction 

As you are aware, Barrington School District 220 (the “District”) has engaged our firm to 
investigate a complaint filed by an anonymous individual (the “Complainant”) against Board 
member Erin Chan Ding (“Ding”). Due to the nature of the allegations, the District has requested 
that we assume the role of the Complaint Manager to investigate the formal complaint and prepare 
the recommended analysis and findings in accordance with the Uniform Grievance Procedure 
outlined in Board Policy 2:260. This report is intended to facilitate a review and decision by the 
Board relative to the Complainant’s allegations.  

The Complainant generally alleges that Ding has been “campaigning” on District property and 
improperly utilizing District-related posts on social media in support of her campaign. Ding is 
currently running for election for Illinois State Representative of the 52nd District. As a part of our 
investigation, we have interviewed four Board members, including Ding.  

As we detail below, we do find evidence that supports the allegation that Ding acted contrary to 
Board Policy. We also address other concerns which came to light during our investigation. Please 
note that based on our engagement by the District as Complaint Manager and as legal counsel in 
this matter, this report is subject to the attorney-client privilege. We recommend that the report be 
maintained as confidential to the greatest extent possible.  

Summary of Complaint 

On September 29, 2025, the District received an anonymous complaint via email signed by a 
“Concerned Parent.”1 The Complainant stated that they did not wish to come forward with their 
identity, noting that Ding has “power” within the community. The complaint alleged that Ding has 

1 The email containing the complaint will not be included as an attachment to this report because of the 
Complainant’s request to remain anonymous. Board Policy 2:260 provides that the District should seek to maintain 
confidentiality of the complaint and the identity of the complainant except in limited circumstances. 
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been campaigning on District property at District events, citing violations of Board Policies 2:105, 
2:80, and 8:25. 

The Complainant specifically identified three events during which Ding was observed to have been 
campaigning: Barrington High School back-to-school night, Station Middle School back-to-school 
night, and a cross-country meet at Vernon Hills High School. The Complainant explained that Ding 
was campaigning at both back-to-school events, and that Board members Sandra Ficke-Bradford 
(“Ficke-Bradford”), Barry Altshuler (“Altshuler”), and Steve Wang (“Wang”) were present at these 
events. Additionally, the complaint indicated that Ding approached the Complainant during the 
cross country meet and asked them to sign a political petition. 
 
The complaint also raised concerns with Ding reposting District items to her campaign social 
media page. The Complainant asserted that Ding’s Facebook campaign page is the same page that 
she had used for her District Board election campaign, and all District-related content is still there.  
 

Investigation Protocol 
 
We reached out to the anonymous Complainant on two separate occasions using the anonymous 
email address through which the complaint was received. We offered the opportunity to participate 
in an investigatory interview to provide any additional information related to the complaint. In 
addition, we advised that we would proceed with our investigation regardless of whether the 
Complainant participated in an interview. We did not receive any response. 
 
We assessed the complaint under the Uniform Grievance Procedure outlined in Board Policy 
2:260. Notably, Board Policy 2:105 provides that when receiving a complaint of a violation of the 
Policy that the Superintendent or the Board can “refer the complaint to the Board Policy 2:260, 
Uniform Grievance Procedure” for review.  Board Policy 2:260 allows a student, parent/guardian, 
employee or community member to notify the District Complaint Manager if they believe the 
District, its employees, or its agents have violated their rights guaranteed by the State or Federal 
constitution, State or Federal statute, or Board Policy, or if they have a complaint regarding any of 
the enumerated issues/topics listed in Board Policy 2:260. To substantiate a complaint, the Uniform 
Grievance Procedure requires that the Complainant’s allegations meet the “preponderance of the 
evidence” standard. Under the preponderance of the evidence standard, the burden of proof is met 
when the evidence shows a greater than 50 percent chance that the allegations were true.  
 
In evaluating the allegations raised by the Complainant, we assessed whether Ding acted in 
violation of any of the following Board policies or laws: 
 

1. Board Policy 2:105, “Ethics and Gift Ban” 

2. Board Policy 2:80, “Board Member Code of Conduct” 

3. Board Policy 8:25, “Advertising and Distributing Materials in Schools Provided by Non-
School Related Entities” 
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Wang attended the BHS event in his capacity as a Board Member. Wang explained he does not 
have high school aged children but had a desire to be present for his constituents and greeted 
parents by the fine arts booster table in the entrance.  

Wang stated that Barry Altshuler (“Altshuler”) was present at the BHS event as a Board member. 
Wang also saw Ding who was attending the event as a parent, as she has a child at BHS. Wang 
recalled stopping to say hello to Ding briefly but otherwise did not interact with her.  

When asked if Wang observed Ding asking for petition signatures or passing out leaflets about her 
campaign, Wang responded that he did not. Wang did state he observed Ding carrying a black box 
that holds documents. Wang did not himself see what was inside of the box. However, Wang 
explained that several parents approached him and told him at the event that Ding was soliciting 
signatures for petitions. Wang stated approximately half a dozen parents approached him at the 
BHS event. He then received approximately 6 more calls from parents later that evening stating 
that Ding had asked them for their signatures. Wang described the communications from these 
parents as negative. Wang noted that there was one particularly upset parent who observed Ding 
asking for petition signatures while attending her child’s Chinese Immersion or language class. 

