VILLAGE OF LIBERTYVILLE
BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Finance Committee
January 15, 2019
6:00 p.m.
AGENDA
1.

Approve Minutes of the October 9, 2018 meeting

2.

Review of Monthly Financial Report – December, 2018

3.

Financial Updates
A) Banking – Letter of Credit for Deposit Account Collateralization
B) Investments – IMET Replacement

4.

Limited Tax Bonds (FY19-20)

5.

Technology Initiatives
A) Credit Card Acceptance
B) Geographic Information System (GIS)

7.

Other

8.

Adjourn

Any individual who would like to attend this meeting but because of a disability needs some accommodation to participate should contact the ADA
Coordinator at 118 West Cook Avenue, Libertyville, Illinois 60048 (847)362-2430

Agenda Item 1
VILLAGE OF LIBERTYVILLE
Finance Committee
Minutes
Tuesday, October 9, 2018
A meeting of the Finance Committee was held on Tuesday, October 9, 2018, at 6:30 p.m. at the
Libertyville Village Hall. In attendance were Committee members Trustee Moras (Chair), Trustee
Justice, Trustee Carey, and Trustee Adams. Also present were Mayor Weppler, Trustee Garrity
(7:15), Trustee Johnson (7:30), Administrator Amidei, Deputy Administrator Engelmann, Interim
Finance Director McKee and Finance Director Appointee Nicholas Mostardo.
Trustee Carey moved to approve the minutes of the April 17, 2018 Finance Committee meeting and
Trustee Justice seconded. The motion was approved.
Interim Director McKee presented the monthly financial reports as of September 30, 2018. Both
General Fund revenues and expenses were tracking in line with the budget. It was explained that
the wireless surcharge revenue, budgeted at $445,723 (page 4 of the packet) would remain at zero
dollars received through the end of the budget year. When the budget was prepared, it was unclear
if these revenues would be received by the Village of Libertyville and then be paid over to Vernon
Hills for dispatch services. The Village was able to set this up so that these revenues go directly to
the Village of Vernon Hills to offset 911 dispatch costs. The balance of the 911 dispatch cost in
excess of the wireless budget revenue is billed to Libertyville monthly.
Trustee Carey noted that water and sewer revenues were up. This is reflective of a modest rate
increase and increased customer consumption. Water consumption billed to customers from
5/1/2018 through 9/30/2018 was up 5.4%.
It was noted that the Sports Complex revenue was down $50,677 while expenses were up $33,705
relative to the prior fiscal year.
Trustee Moras presented his thoughts on the General Fund balance and provided historical context
for the reasoning behind the Village’s fund balance policy. The Finance Committee reviewed the
staff’s proposal to reduce the transfers budgeted to maintain compliance with the Village’s fund
balance policy. The $2,000,000 transfer to the Vehicle Replacement Fund will be reduced to
$1,000,000. The $700,000 transfer to establish a New Building Fund will not be made and that
fund will not be created. All Finance Committee members concurred with this recommendation.
Interim Finance Director McKee suggested that the Village consider utilizing unrestricted fund
balance, where practical, in the budget document to make it more clear what resources are within
the discretion of the Village Board. Interim Director McKee also suggested the Village evaluate
making vehicle replacement fund transfers part of the individual department budgets as that will
more accurately reflect the actual cost of operating a department. This more accurate allocation of
expenses can be important when there is cost sharing with outside entities.
Trustee Moras reviewed the Intergovernmental Risk Management Agency (IRMA) reserves memo.
The Committee concurred with staff’s recommendation to maintain an equity balance with IRMA
of between $700,000 and $1,400,000. Since the Village’s equity balance as of 12/31/2017 was
$838,579, towards the lower end of the range, no recommendation was made to reduce this balance.
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Administrator Amidei noted that a portion of this balance could be used by the Village to offset an
unexpected premium increase by IRMA in the future, if needed.
Trustee Moras reviewed the Intergovernmental Personnel Benefit Cooperative (IPBC) reserves
memo. The Committee concurred with staff’s recommendation to maintain an equity balance at
IPBC of between $1,000,000 and $2,000,000. This represents a range of approximately 33% to
66% of the annual payments by the Village to the IPBC. The Village’s equity balance as of
6/30/2017 was $1,703,552. Since this balance is towards the upper end of the equity balance range,
Interim Director McKee suggested that the Village might want to redeploy perhaps $500,000, to
reduce unfunded pension liabilities. The Finance Committee discussed this concept and asked that
the Finance Director bring this item back for further discussion at a future date closer to the end of
the current fiscal year.
Trustee Moras reviewed the Bolander Sale Memo which was based on former Finance Director
Sutton’s documentation of previous Village Board intent. He explained that it might make sense to
wait until we are closer to the closing date of the potential property sale to evaluate early retirement
of outstanding bonds. Staff could also evaluate how the early debt reduction impacts the General
Fund subsidy of the Sports Complex.
Interim Director McKee reviewed the Police and Firefighters’ Pension Fund most recent actuarial
reports. He noted that the Police Fund had $32.2 million of assets and $57.6 million of liabilities,
resulting in a funded ratio of 56%. The contribution for 2019, which would be included in the
2019/2020 budget, was recommended to be $2,058,130, a $41,280 increase from the current year
contribution.
Interim Director McKee noted that the Firefighters’ Fund had $30.2 million of assets and $43.5
million of liabilities, resulting in a funded ratio of 69%. The contribution for 2019, which would be
included in the 2019/2020 budget, was recommended to be $1,465,242, a $15,592 decrease from the
current year contribution. He suggested maintaining the current funding level of $1,480,834 for the
2018 property tax levy.
The Committee reviewed the pension reports further and expressed frustration with the increasing
cost of this State-mandated benefit and lack of progress in getting to a higher funding level. The
Committee directed the staff to prepare the property tax levy with the proposed amounts for the
Police and prior year amount for the Firefighters’ Pension Fund contributions.
Trustee Moras reviewed the possible three year extension of the audit contract with Lauterbach and
Amen. There was discussion about the advantages and disadvantages of switching auditors. Staff
was directed to present the contract renewal to the Village Board for consideration in the near
future. Trustee Carey made a motion, seconded by Trustee Justice, to recommend to the Village
Board a three year extension of the audit contract. The motion passed unanimously.
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Administrator Amidei explained that the Village was starting the budget process a little earlier to
give a little extra time to the new staff to evaluate items and give the Board more time to review the
document. Mayor Weppler indicated these dates looked good and that they should be
communicated to the full Village Board.
Interim Director McKee indicated that the Village has two large General Fund revenues scheduled
to sunset in early calendar year 2019, the electric utility tax and the telecommunications tax. The
Board discussed how it likes to have the sunset provision so that these revenues are specifically
evaluated and do not automatically continue. The Committee discussed how the natural gas tax was
eliminated through this review process and the electric utility rate reduced also. Given the level of
reserves and the revenue and expenditure trends, Interim Finance Director McKee suggested that
these revenues be included in the proposed 2019/2020 budget to be developed in the next few
months. The Committee felt that this recommendation was reasonable and directed staff to include
these revenues in the proposed 2019/2020 budget.
No budget amendments were deemed necessary at this time.
The Committee discussed the Village’s participation in the Special Recreation Association of
Central Lake County (SRACLC) and the tax levy extended for this purpose. Staff noted that the
Village can levy additional property taxes for the incremental cost of making parks more accessible
to persons with disabilities. This additional revenue can be utilized to help implement the parks
master plan. Staff was directed to evaluate the amount of qualifying expenses anticipated in the
2019/2020 proposed budget and include that dollar amount in the 2018 property tax levy presented
to the Village Board in November 2018. It was estimated that this might total about $50,000.
The Committee discussed elected officials compensation which was last adjusted in 1996.
Currently, the Mayor receives $12,000 annually and the Trustees / Village Clerk receives $4,800
annually. The Committee evaluated a survey which indicated that the amount of compensation in
Libertyville was below the average. There was concern that by not adjusting this amount
periodically, it could discourage Village Board diversity as someone running for office might need
to forego other income to assume the responsibilities of serving on the Board. It was noted that
inflation had increased 57% since 1996, meaning the Mayor and Trustee / Clerk’s compensation
would be $18,840 and $7,536, respectively, if adjusted for inflation. Based on the survey data and
the effects of inflation, staff was directed to have the Village Attorney draft an ordinance setting the
Mayor and Trustee / Clerk’s compensation at $16,000 and $6,000, respectively, for consideration at
the next Village Board Meeting.
Administrator Amidei explained to the Finance Committee that the Village reduced staffing when
the recession hit in 2008 and that our efforts to maintain current GIS data for the Village has been a
challenge. This is especially problematic with new developments where new utility plans are not
incorporated into the Village’s electronic records. She explained that there is a GIS consortium in
the area serving many municipalities that could help the Village improve our records management.
She said the staff is currently evaluating this item and may bring back a recommendation to join this
entity during the current fiscal year. The funding for this item could come from budgeted software
dollars that will not be spent.
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There being no further business before the Finance Committee, Trustee Justice made a motion to
adjourn, seconded by Trustee Carey. The motion passed unanimously and the meeting adjourned at
7:50 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Edward McKee
Interim Finance Director
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Agenda Item 2

To:

Kelly Amidei, Village Administrator

From:

Nicholas A. Mostardo, Finance Director

Date:

January 8, 2019

Subject:

December, 2018 Financial Reports

Attached please find the financial statements for the month ending December 31, 2018. The benchmark for seven
months of the fiscal year activity is 67% and highlights of the Village’s financial performance are summarized
below.
General Fund
Revenue: Overall, revenue is at 75.5% of total budget and is $605,180, or 2.8%, higher than last year at this
time. Major revenue categories trending higher in the current fiscal year versus the previous fiscal year are
property tax collections (100.3% vs. 97.8%), sales tax (69% vs. 67.4%), electric utility tax (69.7% vs, 53.2%),
engineering fees (87.5% vs. 66.6%), and interest income (146% vs. 121.7%). Major revenue categories trending
lower in the current fiscal year versus the previous fiscal year include income tax (70.6% vs. 72.6%), building
permits (56.4% vs. 98.5%), and park and recreation fees (83.3% vs. 86%).
Expense: Overall, General Fund expenses are 61.9% of the budget. Most expenditure categories are trending
appropriately. The expenses in the Engineering division are running slightly over $100,000 than the previous year.
This is primary due to pass-through engineering reviews conducted by the Public Works Department. These
reviews are offset by engineering fee revenue which is running ahead of last year by approximately $30,000.
Utility Fund
Revenues through the end of December are at $7,044,108 or 70.3% of the total budget. This is $149,489
above the budget target and $553,041 higher than last year during the same time period. Water sales are $115,911
above budget and above last year’s sales by $219,600. Sewer sales are $48,562 below budget and higher than last
year by $301,073. Total expenditures are $6,022,507 or 54.5% of total budget. Operational expenditures are at
56.7% of budget while 48.6% of budgeted capital expenditures have been recognized. Expenditures are
budgeted to exceed revenues by $1,028,291 in the fund due to significant capital projects totaling $3,078,530. At
this time, revenues exceed expenses by $1,021,601.
Sports Complex
Revenues equal $1,490,269 or 38.5% in total and 62.3% of operational revenue (not including the General
Fund transfer). This is $35,021 less than last year and $14,023 under the budget target. Indoor Sports Center
(ISC) revenue is $1,855 ahead of budget and $2,681 under last year’s revenue. Operating expenses for the ISC are
at 53.7% of budget. Golf Learning Center (GLC) revenue is $16,081 below budget and $30,325 below last year.
The GLC shows a $66,862 deficit as of December, 2018. Total expenditures for the fund of $2,806,705 are
$34,939 less than last year.
Sales Tax
Attached is the detail of sales tax receipts by month. Sales tax receipts received in December, 2018 were
$653,215. Year to date sales tax revenues are 4.1% higher than last year and are trending slightly higher than
budget.
Investments
As of the end of December, 2018, the Village’s funds are being held in the Illinois Funds, IMET, CD’s, and cash
accounts. CD rates in the Village’s portfolio range from 1.2% for the nearest maturities to 3.0% for 2-year CD’s
that were more recently purchased.
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Month

67%

2017-18
Year to Date Budget

Yearly Budget
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2018-19
% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

Yearly Budget

Year to Date Budget

% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

YTD Budget
Variation

General Fund-Revenue
Property Taxes

6,709,235

6,709,173

6,559,119

97.76%

6,722,634

6,722,583

6,739,268

100.25%

16,684

Sales Tax

7,575,000

5,031,021

5,103,904

67.38%

7,695,000

5,101,618

5,311,934

69.03%

210,315

State Income Tax

38,228

2,051,815

1,397,791

1,489,200

72.58%

1,818,193

1,244,586

1,282,814

70.55%

State Use Tax

513,970

293,754

327,523

63.72%

501,780

310,872

369,065

73.55%

58,192

Leased Car Tax

136,350

92,753

86,646

63.55%

129,575

88,531

74,113

57.20%

(14,418)

Replacement Tax

118,070

63,679

61,617

52.19%

97,000

52,374

53,109

54.75%

Insurance Surplus

165,000

12,133

0

0.00%

120,000

0

0

0.00%

89,740

71,919

66,768

74.40%

92,000

63,908

46,136

50.15%

(17,773)
88,570

Street Signal Maint Fees
Electric Utility Tax

735
0

1,285,000

858,623

683,712

53.21%

1,175,000

729,941

818,511

69.66%

Places For Eating Tax

750,000

500,000

589,094

78.55%

875,000

583,333

609,189

69.62%

25,856

Building Permits

935,000

689,510

920,980

98.50%

1,000,000

751,294

564,183

56.42%

(187,111)

Wireless Surcharge *

0

0

0

0.00%

445,723

297,149

0

0.00%

(297,149)

Technology User Fees

0

0

0

0.00%

141,000

94,000

74,667

52.96%

(19,333)

Cell Tower Lease Revenue

0

0

0

0.00%

189,500

126,333

152,388

80.42%

26,055

Planning, Zoning & Fire Review

131,000

92,412

102,888

78.54%

130,000

92,928

81,460

62.66%

(11,467)

Licenses

110,000

15,875

10,625

9.66%

109,000

12,624

9,167

8.41%

(3,457)

Fines & Forfeitures

690,000

489,135

502,251

72.79%

675,000

463,902

490,016

72.59%

26,114

2,912,201

1,820,126

2,184,114

75.00%

2,973,355

1,858,347

2,229,980

75.00%

371,633

800,000

513,252

615,098

76.89%

900,000

592,181

667,526

74.17%

75,345

1,175,500

1,058,461

1,011,235

86.03%

1,063,750

957,635

885,957

83.29%

(71,679)
(4,986)

Fire District
Ambulance Fees
Park & Recreation Fees
Parking Fees

30,000

26,413

21,335

71.12%

23,000

20,676

15,690

68.22%

Engineering Fees

150,000

123,299

99,899

66.60%

150,000

121,710

131,254

87.50%

9,544

Alarm Fees

205,600

32,047

38,665

18.81%

200,000

47,367

113,281

56.64%

65,914

Elevator Inspection

43,000

39,785

37,183

86.47%

39,000

37,885

38,078

97.64%

193

Legal Fee Reimbursement

45,500

19,214

52,999

116.48%

50,000

25,640

42,528

85.06%

16,888
40,229

Fire Services

120,000

79,958

90,740

75.62%

136,004

82,772

123,001

90.44%

Birth/Death Certificates

270,000

175,049

182,169

67.47%

295,000

187,125

190,357

64.53%

3,232

Cable Franchise

460,000

336,468

336,584

73.17%

450,000

331,796

296,167

65.81%

(35,629)

Telecom IMF

835,000

579,193

464,576

55.64%

858,000

576,168

549,811

64.08%

(26,357)

Police Services

110,000

100,030

86,613

78.74%

120,000

108,995

132,589

110.49%

23,593

25,000

16,667

22,553

90.21%

25,000

16,667

34,292

137.17%

17,625

Grants
Tree Program

40,000

26,667

43,840

109.60%

55,000

36,667

23,244

42.26%

(13,423)

Interest

68,000

37,519

82,769

121.72%

120,000

72,187

175,174

145.98%

102,986

Other
Total Revenues

347,060

87,353

116,901

33.68%

575,175

229,513

271,833

47.26%

42,321

28,897,041

21,389,274

21,991,601

76.10%

29,949,689

22,039,308

22,596,781

75.45%

557,473

* Wireless Surcharge revenue is going to the Village of Vernon Hills for 911 dispatch services.
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Year to Date Budget
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2018-19
% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

Yearly Budget

Year to Date Budget

% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

General Fund-Expenditures
Administration
Engineering
Highways & Bridges
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YTD Budget
Variation
(under)/over