Wang stated he was not asked by Ding to sign any petition at any point. He was also not solicited 
to help with her campaign. Wang explained the only time him and Ding discussed her campaign 
was a day before the Board meeting where she announced she would be running for election. 

b. Station Event 

Wang also attended the Station event, however, this time as a parent. Wang saw Ficke-Bradford at 
the event in her capacity as a Board member while supporting the Barrington 220 Educational 
Foundation. Wang also saw Ding at the event as a parent. Again, Wang recalled saying hello to 
Ding in the hallways but did not have much more interaction with her. Initially, Wang did not see 
whether Ding had the same black box with her as she did at the BHS event. However, Wang later 
saw Ding with the box and this time, he was able to see the documentation inside. Wang stated he 
saw that they were candidate petition signature forms to be on a ballot.  

Wang explained that more parents came up to him at the Station event, claiming that they had seen 
Ding with petitions. Wang stated that approximately 12 to 18 parents came up to him at the Station 
event about this, however, he noted that many were the same parents who approached him at the 
BHS event.  

After the event, Wang decided to personally call Ding and have an “informal heart to heart”. Wang 
suggested to Ding that she not engage in such activities on school property. Wang explained he 
was seeking to help her as there are people in the community who may be out to get her. 

We asked Wang if he recalled seeing or hearing anything else that occurred at this event besides 
Ding gathering petition signatures. Wang stated that he had observed a parent at the event holding 
one of Erin’s campaign flyers in her hands as she was speaking to someone else at the event. Wang 
also noted that he talked to Ficke-Bradford about what he was observing and hearing from others.  
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c. Vernon Hills High School Cross-Country Meet 

We asked Wang if he has witnessed Ding engage in any other conduct related to her campaign. 
Wang responded that he has not personally but did hear from a parent that Ding was seeking 
petition signatures at the Vernon Hills High School cross-country meet, where the District was a 
participant. Wang noted that he did not attend this event, and it was not on District property. Wang 
declined to share the identity of the individual based on the person not wanting to become involved.  

d. Social Media 

Wang also mentioned that he has received several screenshots forwarded to him from others of 
Ding’s social media. Wang explained that he tries to avoid using social media himself. However, 
Wang is aware that Ding has been using her District Board campaign Facebook page as her State 
Representative campaign page. This page includes reposts of items related to Ding’s involvement 
with the District as well as District items and posts. Wang also stated that her campaign website 
has a few teachers, listed as District employees, who have endorsed her. Wang is unsure if Ding 
specifically asked them to endorse her. 

We asked if Wang was aware of any other issues related to Ding’s use of social media. Wang 
explained that Ding’s activity on social media has been a reoccurring issue in recent years. Wang 
stated there are Board developed norms which state that Board members are expected to not create 
new content and instead simply repost District-related posts. 

e. Other Political Activity 

We also asked Wang if he is aware of Ding soliciting any other Board Member or employee of the 
District to contribute to her campaign. Wang responded that he is not aware of Ding soliciting 
monetary campaign contributions from others. 

Wang did recall Ding hosting a kick-off event for her campaign. At this event, Altshuler was 
photographed wearing a shirt with the District’s logo. Wang explained that a community news 
resource, the “Barrington Hills Observer,” reposted the photo. Another Board member, Harathi 
Srivastava, was in the back of the photo as well. Wang stated he was not invited to the kick-off 
event. 

2. Barry Altshuler 

We interviewed Barry Altshuler (“Altshuler”) on October 9, 2025, at the District Office. Altshuler 
has been the Board Vice President for 2.5 years and has been on the Board for a total of 6.5 years.  

a. BHS Event 

Altshuler confirmed that he was present only at the BHS back to school event. Altshuler explained 
that he attended this event in his capacity as a Board member to greet parents as they walked into 
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the building. Altshuler confirmed that he saw Wang, Ding, and Board Member Diana Clopton 
(“Clopton”) at the event. Ding and Clopton were attending as parents.  

When asked if Altshuler witnessed Ding asking for signatures for her candidate petition at this 
event, Altshuler responded that he did not. However, he stated that others had told them they had 
witnessed Ding doing so. Altshuler also did not see Ding or anyone else with a campaign flyer. 
Altshuler did observe Ding carrying a clipboard with papers, which he could tell were petition 
papers.  

b. Kick-Off Event 

Altshuler explained that Ding called each Board member individually to let them know she would 
be running for State Representative. At the time that Ding called Altshuler to let him know that she 
was running, she also invited him to a kick-off event for her campaign. Altshuler explained that he 
attended to support Ding as a friend and not with an intent to support her campaign. Altshuler 
stated that he ended up being photographed while wearing the District’s logo, which was posted 
to Ding’s website. Altshuler stated that he did not know that the picture would be used for Ding’s 
campaign. When he learned that the picture was being used on Ding’s campaign website and 
Facebook page, he told Ding to remove the photo. Altshuler stated that Ding told him that she 
cannot do anything about the photo but that it rotates out. Altshuler explained that the Barrington 
Hills Observer used the photo and specifically mentioned Altshuler being in the photo. Altshuler 
told Ding that he did not want to be a part of the controversy.   

c. Countryside Elementary School Tour  

We asked Altshuler if Ding has asked him to support her campaign in any other way after the 
campaign kick-off event. Altshuler explained that he and Ding attended a tour of Countryside 
Elementary School a week after the BHS back to school event. After they had completed the tour 
and were walking out of the building and through the parking lot, Ding asked Altshuler for a 
campaign contribution from him. Ding suggested the option of having his spouse make the 
contribution. Altshuler stated that he felt uncomfortable and he told Ding that he did not want to 
discuss the topic. Altshuler noted that Ding later apologized to him for asking and putting him in 
that position. 

d. Social Media  

We also discussed Ding’s social media use. Altshuler explained that Ding’s campaign website does 
state her prior experience as a Board member, which he notes is a fine line. Altshuler also 
mentioned certain pictures from Homecoming with Superintendent Craig Winkelman 
(“Winkelman”) that are on Ding’s Facebook page. Altshuler noted that Ding’s campaign Facebook 
page is the same as her Board election campaign page, so one could scroll down to see older posts 
and see Board-related posts.  