1,820,529

1,205,338

807,166

44.34%

1,785,522

1,151,631

1,038,003

58.13%

287,469

190,768

254,628

88.58%

412,424

274,949

365,206

88.55%

(113,627)
90,257

1,543,776

1,019,607

889,078

57.59%

1,626,814

1,061,823

1,087,838

66.87%

26,015
92,797

Snow Removal & Ice Control

364,063

201,855

123,440

33.91%

351,248

158,351

251,148

71.50%

Refuse & Recycling

204,420

131,249

110,216

53.92%

170,659

109,135

110,110

64.52%

975

Planning

703,379

467,399

376,475

53.52%

602,600

398,181

397,215

65.92%

(966)

Building Services

828,667

550,300

566,256

68.33%

851,866

561,911

597,131

70.10%

Economic Development

624,887

159,170

118,380

18.94%

599,338

127,067

118,746

19.81%

(8,321)

Police Admin, Commun, Rcds

2,223,748

1,464,768

1,329,330

59.78%

2,419,834

1,595,229

1,372,828

56.73%

(222,400)

Police Patrol

5,763,252

4,156,198

4,515,838

78.36%

5,792,173

4,536,253

4,473,648

77.24%

(62,605)

839,271

570,284

562,693

67.05%

823,697

559,902

626,795

76.10%

66,894

10,250

6,833

9,435

92.05%

10,250

6,833

9,744

95.06%

2,910

Police Community Services

161,113

107,409

106,146

65.88%

174,575

116,383

78,529

44.98%

(37,854)

Fire Administration

390,515

260,343

244,062

62.50%

377,311

251,541

249,491

66.12%

(2,049)

Fire Prevention

225,820

150,547

126,741

56.12%

177,682

118,455

114,986

64.71%

(3,469)

6,910,816

4,878,229

5,064,220

73.28%

7,333,133

5,324,100

5,394,145

73.56%

70,045

Police Investigations
Police Public Education

Fire Emergency Services
Fire Support Services

35,220

466,375

307,171

264,867

56.79%

511,138

336,875

323,797

63.35%

(13,078)

Parks

1,891,992

1,338,618

1,115,557

58.96%

1,524,494

1,019,036

917,884

60.21%

(101,152)

Recreation

1,974,691

655,234

636,833

32.25%

2,392,172

643,965

612,844

25.62%

(31,121)

378,982

323,261

305,258

80.55%

420,937

380,816

375,744

89.26%

(5,072)

Riverside Park Golf

22,300

14,517

18,781

84.22%

0

0

0

0.00%

Senior Programs

70,764

47,176

43,843

61.96%

90,000

60,000

47,013

52.24%

Swimming Pool Operations

Emergency Mgmt Agency

0
(12,987)

12,372

8,229

194,283

1570.34%

7,410

4,950

5,024

67.79%

Legislative Boards/Committee

106,552

89,651

100,773

94.58%

117,862

97,294

84,288

71.51%

(13,006)

Legal

420,000

280,000

244,609

58.24%

387,500

258,333

180,570

46.60%

(77,763)

CBD Parking

137,515

91,677

50,147

36.47%

78,780

52,520

49,591

62.95%

(2,929)

Community Organizations

207,042

203,671

206,987

99.97%

215,400

213,443

205,223

95.28%

(8,220)

Public Building

306,481

203,453

200,560

65.44%

3,140,835

2,087,890

939,811

29.92%

(1,148,079)

Information Technology
Total Expenditures
Gen Fund YTD Surplus/(Deficit)

0
28,897,041
0

0
19,082,955
2,306,319

0
18,586,602
3,405,000

0.00%

554,035

369,357

380,805

68.73%

64.32%

32,949,689

21,876,223

20,408,158

61.94%

-3,000,000

163,085

2,188,623

74

11,449
(1,468,064)
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2018-19

Year to Date Actual

% of Yearly
Budget

Yearly Budget

Year to Date Budget

Year to Date Actual

% of Yearly
Budget

YTD Budget
Variation

Utility Fund-Revenue
Water Sales

5,250,000

3,722,735

3,560,408

67.82%

5,117,889

3,664,096

3,780,008

73.86%

Tanker Sales

10,000

6,667

11,401

114.01%

12,000

8,000

8,819

73.49%

115,911
819

Water Penalties

45,000

30,000

29,522

65.60%

40,000

26,667

31,103

77.76%

4,437

Sewer Charges

(48,562)

3,650,000

2,476,451

2,404,092

65.87%

4,041,558

2,753,727

2,705,165

66.93%

Sewer Penalties

26,500

17,667

20,227

76.33%

28,500

19,000

23,317

81.81%

4,317

Water Connection Fee

90,000

60,000

75,011

83.35%

92,000

61,333

63,263

68.76%

1,930

Sewer Connection Fee
County Sewer & Conn Charge

80,000

53,333

73,125

91.41%

90,000

60,000

64,285

71.43%

4,285

546,834

271,846

277,439

50.74%

560,000

272,796

331,896

59.27%

59,099
(1,489)

Meters & Readouts

19,500

13,000

16,871

86.52%

19,500

13,000

11,511

59.03%

Interest

30,000

20,000

17,037

56.79%

23,000

15,333

20,338

88.42%

5,004

3,900

2,600

5,933

152.14%

1,000

667

4,404

440.43%

3,738

9,751,734

6,674,299

6,491,067

66.56%

10,025,447

6,894,620

7,044,108

70.26%

149,489

Water Department

3,788,784

2,441,179

2,319,736

61.23%

3,985,766

2,563,042

2,613,568

65.57%

50,526

Sewer Department

1,500,168

893,480

1,053,632

70.23%

1,608,826

958,327

996,928

61.97%

38,601

Wastewater Treatment

1,408,114

949,282

931,116

66.13%

1,340,428

911,279

741,521

55.32%

(169,758)

Debt Service

1,034,238

163,020

181,225

17.52%

1,040,188

173,159

173,125

16.64%

(34)

Capital Improvements

5,816,370

3,877,580

2,520,540

43.34%

3,078,530

2,052,353

1,497,365

48.64%

(554,988)

Total Expenditures

13,547,674

8,324,542

7,006,248

51.72%

11,053,738

6,658,159

6,022,507

54.48%

(635,652)

Utility Fund YTD Surplus/(Deficit)

-3,795,940

-1,650,243

-515,181

-1,028,291

236,460

1,021,601

Other
Total Revenues

Utility Fund-Expenditures

Village of Libertyville
Monthly Report
through 12/31/18

Month

67%

2017-18
Year to Date Budget

Yearly Budget
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2018-19
% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

Yearly Budget

Year to Date Budget

% of Yearly
Budget

Year to Date Actual

YTD Budget
Variation

Sports Complex-Revenue
Indoor Sports Center

2,394,179

1,497,581

1,327,134

55.43%

2,142,220

1,322,598

1,324,453

61.83%

1,855

Golf Learning Center

343,900

245,808

161,969

47.10%

200,525

147,724

131,644

65.65%

(16,081)

Family Entertainment Center

23,347

15,565

36,187

155.00%

50,955

33,970

34,172

67.06%

Bond & Interest Transfer In

1,272,493

0

0

0.00%

1,474,763

0

0

0.00%

Total Revenues

4,033,919

1,758,954

1,525,290

37.81%

3,868,463

1,504,292

1,490,269

38.52%

202
0
(14,023)

Sports Complex-Expenditures
ISC-Salaries & Benefits

1,097,731

731,821

685,844

62.48%

918,623

612,415

579,101

63.04%

(33,314)

ISC-Operating Expenditures

1,156,231

750,943

502,928

43.50%

1,220,576

778,538

570,055

46.70%

(208,483)

GLC-Salaries & Benefits
GLC-Operating Expenditures
FEC-Operating Expenditures

88,933

61,784

65,913

74.12%

75,321

53,514

57,218

75.97%

3,705

222,019

143,525

128,458

57.86%

194,750

124,136

141,288

72.55%

17,152

10,200

6,800

2,108

20.67%

1,250

833

297

23.76%

Debt Service

1,458,805

1,055,364

1,456,393

99.83%

1,457,943

1,042,416

1,458,745

100.06%

416,329

Total Expenditures

4,033,919

2,750,238

2,841,644

70.44%

3,868,463

2,611,852

2,806,705

72.55%

194,853

0

-991,284

-1,316,354

0

-1,107,561

-1,316,436

Sports Complex Fund YTD Surplus/(

(536)