3. Sandra Ficke-Bradford 
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On October 9, 2025, we interviewed Sandra Ficke-Bradford (“Ficke-Bradford”) at the District 
office. Ficke-Bradford is the President of the Board. During our interview, Ficke-Bradford went 
through a timeline of events related to Ding’s conduct and provided several documents that we 
reviewed as part of our investigation. 

Ficke-Bradford stated that Ding made a Facebook post with her intent to run for election to be a 
State Representative on June 18, 2025. The post was brought to Ficke-Bradford’s attention as Ding 
included a photo from her kick-off event that included Altshuler wearing a shirt with the District 
logo. Ficke-Bradford stated another Board Member, Harathi Srivastava (“Srivastava”), was also 
present. Ficke-Bradford stated she also talked with Srivastava and Altshuler about their attendance 
at the event, asking that they do not wear District logos to such events and that they can choose 
not to be photographed.  

On June 20, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received a text message from Ding regarding missing a Board 
meeting. Ding asked Ficke-Bradford to not permit individuals to “beat her up” during public 
comment. Ficke-Bradford explained that this message made her uncomfortable and she did not 
respond until they had a phone call on June 27, 2025. During this phone call, Ficke-Bradford told 
Ding she would be moved off of the Policy and ED-RED committees. Ding began to argue about 
being the ED-RED representative to the Board. Ficke-Bradford stopped Ding and explained she 
was removing Ding from these committees in order to protect both Ding and the Board. On June 
26, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received the first email from a community member complaining about 
Ding’s run for election for State Representative and citing to a “Barrington Hills Observer” post 
that included the photo from her kick-off event. (Exhibit A: June 26, 2025 Complaint from 
Community Member). 

Ficke-Bradford explained that because of her growing concern with how Ding’s campaign might 
harm the Board, she reached out to the Board’s legal counsel in June of 2025 to request guidance. 
On July 14, 2025, the Board’s legal counsel provided a memorandum that was then shared with 
all board members. That same day, Ficke-Bradford received a text message from Ding letting 
Ficke-Bradford know that she had read through the memorandum and understood it. Ficke-
Bradford recalled Ding questioning her committee reassignment as well.  

On August 15, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received complaints from community members about Ding 
attending events where it appeared she was attending as a board member. (Exhibit B: August 15, 
2025 Complaint regarding Social Media Promo). Specifically, Ding attended an event hosted by a 
community-area Democrats’ organization. The organization promoted Ding’s attendance on their 
social media, citing her as a District Board Member. Ficke-Bradford brought this up to Ding, who 
responded that she did not write the promotional post. Ficke-Bradford acknowledged this was 
perhaps not Ding’s fault but asked Ding to list her attendance as a candidate, not as a Board 
member, for these types of events in the future.  

On September 12, 2025, Ficke-Bradford learned from Altshuler that Ding had solicited campaign 
contributions from him while they were at one of the District schools. Altshuler told Ficke-
Bradford that it made him uncomfortable, and that it occurred in the parking lot of Countryside 
Elementary School.  
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On September 14, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received a text message from Ding regarding a “time 
sensitive question”. Ding asked Ficke-Bradford for her endorsement and a financial contribution 
to her campaign over the phone. Ficke-Bradford explained that this made her uncomfortable. 

On September 15, 2025, Ficke-Bradford attended the Station back-to-school event. Ficke-
Bradford confirmed that she was not in attendance at the BHS back-to-school event on September 
11, 2025. At the Station event, Ficke-Bradford sat at the Barrington 220 Education Foundation 
table and passed out brochures. Ficke-Bradford saw both Wang and Ding at the event, who were 
attending as parents.  

At the end of the event, Ficke-Bradford was approached by Wang. Wang told Ficke-Bradford that 
several parents had complained to him about Ding asking for petition signatures during the event. 
Ficke-Bradford and Wang then observed through glass doors Ding handing a clipboard to parents 
who appeared to be signing the attached papers. Ficke-Bradford could not see what the papers 
were, but Wang had told her that they were her candidate petitions. Ficke-Bradford did not recall 
hearing about anyone holding or passing out Ding’s campaign flyer at this event. After the event, 
Ficke-Bradford called Ding to express her concern with her conduct at the BHS and Station events.  

On September 16, 2025, Ficke-Bradford and Ding spoke after the board meeting. During this 
conversation, Ding admitted to having her petitions with her at both the BHS and Station events. 
Ding told Ficke-Bradford that she would “not do it again” and that the policy uses the word 
“intentionally”, explaining that Ding did not intentionally have people sign the petitions at these 
events. Ding also mentioned to Ficke-Bradford an evening prior to the April 2025 Board election, 
where Ficke-Bradford, Wang and Ding signed each other’s election petitions. Altshuler and Leah 
Collister-Lazzari (“Collister-Lazzari”), who were not running, were also present and signed the 
other Board member’s petitions. Ficke-Bradford explained that it was late evening, and no 
community members were present at the District office. The Board members were standing around 
at the back of the District office building, and Ding suggested the idea that they sign each other’s 
petitions.  

On September 17, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received a text message from Ding, stating that she had 
an “offer”. Ficke-Bradford and Ding spoke, and Ding explained that her “offer” was that she 
receives a verbal conversation instead of any written reprimand. Ficke-Bradford felt as though 
there had already been a number of verbal conversations about her conduct.  

On September 19, 2025, Ficke-Bradford received an email from a community member that Ding 
was at a track meet soliciting petition signatures. Ficke-Bradford forwarded the email to Ding and 
told her that she was concerned about an erosion of trust. Ding responded to the email and said 
that the event was not on District property.  

On September 29, 2025, Ficke-Bradford sent Ding an email reiterating the Board’s norms and 
communication expectations after receiving complaints from other Board members and 
community members. (Exhibit C: Email from Ficke-Bradford to Ding regarding Social Media 
Posts). Ficke-Bradford explained that Ding had made posts on her personal and campaign social 
media about the District’s Homecoming. Ficke-Bradford explained that Ding would often “create 
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content” by adding commentary to a post from the District. Ficke-Bradford believes Ding would 
do this because of her journalist background. Ficke-Bradford stated that Board members are 
permitted to repost District content, but that creating content can cause confusion.  

At the end of our interview, we asked Ficke-Bradford approximately how many complaints she 
has received regarding Ding’s conduct. Ficke-Bradford noted that they have received 
approximately a dozen in total, emphasizing that there is a group within the community talking 
about and watching Ding’s conduct. Ficke-Bradford suggested that we contact Winkelman for 
copies of the complaints.  

After the interview, we contacted Winkelman to request copies of any additional emails from 
individuals purporting to have independently witnessed Ding’s alleged campaign activities on 
school property. Winkelman provided a complaint sent via email on September 19, 2025, regarding 
Ding’s conduct at the Vernon Hills High School cross-country meet. (Exhibit D: September 19, 
2025 Complaint).The allegations in that email are consistent with those of the anonymous 
complaint.  

4. Erin Chan Ding 

On October 23, 2025, we interviewed Ding at the District Office. Before the interview began, we 
asked Ding if she had any questions for us. Ding questioned whether there was standing for the 
complaint under Board Policy 2:260. Ding explained that typically, complaints under this Policy 
are when an individual has had their rights violated. In response, we explained that the District had 
an obligation to investigate allegations of violations of Board Policy 2:105. We also advised that 
we would note her question.  

At the beginning of the interview, Ding mentioned a situation that occurred between her and 
several Board members. Ding explained that, during the last Board election, her, Wang, Ficke-
Bradford, Collizzi-Lazzari, and possibly also Altshuler were at the back of the District office and 
signed each other’s petitions while on District property. Ding explained that they did not think it 
was a violation of Board policy back then. Ding noted that this was the first incident where she 
recalled signing petitions on District property. Ding also noted that there was a quorum present 
when that occurred.  

We asked Ding about her reelection to the Board and her subsequent decision to run for election 
for State Representative. Ding explained that she was reelected to the Board on April 1, 2025. The 
following May, Ding began to have conversations with Ficke-Bradford and Winkelman about 
considering running for election for State Representative. In June of 2025, Ding began to tell the 
other Board members that she would be running.  

On June 18, 2025, Ding launched her campaign at a nearby restaurant, Nektar. Two other Board 
members attended this event, Altshuler and Srivastava, to support Ding as friends. Ding explained 
that a blog, the Barrington Hills Observer, “skewered” Ding’s event and posted a photo depicting 
Altshuler and Srivastava from the event. Ding explained that this blog is often misconstrued as 
news, but it is mixed with opinion pieces. Ding posted a photo from her kick-off event to her 
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campaign Facebook page. When asked if anyone requested that she remove this photo, Ding 
confirmed that Altshuler did, as he was wearing a District logo on his shirt. Ding explained that 
she then cropped the photo, so the logo was not visible, but she did not remove the picture.  

Ding explained that she has a personal Facebook page and a separate page that she used for her 
Board campaign. Once she announced she was running for State Representative, Ding “rolled 
over” her Board campaign page to be her State Representative campaign page. Ding admitted that 
some of her Board campaign posts are still active on her now-State Representative campaign page. 
Ding explained she simply rolled over the page so that she could retain her supporters. Ding did 
not remove any posts. Ding noted that any post on her Facebook campaign page is automatically 
added to her campaign webpage, with the three most recent posts appearing on the main page. 
Ding stated that she made sure it did not include posts from her Board campaign.  

Ding also explained that since she launched her campaign, the “Barrington Hills Observer” blog 
has been after her. It has made numerous posts about her status as a Board member and running 
for election for State Representative. Ding noted that there is a segment of the community that 
relies on and cites to this blog. Ding has noticed a pattern in the complaints about her to the Board 
that follow the same arguments as the stories posted on the blog. Ding stated that after the 
complaints started accusing Ding of violating Board policy by running as a Democrat for State 
Representative, Ding noted that because of the negative attention, Ficke-Bradford and Winkelman 
in July 2025 asked the Board’s counsel, Franczek P.C., for a legal opinion memorandum addressing 
what she could and could not do. (Exhibit E: July 10, 2025 Legal Opinion from Franczek P.C.). 

In sharing the July 10, 2025 opinion memorandum with us, Ding noted that she reviewed the 
memorandum and pointed to language in the memorandum that articulated that she had the right 
to conduct her campaign for State Representative while serving on the Board, but that she should 
not engage in campaign activities “while acting in her capacity as a School Board member.” Ding 
further explained that she understood the memorandum to mean that she should not campaign 
while acting as a Board member, such as not using her Board email or talking about her campaign 
while sitting at the Board table at a Board meeting. We asked Ding if she reviewed the Board 
policies referenced in the opinion memorandum. Ding responded that she did and had formed an 
understanding that she could not campaign when acting as a Board member.  