VILLAGE OF LIBERTYVILLE, ILLINOIS
(SELECTED FUNDS)
MONTHLY BALANCE SHEET
December 31, 2018

CASH & INVESTMENTS
DEPOSIT REFUNDABLE MALLORY IND CAMPUS
INVENTORY - GAS & OIL
INVENTORY - PRO SHOP
RECEIVABLES :
PROPERTY TAXES
ACCOUNTS AND OTHERS
ACCRUED INTEREST
DUE FROM OTHER FUNDS
IRMA MEMBERSHIP RECEIVABLES
DEFERRED OUTFLOWS
PREPAID EXPENSES & DEFERRED
PROPERTY & EQUIPMENT, NET OF
ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION
TOTAL ASSETS
LIABILITIES
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
UNEARNED REVENUE
ACCRUED SALARIES & BENEFITS
COMPENSATED ABSENCES PAYABLE
DEFERRED REVENUE
NET PENSION LIABILITY
DEPOSITS
BONDS PAYABLE
DUE TO OTHER FUNDS
UNAMORTIZED BOND COSTS
TOTAL LIABILITIES
FUND EQUITY
CONTRIBUTED CAPITAL
ASSIGNED FOR LSC BOND PAYOFF
FUND BALANCE :
RES DEBT SERVICE SALES TAX ALT REV BDS
RES DRUG SEIZURE FORFEITURE
RES AFFORDABLE HOUSING
RES SIDEWALK
UNRESERVED

GENERAL
FUND
13,144,824
84,846
6,385,919
4,119,368
838,579
213,434
-

MOTOR
FUEL
TAX
1,853,875

TAX INC
FINANCE
DISTRICT
3,454,501

IMPACT
FEE
741,176

HOTEL /
MOTEL COMMUTER INTERNAL a CAPITAL b
TAX
PARKING
SVC FUND PROJECTS
538,121
1,241,425
1,691,632
2,634,162

LIBERTYVILLE
SPORTS
COMPLEX
(1,394,578)

19,789

3,984,567
43,056

29,539,957

16,396,550

571,943

1,259,644

5,937,182

2,676,014

35,155,765

16,088,573

96,553,267

1,035

85,147

66,334

90,817

475,573

5,186

14,169
25,079
120,000

84,795
228,224
40,000
1,964,504
70,815
12,580,000

295,665
281,186
35,971
34,312
68,988
574,208
10,700
15,460,000

1,575,507
281,186
782,242
287,615
10,619,007
2,538,712
1,258,430
28,307,321
-

15,443,911

16,761,029

45,650,019

13,652

4,567

26,454

41,852

9,299
4,190,009

24,786,970

1,896,932

553,955
642,121
6,405,452
1,176,915
-

6,981

8,778,443

6,981

7,439,068

741,176

3,984,567

267,321

3,984,567

-

1,035

90,334

492,904

90,817

1,306,787

2,409,146

1,135,440

237,818

(237,818)

557,282
36,840

162,889
26,090

372,782

14,500,136

15,806,922
372,782

5,204,141

4,190,117

643,981

424,753
10,591
106,428
49,761
32,642,949

643,981

49,414,187

424,753
10,591

379,440

106,428
49,761
435,001

522,397

1,437,640

4,580,789

1,437,640

5,887,576

1,864,884

TOTAL FUND EQUITY

13,819,904

1,864,884

379,440

591,189

522,397

EXCESS INCOME OVER EXPENSES

2,188,623

25,067

3,075,060

149,986

48,510

24,786,970
-

1,896,932
-

7,439,068
-

741,176
-

571,943
-

(268,329)
1,259,644
-

(443,297)
5,937,182
-

5,576,923

18,690,253

(2,991,725)

1,021,601

(1,316,436)

1,489,061

2,676,014
-

35,155,765
-

16,088,573
-

96,553,267
-

a - VEHICLE MAINT/REPLACEMENT SERVICE FUND and TECHNOLOGY EQUIPMENT/REPLACEMEN c - UTILITY FUND (WATER, SEWER, WWTP, DEBT SERVICE , CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS)
b - PROJECT FUND, ROAD BOND FUND, BUILDING FUND, PARK IMPROVEMENT FUND, and PUBLIC BUILDING IMPROVEMENT FUND

TOTAL
26,279,860
84,846
19,789
10,370,486
7,822,789
838,579
720,172
290,230
50,126,515

33,822

13,384,559

TOTAL LIABILITIES & FUND EQUITY

UTILITY c
FUND
2,374,722

Village of Libertyville
Three Year Sales Tax Analysis
December 2018
$7,695,000

Sales In

Rec'd In

2016-17

2017-18

2018-19

2016-17

Year to Date
2017-18

FEB
MAR
APR
MAY
JUNE
JULY
AUG
SEPT
OCT
NOV
DEC
JAN

MAY
JUNE
JULY
AUG
SEPT
OCT
NOV
DEC
JAN
FEB
MAR
APR

$540,944.66
614,328.61
594,853.80
657,785.21
638,000.45
643,023.44
684,261.28
623,093.71
647,828.74
645,517.54
711,224.97
564,524.81

$558,882.87
628,637.33
605,135.65
687,870.65
664,256.73
657,275.64
665,258.32
636,587.17
630,745.63
628,578.42
675,286.90
575,782.58

$563,299.44
669,542.27
606,569.54
741,954.05
673,143.24
697,623.63
706,586.03
653,215.37

$540,944.66
1,155,273.27
1,750,127.07
2,407,912.28
3,045,912.73
3,688,936.17
4,373,197.45
4,996,291.16
5,644,119.90
6,289,637.44
7,000,862.41
7,565,387.22

$558,882.87
1,187,520.20
1,792,655.85
2,480,526.50
3,144,783.23
3,802,058.87
4,467,317.19
5,103,904.36
5,734,649.99
6,363,228.41
7,038,515.31
7,614,297.89

$7,565,387.22

$7,614,297.89

2018-19
$563,299.44
1,232,841.71
1,839,411.25
2,581,365.30
3,254,508.54
3,952,132.17
4,658,718.20
5,311,933.57

2018-19 vs
2016-17

2018-19 vs
2017-18

$22,354.78
$77,568.44
$89,284.18
$173,453.02
$208,595.81
$263,196.00
$285,520.75
$315,642.41

$4,416.57
$45,321.51
$46,755.40
$100,838.80
$109,725.31
$150,073.30
$191,401.01
$208,029.21

% of
2018-19 vs
2017-18
0.79%
3.82%
2.61%
4.07%
3.49%
3.95%
4.28%
4.08%

$5,311,933.57

$800,000.00
$700,000.00
$600,000.00
$500,000.00
$400,000.00
$300,000.00
$200,000.00
$100,000.00
$0.00

MAY

JUNE

JULY

AUG

SEPT

OCT

2016-17

NOV

2017-18

DEC

2018-19

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

% of
2018-19
Budget
7.32%
16.02%
23.90%
33.55%
42.29%
51.36%
60.54%
69.03%

VILLAGE OF LIBERTYVILLE INVESTMENT SUMMARY
Investment Totals by Type
Cash and Investment Totals by Type
December 31, 2018
IL FUNDS
IMET FUND
PMA
MBS
CASH

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,952,260.12
2,221,980.77
4,151,143.60
4,471,000.00
3,346,577.51
24,142,962.00

CASH
14%

IL FUNDS
41%
MBS
19%

PMA
17%

Investment Totals by Fund

Investment Totals by Fund
December 31, 2018

GENERAL
WATER
FLEET
COMMUTER PARKING
OTHER

$
$
$
$
$
$

14,002,222.46
1,828,392.81
1,347,454.61
495,771.20
3,122,543.41
20,796,384.49

IMET FUND
9%

COMMUTER
PARKING
2%

OTHER
15%

FLEET
7%

WATER
9%

GENERAL
67%

Agenda Item 3A

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

CHAIRMAN MORAS AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

FROM:

NICHOLAS MOSTARDO, FINANCE DIRECTOR

SUBJECT:

DEMAND DEPOSIT ACCOUNT (DDA) COLLATERALIZATION

DATE:

1/15/2019

Background
The Public Funds Investment Act (30 ILCS 235) requires that public entities collateralize funds in excess of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation’s (FDIC) $250,000 per account insurance limit. Traditionally, these
instruments have been defined by statute as:
Bonds, notes, or other securities constituting direct and general obligations of the United States, the bonds,
notes, or other securities constituting the direct and general obligation of any agency or instrumentality of
the United States, the interest and principal of which is unconditionally guaranteed by the United States,
and bonds, notes, or other securities or evidence of indebtedness constituting the obligation of a U.S.
agency or instrumentality.
The Village of Libertyville’s DDA banking provider, JP Morgan Chase & Co., NA, (JPM) currently offers the
above-referenced collateralization structure for the Village’s deposit accounts. There is a cost to the bank to provide
this arrangement, which is netted out against the Village’s earning credit (ECR) on its accounts. Last fall,
representatives from JPM approached the Village with an opportunity to increase our ECR by adopting an
alternative collateralization structure.
Analysis
The alternative collateralization instrument offered by JPM is an irrevocable letter of credit issued by the Federal
Home Loan Bank of Chicago. This is an instrument utilized to financially guarantee an obligor’s (JPM) security to
an oblige (the Village). Being irrevocable, the instrument cannot be modified unless there is an agreement between
both the obligor and the oblige.
An irrevocable letter of credit is a more cost effective method to collateralize local government depository assets
than a traditional buy-and-hold collateral structure. Buying and tracking bonds or other security instruments under
a traditional collateralization structure is complex for a banking institution, ties up liquidity, and can be
administratively expensive.
As a result of the cost savings to the bank under an irrevocable letter of credit collateral arrangement, the Village
would be offered a higher ECR rate for its DDA accounts. Currently, the Village receives on ECR of 65 basis points
(0.65%) on its average daily balance. This amount mostly covers the Village’s banking fees for lockbox, ACH,
wires, etc. and nets out to very little additional earnings on deposited amounts. The initial Chase proposal for
switching the collateral structure to an irrevocable letter of credit is an ECR of 90 basis points (0.90%). Though the
initial proposed increase to the ECR is reasonable, staff would apply due diligence and attempt to negotiate a higher
rate.

In order to determine the appropriateness of the bank’s proposal with respect to the modified collateral structure, I
contacted Lauterbach & Amen, the Village’s auditor, for a recommendation. They disclosed that many of their
clients have moved to an irrevocable letter of credit collateral arrangement and that they have no concerns should
the Village to move forward. I also consulted the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) best practices
which permit the utilization of an irrevocable letter of credit in lieu of traditional collateral.
With the proposed collateral change and ECR increase, the Village would also have the opportunity to take
advantage of JPM’s “hybrid” government account structure. The hybrid structure combines features of a traditional
government ECR account with an interest bearing account. Chase would use the available 90 basis points each
month to offset the account fees and then apply interest earnings to the remaining balance at 70 basis points, earning
the Village an extra $800-$1,300 each month, depending on the time of year, as the cash balance of our DDA
account tends to ebb and flow around the property tax cycle. This hybrid account structure is favorable in a rising
interest rate environment. If there is a recession or interest rates fall, we would convert back to a traditional ECR
account. The change from our current account structure to the hybrid account structure would all take place on the
bank’s side—we would continue to have our same accounts, account numbers, and features.
Risks
Many entities that have converted their collateral structure to an irrevocable letter of credit maintain that there is
very little downside. However, it is prudent to discuss several risks of this type of collateral structure from a
conceptual basis in order to ensure due diligence as fiduciaries of public funds.
A traditional collateral structure is a two-party relationship consisting of the customer and the bank. The bank
purchases and holds securities with the customer as the beneficiary. An irrevocable letter of credit collateral
structure introduces a third-party, or surety, that is responsible for issuing the letter of credit and acting as an
intermediary between the bank and the customer. The bank, in essence, would be assigning its risk to another agency
to avoid tying up capital and administrative resources in the administration of its own collateral program. On a basic
level, the Village would go from having a “cash bond” to having an insurance policy or performance bond.
The most significant risk in this three party arrangement is default by the issuer of the irrevocable letter of credit.
The issuer in the proposed arrangement, the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago, is a member of the Federal Home
Loan Bank (FHLB) system that is government sponsored and ultimately answerable to the Federal Housing Finance
Agency (FHFA). Since the FHLB’s are highly regulated, it would be unlikely, though not impossible, for one or
more of them to fail. Were a failure to occur, the Village would take immediate steps to reduce balances in our JPM
DDA accounts and place them with the Illinois Funds, which is fully collateralized, while keeping only minimum
balances with JPM in order sustain operations, such as paying bills and payroll as they become due.
There are several other ancillary risks which are able to be mitigated with additional due diligence on the part of
the Village staff. First, the issuance of irrevocable letters of credit can be impacted by fraud. In order to ensure the
Village receives a genuine letter of credit and not a counterfeit, staff will retain an original signed and sealed version
of the document and seek legal review to establish its authenticity. Another risk would be terms and conditions of
the letter of credit that restrict to Village’s ability to rapidly make a claim in the event of a default by JPM. According
to the attached specimen letter of the credit, the surety must provide funds requested under a valid draw within three
business days. Staff will ensure there are no significant impediments to requesting a valid draw by seeking a legal
review prior to executing the letter of credit.
Recommendations
1. Consider authorizing the Village’s Finance Director in his capacity as Village Treasurer to adopt the
alternate collateral structure outlined above for demand deposit accounts held at JP Morgan Chase & Co.,
NA.

2

2. Consider authorizing the Village’s Finance Director in his capacity as Village Treasurer to adopt the hybrid
interest earning account structure outlined above for demand deposit accounts held at JP Morgan Chase &
Co., NA.
Attachments
1. Sample irrevocable letter of credit from the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago.
2. Determination of appropriateness by Jamie Wilkey, Partner, Lauterbach & Amen.
3. Copy of GFOA best practices on collateralization of deposit accounts.
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FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK OF CHICAGO
IRREVOCABLE STANDBY LETTER OF CREDIT
NUMBER:_____

Date: ___________, ____
[Name of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
Attention: ____________________
Ladies and Gentlemen:
The Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago (the “Bank”) hereby establishes in your favor as beneficiary
(the “Beneficiary”) this Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No._____, pursuant to which, subject to the
terms and conditions contained herein, the Bank authorizes you to draw upon the Bank an amount not
exceeding $_______________ (the “Credit Amount”). This Letter of Credit is issued at the request of
JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association (“JPMorgan”) for the account of One Mortgage Partners
Corp. (“Member”), a member of the Bank and a wholly owned subsidiary of JPMorgan. The Credit
Amount shall be automatically reduced without reinstatement as of the date and by the amount of any
demand for payment honored by the Bank under this Letter of Credit.
This Letter of Credit is for the benefit of the Beneficiary and it is intended to collateralize deposit
accounts that Beneficiary has established at JPMorgan, which accounts are Public Unit Deposit accounts
as defined under applicable laws and regulations of the State of ______ (the “State”).
The Credit Amount may be increased or reduced from time to time at the request of the
Member to the Bank and, in the case of a decrease in the Credit Amount, with the prior consent of
the Beneficiary. A request for an increase in the Credit Amount shall be evidenced by an
amendment to the Letter of Credit in the form of Exhibit B and a reduction in the Credit Amount
shall be evidenced by an amendment to the Letter of Credit in the form of Exhibit C that has been
signed by the Beneficiary acknowledging its consent to the reduction.
Partial drawings and multiple drawings are permitted.
This Letter of Credit will expire at 4:30 p.m. (Central Time) on the date (the “Expiration Date”)
that is the earliest of: (i) __________, 201_ (the “Termination Date”); (ii) the date the Credit
Amount is reduced to $0; or (iii) the date you surrender this Letter of Credit to the Bank for
cancellation.
Subject to the other provisions of this Letter of Credit, you may demand payment under this Letter of
Credit prior to the Expiration Date by presenting your certificate in the form of Exhibit A, prepared in the
form of a letter on your letterhead, signed by your authorized officer, with the blanks appropriately
completed (the “Certification”) in an amount no greater than the Credit Amount, and delivered to the
Bank at 200 E. Randolph Dr., Chicago, Illinois 60601, Attention: Member Transactions Desk (or such
other address in Illinois as the Bank may provide).