We asked Ding if Ficke-Bradford expressed concerns regarding her campaign activities. Ding 
acknowledged that she had and mentioned a situation where she was attending a Barrington Area 
Democrats event, and there was a social media post promoting the event. The post identified Ding 
as a candidate for State Representative District 52, with a biography stating that she is a twice-
elected Board member. Ding explained that Ficke-Bradford reached out to Ding after receiving 
complaints about the post, noting that she should not promote herself in this manner. Ding 
explained that she did not create the post, and that her description is biographical fact. Ding told 
Ficke-Bradford that she would try her best to ask others/organizations to not promote her in this 
manner. Ding added that she did not feel this qualifies as using her Board position to her campaign 
advantage. Ding also acknowledged that Ficke-Bradford was seeking to protect the Board and 
understood that her running for State Representative impacted the entire Board.  
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a. BHS Event  

Ding confirmed that she attended the BHS back to school event on September 11, 2025. Ding 
attended as a parent. Ding mentioned that she previously attended ISBE Board workshops where 
they discussed wearing different “hats” as Board members. Ding explained that she attended the 
BHS event with her “parent hat” on – noting that in her view she was not acting in her capacity as 
a Board member. Ding stated she did not have anything Board-related on or with her at this event. 
Ding confirmed that she saw Altshuler and Wang at the event, who were attending with the fine 
arts boosters.  

Ding admitted to bringing her petitions with her in a clipboard box to the event. Ding explained 
that she did not have her petitions blatantly out, and that she brought approximately ten with her. 
She noted that several individuals asked to sign her petition, and that she brought up having her 
petition to others. Ding explained that she believed that because she was attending the event as a 
parent and not as a Board member, it was not improper for her to have her petitions signed during 
the event because she was not acting in her role as a Board Member. Ding stated that she did not 
believe she was violating the language of Board Policy 2:105, “shall intentionally use District 
resources or property in connection with political activity.” Ding further explained that she did not 
think that she was taking advantage of her position on the Board by doing so. 

We also asked Ding if she brought any campaign flyers with her to hand out. Ding responded that 
she may have had some with her. Ding stated she may have handed out one after it came up 
naturally in discussion. We asked Ding if it would be accurate if it were reported that someone saw 
her with her campaign flyers. Ding confirmed it would be accurate, and stated she maybe gave out 
a couple, but was not doing so intentionally.  

We told Ding that it was reported that she was seen asking for petition signatures while in a Chinese 
immersion/language class. Ding admitted that she did have approximately three parents sign her 
petitions in this class. She explained it was a combination of individuals approaching her about the 
petitions and her mentioning the petitions. We also questioned if Ding invited anyone to her 
fundraiser event during the BHS back to school event. Ding responded that she probably did, if it 
came up naturally in conversation.  

Ding stated that no one raised concerns about her conduct immediately after this event. Ding 
explained that she did not think much of her conduct at the time. 

b. Countryside Elementary School Tour  

On September 12, 2025, Ding attended a tour of Countryside Elementary School with Altshuler. 
Ding noted that she attended this event as a Board member. While walking in the parking lot to 
their vehicles, Ding brought up her fundraiser at Neoteca on September 24th to Altshuler. Ding told 
Altshuler that she would love to have him there if he wanted to attend. Ding did not think much of 
the comment since they were out of the building and in the parking lot. Ding also noted that she 
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was not necessarily asking Altshuler for a financial contribution, but to just attend the event. When 
asked how Altshuler responded, Ding stated that he said he would think about it.  

Later on, Ficke-Bradford discussed this interaction with Ding. Ding recalled being confused, as 
she did not realize that the discussion in the parking lot could violate Board policy. Ding stated she 
later apologized to Altshuler for bringing it up while they were on District property. 

c. Station Event  

On September 15, 2025, Ding confirmed that she attended the Station back to school event as a 
parent. Ding also saw Ficke-Bradford attending as a Board member with the District Educational 
Foundation, and Wang attending as a parent. Ding admitted to bringing petitions with her to this 
event, and that approximately six or seven parents signed. We also asked if Ding handed out any 
flyers, to which she responded that she did not believe so, but may have had one. 

After the event, Ding received a call from Wang. Wang asked her if she had brought her candidate 
petitions to the Station event, to which Ding confirmed she did. Wang explained that he and others 
saw the petitions. Ding explained that she was attending as a parent, not a Board member, to which 
Wang questioned whether that aligned with the Board policy. After the call, Ding decided to read 
through the policies again. Ding recalled the July 10, 2025 opinion memorandum, which noted 
that she could not engage in prohibited political activities while acting in her capacity as a Board 
member. After re-reading the policies, Ding determined that the language was “fuzzy” and vague. 
Given the language was not super clear, she decided to no longer bring her petitions to such events. 
Ding noted that she did not intentionally attend these events with her petitions as a Board member.  

Ding also mentioned receiving guidance from ISBE regarding the “appearance of impropriety” 
standard. In considering this standard, Ding could see how her conduct could appear improper. 
Ding shared a text message she sent to Wang that night after their call, stating that she would “stick 
to non-district property, just to make sure [she] is in compliance.” (Exhibit F: Text Message from 
Ding to Wang). In this message, Ding also mentioned the incident where her and other Board 
members, including Wang, signed each other’s petitions on District property. Ding noted that Wang 
did not respond to her message. 