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.)(rev 3-17)

If the Certification is presented in full compliance with the terms of the Letter of Credit (a
“Drawing”), and received at or before 4:30 p.m. (Central Time) on a Business Day, the Bank will
honor the Drawing by wire transfer of the Draft Amount specified in the Certification to the account
designated in the Certification by 12:00 noon (Central Time) on the third Business Day after
presentment. Documents received after 4:30 p.m. (Central Time) will be deemed to have been
received before 4:30 p.m. (Central Time) on the following Business Day. As used in this Letter of
Credit, a “Business Day” is any day on which the Bank is open for business. All payments under
this Letter of Credit will be made with funds of the Bank and not from funds of the Member.
If a demand for payment made by you hereunder does not conform to the terms and conditions of
this Letter of Credit, we will attempt to notify you that the purported demand was not effected in
accordance with the Letter of Credit and we will hold the documents for disposal at your
instruction or return the same to you, as you may elect. Any correction or resubmission of your
demand will be deemed a new demand.
By honoring a Drawing under this Letter of Credit, we make no representation as to the correctness
of the amount of the Drawing, the authority of any person signing on your behalf or your
representations on your certification.
To the extent not inconsistent with the express terms hereof, this Letter of Credit shall be governed by,
and construed in accordance with, the terms of the International Standby Practices 1998, International
Chamber of Commerce Publication No.590 (“ISP98”). As to matters not governed by ISP98, this Letter
of Credit shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Illinois,
including without limitation the Uniform Commercial Code as in effect in the State of Illinois.
This Letter of Credit is not transferable or assignable, either in whole or in part, except with the
express written consent of the Bank, the Beneficiary, and the Member.

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

This Letter of Credit sets forth in full the undertaking of the Bank, and this undertaking may not
be modified, amended or amplified in any way without the written consent of the Bank, the
Beneficiary, and the Member.
By accepting this letter of credit, you hereby irrevocably submit to the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the
federal and state courts within the State of Illinois if any claim or dispute may arise with respect to this
letter of credit.

Very truly yours,
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
OF CHICAGO
By:
Name:
Title:
By:
Name:
Title:

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

[Beneficiary Letterhead]
EXHIBIT A
TO FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK OF CHICAGO
IRREVOCABLE STANDBY LETTER OF CREDIT NUMBER: _____
DRAWING CERTIFICATE
Date: ________________
Federal Home Loan Bank
of Chicago
200 E. Randolph Dr.
Chicago, IL 60601
Attention: Member Transactions Desk
Ladies and Gentlemen:
The undersigned is the Beneficiary of the above-referenced Letter of Credit, issued at the request of
JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association (“JPMorgan”) for the account of One Mortgage Partners
Corp. (“Member”), a member of the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago and wholly owned subsidiary
of JPMorgan. The undersigned hereby certifies to you that:
(1) JPMorgan held certain deposits of [Name of Beneficiary], (the “Depositor”) which, as of
_______________________, 20___, consist of principal and interest to maturity in the total
amount of $______________________ (the “Contract Amount”), and
(a) An event of default by JPMorgan has occurred under the applicable collateral agreement
between Beneficiary and JPMorgan which gives the Beneficiary the right to draw under this
Letter of Credit; or
(b) In the absence of a collateral agreement, an event of default by JPMorgan has occurred under
applicable law which gives the Beneficiary the right to draw under this Letter of Credit.
(2)
The amount of $ ______________ (the “Draft Amount”) is required to satisfy the
obligation of JPMorgan in respect of the Contract Amount by reason of an event described in
Paragraph 1(a) or (b) above.
(3)
The Draft Amount does not exceed the Credit Amount (now in effect) of the Letter of
Credit.
(4)
To the extent the Draft Amount is paid by the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago, the
undersigned will not attempt to collect the Draft Amount from JPMorgan or insurer of
JPMorgan’s deposits in respect of the Contract Amount and the deposit amount will be correspondingly
reduced.
(5)

Please wire funds as follows:

________________________
ABA No. ________________
Reference: _______________
Acct.: ___________________

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

By signing this Drawing Certificate, the undersigned officers certify that they are authorized to
make this certification on behalf of the Depositor.
Sincerely,
[NAME OF BENEFICIARY]
By:
Title:
Authorized Signature
By:
Title:
Authorized Signature

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

[Bank Letterhead]
EXHIBIT B
to Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago
Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. _______
[Date of Amendment]

BENEFICIARY:
[Name of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
[Attention: ________]
RE: Amendment to Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. ______
(Increase of Credit Amount)
Ladies and Gentlemen:
The Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago (the “Bank”) has previously
issued its Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. _____ dated __/__/__ (the
“Letter of Credit”) to you as Beneficiary at the request of JPMorgan Chase Bank, National
Association for the account of One Mortgage Partners Corp, a member of the Bank and a wholly
owned subsidiary of JPMorgan. Effective
as of __/__/__, the Bank hereby amends the Letter of Credit to increase the Credit Amount
to US $___________________.
[If applicable: Further, effective as of __/__/__, the Bank hereby
amends the Letter of Credit to extend the current Expiration Date to __/__/__.]
Except as amended [by prior amendments and] by this Amendment, the Letter of Credit
remains in full force and effect as originally issued.
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK OF CHICAGO
By:
Name:
Title:
By:
Name:
Title:

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

[Bank Letterhead]
EXHIBIT C
to Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago
Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. _____
[Date of Amendment]

BENEFICIARY:
[Name of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
[Address of Beneficiary]
[Attention: ________]
RE: Amendment to Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. _____
(Reduction of Credit Amount)
Ladies and Gentlemen:
The Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago (the “Bank”) has previously issued its Irrevocable
Standby Letter of Credit No. _____ dated __/__/__ (the “Letter of Credit”) to you as
Beneficiary at the request of JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association (“JPMorgan”) for the
account of One Mortgage Partners Corp, a member of the Bank and a wholly owned subsidiary
of JPMorgan. Effective as of the date indicated below, the Bank hereby amends the Letter of
Credit to decrease the Credit Amount to US $___________________, provided, however, that
such decrease in the Credit Amount shall not become effective until this Amendment has been
countersigned by the Beneficiary indicating its consent to such decrease.
[If applicable: Further, effective as of __/__/__, the Bank hereby
amends the Letter of Credit to extend the current Expiration Date to __/__/__.]
Except as amended [by prior amendments and] by this Amendment, the Letter of Credit
remains in full force and effect as originally issued.
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK OF CHICAGO
By:
Name:
Title:
By:
Name:
Title:

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

Accepted and agreed to as of [insert effective date of decrease]:
[NAME OF BENEFICIARY]
By: ____________________________
Authorized Signature

By: ____________________________
Authorized Signature

Fluctuating Balance – – Single Depositor Non-Evergreen (Non-standard Form for One Mortgage Partners Corp.) (rev 3-17)

Nicholas Mostardo
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jamie Wilkey <jwilkey@lauterbachamen.com>
Tuesday, November 13, 2018 12:30 PM
Nicholas Mostardo
FW: Collateralization
Template - Single Depositor - Flux PUD- Non-Evergreen.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Good Afternoon Nick!
Ron asked me to reach out on your collateral question below. We actually have lots of clients moving towards this form
of collateralization. No real pitfalls and is probably becoming more of the norm with banking institutions. We are
comfortable with you proceeding forward with the bank. Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks!
Jamie
Jamie Wilkey, Partner
LAUTERBACH & AMEN, LLP
Certified Public Accountants
668 N. River Road
Naperville, Illinois 60563
Cell: 630.209.1035 | Phone: 630.393.1483
Fax: 630.393.2516
www.lauterbachamen.com

From: Ronald J. Amen <ramen@lauterbachamen.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 8:09 AM
To: Jamie Wilkey <jwilkey@lauterbachamen.com>
Subject: Fwd: Collateralization
Please help Nick ‐ thanks.
Ronald J. Amen, Partner
LAUTERBACH & AMEN, LLP
Certified Public Accountants
668 N. River Road
Naperville, Illinois 60563
Cell: 847.508.8177 | Phone: 630.393.1483
1

Fax: 630.393.2516
www.lauterbachamen.com
Begin forwarded message:
From: Nicholas Mostardo <nmostardo@libertyville.com>
Date: November 13, 2018 at 8:05:00 AM CST
To: "ramen@lauterbachamen.com" <ramen@lauterbachamen.com>
Subject: Collateralization
Hi Ron,
I hope you are doing well—things are going great here in Libertyville so far.
Our cash accounts are held at Chase. I recently met with them to discuss our services and fees. One
thing they mentioned to increase our earnings credit is to transition away from a traditional securities‐
based collateral structure and replace it with an irrevocable letter of credit from the Federal Home Loan
Bank of Chicago. I am open to this and bounced it off of Ed McKee who mentioned he has used this
method in the past, but also suggested I get an opinion on it from L&A before taking the next step and
bringing it up with our Administrator. Are you able to let me know if this arrangement meets
appropriate collateralization requirements and if there are any pitfalls I should be aware of? I have
attached a template of the letter of credit that would be provided.
Thanks!
Nick
Nicholas A. Mostardo
Finance Director
Village of Libertyville
118 West Cook Avenue
Libertyville, IL 60048
(847) 918-2102 (Office)
(847) 362-9453 (Fax)
nmostardo@libertyville.com
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Agenda Item 3B