The next morning, the Barrington Hills Observer posted about Ding attending the Station event 
with her campaign petitions. Ding explained that she called Winkelman immediately and explained 
her thought process. She told Winkelman that she would not do it anymore. After speaking with 
Winkelman, Ding tried to call Ficke-Bradford but she did not answer. Ding sent a text message 
which indicated that she re-read the policies, spoke with Winkelman, and is clear on what the 
policies say.  

On or about September 17, 2025, Ding and Ficke-Bradford spoke. Ding explained to Ficke-
Bradford that she was attending the events as a parent, not a Board member. Ficke-Bradford 
explained to Ding that the community will see her as both a parent and a Board member. Ding 
stated that, in hindsight, she should not have done it and will not do it anymore.  
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We also questioned Ding if she had ever mentioned an “offer” to Ficke-Bradford. Ding explained 
that she offered to Ficke-Bradford that if she is to be reprimanded, that she would be open to a 
verbal reprimand as opposed to being written. Ding explained that anything written may be subject 
to a Freedom of Information Act request. Ding further explained that she is a supporter of the Act 
and understands its importance especially as a journalist, but a written reprimand could be 
misconstrued and weaponized. Ding ended the conversation by saying that she would 
compartmentalize moving forward.  

d. Vernon Hills High School Cross-Country Meet  

We also asked Ding about her attendance and activity at the Vernon Hills High School cross 
country meet that was held at Vernon Hills High School on September 19, 2025. Ding explained 
that her daughter was running in the event, which included approximately twenty schools. Ding 
re-read Board Policy 2:105 and determined that the cross-country meet was not on District 
property, and the District was not sponsoring the event. Ding confirmed that she asked a couple 
parents at the event to sign her petition; she stated that there were no students around when she did 
so. Ding did not bring any campaign flyers with her to this event. 

Ding again noted that she was attending the event as a parent, not a Board member. However, Ding 
did mention the appearance of impropriety standard and noted that her actions might fall under 
this standard.  

e. Social Media  

Ding explained that she typically adds commentary when she sees a District social media post. For 
example, she re-posted about a new partnership program with the local community college, adding 
commentary that Sophomores should check out the program and apply before the deadline. Ding 
explained sometimes she will add a comment as simple as, “yay”. Ding questioned if promoting 
the District is considered “editorializing”.  

Ding also mentioned comments by another Board member, Altshuler, who will make Facebook 
comments stating, “As a Board member…” and including his opinion on a topic. Ding noted that 
in her opinion all such social media posts, including hers and Altshuler’s should be allowed, but 
she acknowledges that she must adhere to the norms and expectations. Ding mentioned that she 
went through almost five years of posts and wiped any content she included in a District post on 
both her personal and campaign Facebook pages. Ding stated that, moving forward she will only 
share links to District posts. Ding has also added a statement in the description of her campaign 
Facebook page that, unless shared from another entity, all posts represent her personal opinions 
alone.  

Ding provided a closing statement and noted that she would provide a timeline of events that she 
created. (Exhibit G: Ding’s Timeline). Ding understands that her decision to run for State 
Representative subjects the entire Board to additional scrutiny, and that it has been a learning 
process for her. While Ding does not believe she intentionally violated Board policy, she is 
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cognizant that her actions may have an appearance of impropriety. Ding stated she would do 
everything possible to maintain compliance with Board policies moving forward.  

 

Investigatory Findings 

1. BHS and Station Back-to-School Events 

We find that the evidence is sufficient to substantiate that Ding engaged in political activity while 
at the BHS and Station back-to-school events, held at BHS and Station. Board Policy 2:105 “Ethics 
and Gift Ban,” states that “No Board member or employee shall intentionally use any District 
property or resources in connection with any political activity.” This Board Policy is related to the 
State Officials and Employees Ethics Act (the “Act”).  The Act requires that governmental entities 
adopt an ordinance or resolution that regulates political activities of officers and employees of the 
entity. 5 ILCS 430/70-5(a). Under Section 5-15 of the Act, “State employees shall not intentionally 
misappropriate any State property or resources by engaging in any prohibited political activity for 
the benefit of any campaign for elective office or any political organization.” 5 ILCS 430/5-15(a). 
While Board Policy 2:105 more broadly indicates that “use” of District property or resources in 
connection with political activity is prohibited, the Act indicates that officials and employees are 
prohibited from misappropriation of District property or of resources.   

Political activity under Board Policy 2:105 includes: initiating for circulation, preparing, 
circulating, reviewing, or filing any petition on behalf of a candidate for elective office; 
distributing, preparing for distribution, or mailing campaign literature, campaign signs, or other 
campaign material on behalf of any candidate for elective office; and campaigning for any elective 
office. Board Policy 2:105 does not distinguish between the “capacity” that a Board member is 
acting in when engaging in political activity on District property or using District resources in 
connection with political activity.  

The complaint alleged that Ding was “campaigning” on school property at the BHS and Station 
back-to-school events. While the complaint did not provide further detail, our investigatory 
interviews corroborated that Ding was seen with petitions and collecting petition signatures while 
at both BHS and Station. Ding asserted that she did not “intentionally” use District property in 
connection with political activity and that she was not acting in her capacity as a Board member 
when she attended the events as a parent, referencing the July 10, 2025 legal opinion she had 
reviewed. However, Ding herself admitted to bringing petitions and soliciting signatures from 
other parents while at the back-to-school events. Based on the evidence and Ding’s own admission, 
Ding engaged in political activity while at BHS and Station by preparing and circulating petitions 
on her own behalf, as well as campaigning for elective office while on District property.  

During the course of our investigation, we also learned that a parent was seen holding Ding’s 
campaign flyer at the BHS event. Ding admitted to handing out at least one flyer at the BHS event 
and stated that she may have distributed a flyer during the Station event as well. Based on the 
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evidence and Ding’s own admission, she also engaged in political activity by distributing campaign 
literature while on District property. 

Even though Ding claims that she was acting in her capacity as a parent when she engaged in this 
conduct at BHS and Station, Board Policy 2:105 does not distinguish the capacity in which a Board 
member is acting in when engaging in prohibited political activity. Rather, the Policy’s prohibition 
on political activities apply to the Board members regardless of the reason for being on District 
property. Relatedly, Ding’s understanding of the use of the word “intentionally” in Board Policy 
2:105 appears to be connected to her misinterpretation of when it was permissible to engage in 
political activity. As such, we find that her assertion that she did not intentionally engage in the 
activities which constituted prohibited political activity while on District property to be 
sustainable. We do find that Ding met the Policy’s meaning of “intentional” conduct relative to 
bringing her petitions and campaign flyers with to the back-to-school events, as well as soliciting 
signatures. Ding herself noted that it made sense to bring her petition to the events because she 
would be able to more efficiently collect signatures from people who she believed supported her.  

Notwithstanding our finding that Ding's conduct in these instances meets the meaning of 
"intentional" conduct as intended in Policy 2:105, we do believe that her misunderstanding that 
she was not acting in her capacity as a Board member at the time is relevant in assessing whether 
Ding intended to violate the Policy itself.  In other words, though she acted with intention by 
bringing petitions and campaign flyers and soliciting petition signatures on District property, she 
may still not have had the specific intention to violate the Policy. Thus, we can find that her actions 
at BHS and Station violated the Policy, but the violations are technical as opposed to flagrant 
because she lacked an intention to violate the Policy. 

While Ding intentionally used District property to gather petition signatures and campaign for her 
election for State Representative, Ding’s conduct likely does not rise to the level of 
misappropriation of District property or resources.  Accordingly, we conclude that the allegation 
related to Ding engaging in political activity by using District property at the back-to-school events 
hosted at BHS and Station is substantiated. However, we do not find evidence that Ding 
misappropriated District property or resources while doing so.  

Given the evidence to substantiate that Ding engaged in political activity on District property, we 
also note that her conduct at the two events generally had the appearance of impropriety. Policy 
2:80 requires Board members to “avoid any conflict of interest or the appearance of impropriety 
which could result from [their] position, and shall not use [their] Board of Education membership 
for personal gain or publicity.” Ding’s conduct at the back-to-school events clearly had the 
appearance of impropriety, as highlighted by the numerous concerns about her conduct, contrary 
to the Board member Oath and Conduct outlined in Board Policy 2:80. 

2. Vernon Hills High School Cross-Country Meet 

We find that the evidence is insufficient to substantiate that Ding violated Board policy when she 
engaged in political activity while at a cross-country meet held at Vernon Hills High School.  
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The complaint alleged that Ding was present at a cross-country meet at Vernon Hills High School 
where she brought petitions and solicited signatures. Although no other individual we interviewed 
was present at this event, Ding admitted to engaging in this conduct at the meet, which she was 
attending because her daughter was competing.  

Here, the event was clearly not held on District property. Board Policy 2:105 does not define what 
are considered “District resources” for the purposes of this policy. The District was invited to be a 
participant in an invitational competition but did not contribute to holding this event. Several other 
districts were in attendance, and it is likely that members of the public could have attended this 
meet as well. Given the District did not organize the meet nor sponsor it, we believe that there is 
insufficient evidence to support a finding that Ding was utilizing District resources while engaging 
in any political activity at this meet. Accordingly, we conclude that the allegation related to Ding 
violating Board Policy by engaging in political activity at the cross-country meet is 
unsubstantiated.  

However, while Ding’s conduct is too attenuated to conclude a violation of Policy 2:105, we do 
find that Ding’s conduct has an appearance of impropriety in violation of the Board Member Code 
of Conduct (Board Policy 2:80). By engaging in this conduct at an athletic event at which District 
parents and students were in attendance, Ding’s conduct could reasonably give off an improper 
perception. We recommend that such conduct should be avoided as it has an appearance of 
impropriety contrary to Board Policy 2:80. 

3. Social Media  

We find that the evidence is sufficient to substantiate the allegation related to Ding using District 
resources in connection to political activity through her social media. The complaint specifically 
raised concerns related to Ding reposting District items to her campaign social media. The 
complaint indicated that Ding’s Facebook campaign page for her election for State Representative 
is her prior page for her Board election. Ding explained that she rolled over her Board election 
Facebook page to be her State Representative election campaign page once she announced she was 
running in order to retain her supporters.  

Here, Ding intentionally “rolled over” her Facebook page to retain her supporters that she gained 
from being elected to the Board. This includes reposts of numerous Facebook posts related to the 
District. Given the District’s social media posts are their own, and Ding admitted to intentionally 
keeping these posts for her campaign page in order to retain those who supported her during her 
Board election, it appears Ding is using District resources in connection with her campaign. We 
conclude that this conduct related to Ding maintaining social media content from the District on 
her current campaign Facebook page constitutes a possible violation of Policy 2:105. Additionally, 
this conduct does not rise to the level of a misappropriation of District resources per the State 
Officials and Employees Ethics Act.  