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

CHAIRMAN MORAS AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

FROM:

NICHOLAS MOSTARDO, FINANCE DIRECTOR

SUBJECT:

ILLINOIS METROPOLITAN INVESTMENT FUND (IMET) UPDATE

DATE:

1/3/2019

Background
The Village of Libertyville participates in the Illinois Metropolitan Investment Fund (IMET), which is a pooled
investment fund created under the Illinois Municipal Code. The program consists of two investment funds: a
Convenience Fund for high liquidity and 1-3 Year Fund for longer term investments. IMET provides, particularly
in low interest rate environments, competitive returns in both funds due to combined purchasing power of its
members.
With a rising interest rate environment, both the Convenience Fund and 1-3 Year Fund are no longer as competitive
as they have been in the past. As a result, staff believes it is time to look at alternative options for IMET invested
funds in order to maximize investment earnings for the Village in the safest and most prudent way possible.
Analysis
Total market value of the Village’s IMET portfolio is $2,221,980.77 as of 12/31/18. Of this amount, $511,973.36
is invested in the 1-3 Year Fund and $1,710,007.41 is invested in the Convenience Fund. The Village’s interest in
the IMET liquidating trust (see below) is $348,354.92, of which $48,819.03, or approximately 14%, has been
recovered.
The December, 2018 IMET 1-3 Year Fund returns are listed below:
December 2018 IMET Performance

Annualized

IMET 1-3 Year Fund

One Month

3 Months

One Year

3 Years

5 Years

Net of Fees

0.50%

0.90%

1.25%

0.69%

0.55%

Gross of Fees

0.52%

0.97%

1.53%

0.97%

0.82%

The current Convenience Fund daily rate is 2.34%.
There are several alternative strategies that may provide a higher return for these funds in the rising interest rate
environment.
The Village currently invests a significant amount of its money in the Illinois Funds, which has been consistently
offering a daily rate of between 2.4% - 2.5%. While this does tend to fluctuate a bit depending on market and
economic conditions, the Illinois Funds offers the safest alternative to IMET due to its daily liquidity feature and
the fact that the fund is rated by ‘AAAm’ S&P, whereas the IMET Convenience Fund is not rated.

There are also several other government investment pools that have been performing well and may offer an
alternative to IMET. For instance, the Illinois Trust is a local government investment pool (LGIP) that offers a
liquidity fund and a short duration fund. The liquidity fund’s (rated ‘AAAm’ by S&P) current daily rate is 2.48%
and its short duration fund (‘AAAf’ by Fitch) offers fixed interest rates by terms ranging from 60 days – 365 days
at 2.49% - 2.66%, net of fees.
Other options include a separate account structure with an investment manager or expanding our CD portfolio. The
former would offer the Village the ability to customize its investment strategy, but there would be higher fees than
there would be with an investment pool. The Village’s CD portfolio is currently performing fairly well due to rising
interest rates; however, it is generally desirable to diversify investments, which would not be the case if the IMET
proceeds were reinvested into CD’s. An additional consideration with CD’s is that they are not liquid, whereas the
LGIP model generally offers liquidity within a week or less for proceeds invested in “convenience funds.”
If the Committee provides the appropriate policy direction, staff will plan on bringing a formal recommendation to
the April 16, 2019 Finance Committee meeting.
IMET Fraud Update
In late 2014, Convenience Fund participants experienced fraud due to a loan scheme perpetuated by a Florida
investor. More than $50,000,000 of IMETs assets (2.8% of the Convenience Fund) were impacted by the fraud. As
a result, the IMET Board of Trustees voted to remove the value of the fraudulent investments from its books and
transfer each member’s proportionate share of the assets to a restricted account. As assets are recovered, they will
be transferred from this restricted account into each member’s liquidating trust account.
The most recent IMET participant update related to the fraud recovery effort was released on December 12, 2018.
The Overall Receiver currently has cash recoveries totaling $79,231,000. This is not an amount reserved specifically
for IMET participants, as there were several funds impacted by the fraud with assets totaling approximately
$179,000,000. The cash balance has not yet been distributed to investors as there is a pending IRS claim against a
portion of the assets. There are also several lawsuits still in progress related to recovering additional funds. I have
attached a copy of the IMET participant update statement to this memo that provides additional details.
Recommendation
1. Direct staff to seek options for an IMET replacement and to provide a formal recommendation to the
Finance Committee on April 16, 2019.
Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

IMET Statements – December, 2018
IMET Liquidating Trust Statement – December, 2018
IMET Fraud Update – December, 2018
Government Finance Officers Associations (GFOA) Best Practices – Local Government Investment Pools
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Investing together for
our communities

IMET PARTICIPANT UPDATE
December 12, 2018
Dear IMET Liquidating Trust Participant:
The following is to update you on certain developments relating to the First Farmers Financial repo
matter.
Update on Cash on Hand
As of November 30, 2018, the Overall Receiver had a cash balance on hand of $79,231,000. The
vast majority of funds are being held in interest bearing money market accounts.
IRS Subordination Update
On June 25, 2018, the IRS filed two separate claims against the Overall Receivership Estate
totaling $33,989,671.80. The IRS advised the Overall Receiver that it needed to formally file such
claims in order for the IRS to make its final determination as to whether it will subordinate its claims
in favor of the aggrieved investors. Recently, the IRS told the Overall Receiver that instead of
agreeing to subordinate its entire claim in favor of the investors, it will only agree to subordinate a
portion of the claim based on its analysis that certain monies recovered by the Overall Receiver are
not directly tied to investor monies. The IRS has preliminarily agreed to subordinate $68,585,900
of the Cash on Hand held based on its analysis of the recoveries made by the Overall Receiver,
subject to further approval by the DOJ. That means that of the approximately $79.2 million in
Cash on Hand, only $68,585,900 will go to the victims and the remaining amounts will go to the
IRS. Separately, counsel for UWCU (the largest victim of the FFF fraud) and IMET (the second
largest victim of the FFF fraud) are attempting to meet with the IRS and Department of Justice later
this month or next month to try to convince the IRS to agree to subordinate its claim to the entire
amount of Cash on Hand of the Overall Receiver in order to increase the amount to be distributed
to investors. As we have previously advised, the Overall Receiver will not make any distributions
until the issue of the IRS’s claim is resolved.
Update on USDA Lawsuit
As previously advised, on September 18, 2017, the United States District Court for the Northern
District of Florida granted the USDA’s Motion to Dismiss the lawsuit brought by IMET and other
investors against the USDA. IMET and other investors have appealed this decision to the Eleventh
Circuit Court of Appeals. The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals has requested oral argument from
the parties on February 1, 2019. IMET’s counsel in the USDA litigation expects that the Eleventh
Circuit Court of Appeals will issue a decision approximately sixty to ninety days after hearing oral
argument, although there is no guarantee that the court will provide a ruling at such time.