However, Ding’s conduct of “rolling over” her Facebook page to retain her supporters and leaving 
prior posts active on the page has the appearance of impropriety. Ding was free to create a new 
Facebook page for her State Representative campaign or could have “rolled over” the page but 
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deleted all prior posts. Ding’s choice to “roll over” her page and retain all prior posts related to her 
Board campaign is questionable. Accordingly, Ding’s conduct reasonably had an appearance of 
impropriety.  

During the course of our investigation, we also learned that Ding had posted a photo from her 
campaign kick-off event that included Altshuler wearing a District logo. Ding has since cropped 
Altshuler from the photo such that the District logo is not visible. We also learned that Ding was 
included in a post by the Barrington Area Democrats related to her campaign, which cited to her 
experience as a twice-elected Board member. While we do not conclude that these instances 
constitute violations of Board Policy 2:105, both instances do have the appearance of impropriety 
and should be avoided in the future.  

Additionally, we note that the Board has established certain norms and expectations of Board 
members related to social media use. Ding should be reminded of these expectations and advised 
to abide by them moving forward.  

4. Solicitation of Campaign Contributions 

During the course of our investigation, Ding also admitted to discussing her campaign fundraiser 
with Altshuler in the parking lot of Countryside Elementary School. The parking lot of a school is 
considered District property, as the District building parking lots are owned by the District. 
Altshuler characterized Ding’s request as a solicitation for campaign contributions. However, Ding 
characterized the discussion as her asking Altshuler if he wanted to attend her fundraiser event.  

Under Board Policy 2:105, political activity includes solicitation of contributions, including but 
not limited to the purchase of, selling, distributing, or receiving payment for tickets for any political 
fundraiser, political meeting, or other political event. Ding admitted to asking Altshuler if he was 
interested in attending her fundraising event. While Ding stated in her interview that the event is 
ticketed but she would have let Altshuler attend as a friend (presumably without purchase of a 
ticket), Ding did not state this to Altshuler at the time. Altshuler also understood Ding to be 
soliciting a monetary contribution of some sort during the conversation. Ding admitted to having 
this conversation with Altshuler while in the parking lot of Countryside Elementary School, which 
is District property.  

Accordingly, we also conclude that there is sufficient evidence to substantiate that Ding violated 
Board Policy 2:105 when she solicited contributions from Altshuler while on District property. 
Although the evidence shows that Ding used District property in connection with political activity, 
it is unlikely that this conduct rises to the level of a misappropriation of District property per the 
State Officials and Employees Ethics Act.3 

 
3 While we do not find that Ding’s conduct rises to the level of misappropriation per the standard articulated in 
Section 5-15 of the State Officials and Employees Ethics Act, we do note that Ding’s conduct may violate Section 5-
35 of that Act. Section 5-35 prohibits a candidate for elective office from intentionally soliciting contributions on 
“State property”. State property is defined as “any building or portion thereof owned or exclusively leased by the 
State or any State agency.”  However, the Statute is not entirely clear as to whether a public school’s property 
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Recommendations 

As explained above, we do believe there is sufficient evidence to conclude that Ding violated 
Board Policy 2:105 on multiple occasions, particularly when she engaged in prohibited political 
activity and used District property to do so at the BHS and Station events, and using District 
resources in connection to her political activity on social media. Additionally, we conclude that 
there is significant evidence that Ding acted in a manner that had the appearance of impropriety 
related to her conduct at the back-to-school events, the cross-country meet, and her social media 
use, in violation of Board Policy 2:80. Significantly, Ding herself admitted to engaging in these 
activities.  

We do believe it relevant to the Board’s consideration of Ding’s conduct at the BHS and Station 
events that Ding had formed a misunderstanding of her ability to engage in prohibited political 
activity when she was not acting in her capacity as a Board member. As noted above, that permits 
a determination that while Ding intentionally engaged in those activities, she did not have an intent 
to violate Board Policy 2:105 at the time of those events. We also note that after Ding had 
determined that her activities on District property might be improper, she appears to have ceased 
engaging in those activities. For these reasons we believe that the above findings of violations of 
Board Policy 2:105 can be viewed as technical violations as opposed to flagrant violations.  

We do believe that as a remedial measure, the Board should consider training on compliance with 
Board Policy 2:105. While Ding made it clear that she now understands Board Policy 2:105 and 
will adhere to Board policies moving forward, we believe it would be beneficial to further clarify 
these expectations with Ding and the rest of the Board through additional training to ensure 
compliance. 

In addition, we note that Board Policy 2:105 contains a section on enforcement. Pursuant to this 
section, “if the Board finds it more likely than not that the allegations in a complaint are true, it 
shall notify the State’s Attorney and/or consider disciplinary action for the employee.” Given this 
wording, because this matter pertains to a Board member, if there is a finding, it appears that the 
Board’s only option is to notify the State’s Attorney of the finding. We are happy to provide 
additional counsel to the Board on compliance with this portion of Board Policy 2:105 should the 
Board accept the findings of this report.  

Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions concerning this report. 

 
constitutes State property as schools generally are categorized as units of local government. Additionally, 
“contributions” include the purchase of tickets for fundraising events. As noted, Ding appears to have solicited 
contributions from Altshuler while on District property in the form of attending a fundraiser event which entailed the 
purchase of a ticket. However, we note that the Act does not require that governmental entities adopt a policy that 
regulates this conduct as for the activities outlined in Section 5-15 (“Prohibited political activities”). Accordingly, 
while this conduct could technically violate the State Officials and Employees Ethics Act, that portion of the Act is 
not incorporated into the Board’s policies. 
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