1220 OAK BROOK ROAD

| OAK BROOK, IL 60523 | PHONE
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Banes Lawsuit
The Overall Receiver continues to pursue a fraudulent transfer claim against the BCM High Income Fund, LP and BCM High Income
GP, LLC (collectively “Banes”) which received over $22 million from First Farmers Financial for three phony loans which First Farmers
had originally sold to Banes. The case is currently pending in the United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois before
the Honorable John Robert Blakey. The parties have agreed to mediate the claim using Peter Borowitz, a former finance and
restructuring attorney with significant mediation experience, as the mediator. Discovery is currently stayed pending the mediation as
the parties attempt to resolve the case before conducting depositions. The mediator has been provided written submissions from both
the Overall Receiver and Banes and, upon completion of his fact finding, will begin the evaluation phase where he will contact the
parties by phone to discuss the merits of each claim in order to hopefully reach a resolution.
UCF Escrow Litigation
The Overall Receiver continues to pursue a claim against Robert J. Guidry Investments, LLC (“Guidry”) for $1.5 million held in escrow
after Guidry failed to close on its purchase of the UCF Orlando hotel following an auction for the sale of this hotel. The Overall
Receiver was able to later sell this hotel to a different buyer, but is seeking the return of the monies held in escrow. The parties
provided an extensive joint stipulation of facts to the Honorable Judge Robert Blakey. Depending on whether or not Judge Blakely
determines that undisputed facts remain, Judge Blakely will either hold a minitrial to hear additional evidence or will determine whether
the Overall Receiver or Guidry is entitled to the monies held in escrow based on the parties’ written submissions and closing
arguments.
Should you have any questions concerning the above or the recovery process, don’t hesitate to call IMET’s counsel, Randall Lending,
of Vedder Price P.C.
Sincerely,
Christy Powell
Chairman

1220 OAK BROOK ROAD

| OAK BROOK, IL 60523 | PHONE

630-571-0480,

ext. 229 or 230 | www.investIMET.com
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Agenda Item 4

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

CHAIRMAN MORAS AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

FROM:

NICHOLAS MOSTARDO, FINANCE DIRECTOR

SUBJECT:

LIMITED TAX BONDS

DATE:

1/15/2019

Background
The Village issued limited tax bonds in 2008 in the amount of $1,710,000 to refund limited tax bonds issued in
2000 to defray the cost of Adler Pool improvements. The Series 2008 limited tax bonds will be maturing in
December, 2019. Due to the one-year debt service payment lag, the Village will have the opportunity to reissue
limited tax bonds as early as June, 2019.
Limited tax bonds are general obligation (GO) bonds that are backed by the ad valorem taxing power of the issuer
and payable from the entity’s debt service extension base, unlimited as to rate, but limited as to amount. These types
of bonds are authorized by the Debt Reform Act (30 ILCS 350) and are commonly used for general capital related
infrastructure projects.
A debt service extension base, or DSEB, was established as part of the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law
(PTELL), as originally applied to municipalities in Lake County with the 1991 assessment year. The original Village
DSEB was the amount equal to the total taxes extended for certain non-referendum bonds the year in which PTELL
went into effect. From levy year 1991 to 2008, this amount was fixed at $235,769. Due to a change in State statute,
beginning with the 2009 levy year, this amount was allowed to grow by the CPI. The DSEB for tax levy year 2018
(payable in 2019) is $271,080.
The Board was previously briefed on the plan to reissue limited tax bonds to pay for two major stormwater projects
in FY19-20: Rockland Road and the Charles Brown reservoir. The total cost of these two projects is approximately
$2,600,000. Issuing new limited tax bonds at the current DSEB utilization level of $215,000 would generate
approximately $2,700,000 on a 20-year term, providing ample funding for the above-referenced stormwater projects
and a small project contingency. The Board may elect to issue limited tax bonds up to the Village’s DSEB, which
would generate an additional $800,000-$900,000 for capital projects in FY19-20. Issuing new limited tax bonds at
the current DSEB level would result in no impact on the Village’s share of property tax bills. Conversely, there
would be a minor impact to tax bills were the Board to elect issuing limit tax bonds at the full DSEB level.
Analysis
During the Village Board Committee of the Whole financial planning workshop held on November 3, 2018, staff
prepared an analysis demonstrating an annual capital needs shortfall of $2,000,000 which included projects related
to roads, facilities, technology, and parks.
Staff is in the process of preparing the FY19-20 budget and while several categories of projects can be funded from
existing reserves through the next fiscal year, one area that lacks funding relates to facility rehabilitation and
maintenance, which has been deferred for multiple years.

Facility reserve studies undertaken over the past year indicate that many systems and structures on Village-owned
parcels need replacement or rehabilitation. Eight (8) facilities were studied in the current fiscal year and the
cumulative improvement costs for the next five years are listed below:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Kevin J. Bowens Village Hall - $164,934
Allen H. Schertz Municipal Building - $499,993
Public Works Building - $906,842
Parks and Recreation Building - $404,634
Adler Estate - $261,404
Cook House - $145,124
Civic Center - $536,427

Five-Year Total: $2,919,358
The FY19-20 budget currently contains very little capacity to begin addressing the facility deficiencies addressed
in the reserve studies. Staff have identified three options for the committee to consider as a final draft of the FY1920 budget is prepared:
1. Omit funding for facility rehabilitation and systems replacement until a new stable source of revenue is in
place.
2. Budget a transfer out of the General Fund and into the Public Building Improvement Fund for FY19-20.
3. Utilize the growth in the Village’s DSEB to raise additional funds from limited tax bonds.
The first option reflects the draft budget currently being reviewed at the staff level. There is a long term cost to
deferring some of the most critical facility improvements and staff does not believe it to be in the best interest of
the Village to forgo improvements in the next fiscal year when there are avenues of funding available.
The second option is a possibility, though it would put additional stress on the General Fund and was not
contemplated in the five-year financial forecast.
Utilizing the growth in the Village’s DSEB when issuing limited tax bonds would generate $800,000-$900,000
which could be utilized to address some of the more significant facility deficiencies while a long term funding
source is secured. As previously discussed, issuing new limited tax bonds up to the current DSEB of $271,080
would result in a small property tax increase to Village property owners. The estimated impact is listed below:

Property EAV Increase in Debt Service – Village Portion
$300,000

$5.00

$400,000

$7.00

$500,000

$8.00

$600,000

$10.00

$1,000,000

$16.00

$1,500,000

$25.00

$2,000,000

$32.00
2

These would be one-time increases applied in levy year 2019 (payable in 2020), which would then roll into the base
levy annually thereafter. One thing to note is that an increase to the debt service portion of the tax levy would be in
addition to any sort of PTELL CPI increase that the Board may or may not decide to apply in the future to the
aggregate extension base.
Recommendation
1. Direct staff to prepare the FY19-20 budget with the intention of issuing limited tax bonds at the full DSEB
level, which will provide funding for two stormwater projects and facility rehabilitation projects as
prescribed by the reserve studies.
Attachments
1. Speer Financial – Preliminary Debt Service Schedule (Full DSEB), Series 2019, GO Limited Tax Bonds,
$3,540,000.
2. Speer Financial – Preliminary Debt Service Schedule (Current DSEB), Series 2019, GO Limited Tax
Bonds, $2,770,000.

3

Village of Libertyville, Lake County, Illinos
General Obligation Limited Tax Bonds, Series 2019
**Preliminary, 20 Years**

Debt Service Schedule
Date

Principal

Coupon

Interest

Total P+I

Fiscal Total

06/15/2019
06/15/2020
12/15/2020
06/15/2021
12/15/2021
06/15/2022
12/15/2022
06/15/2023
12/15/2023
06/15/2024
12/15/2024
06/15/2025
12/15/2025
06/15/2026
12/15/2026
06/15/2027
12/15/2027
06/15/2028
12/15/2028
06/15/2029
12/15/2029
06/15/2030
12/15/2030
06/15/2031
12/15/2031
06/15/2032
12/15/2032
06/15/2033
12/15/2033
06/15/2034
12/15/2034
06/15/2035
12/15/2035
06/15/2036
12/15/2036
06/15/2037
12/15/2037
06/15/2038
12/15/2038

60,000.00
135,000.00
140,000.00
145,000.00
155,000.00
160,000.00
165,000.00
170,000.00
180,000.00
185,000.00
195,000.00
200,000.00
210,000.00
215,000.00
225,000.00
235,000.00
245,000.00
255,000.00
265,000.00

4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%

141,600.00
70,800.00
69,600.00
69,600.00
66,900.00
66,900.00
64,100.00
64,100.00
61,200.00
61,200.00
58,100.00
58,100.00
54,900.00
54,900.00
51,600.00
51,600.00
48,200.00
48,200.00
44,600.00
44,600.00
40,900.00
40,900.00
37,000.00
37,000.00
33,000.00
33,000.00
28,800.00
28,800.00
24,500.00
24,500.00
20,000.00
20,000.00
15,300.00
15,300.00
10,400.00
10,400.00
5,300.00
5,300.00

141,600.00
130,800.00
69,600.00
204,600.00
66,900.00
206,900.00
64,100.00
209,100.00
61,200.00
216,200.00
58,100.00
218,100.00
54,900.00
219,900.00
51,600.00
221,600.00
48,200.00
228,200.00
44,600.00
229,600.00
40,900.00
235,900.00
37,000.00
237,000.00
33,000.00
243,000.00
28,800.00
243,800.00
24,500.00
249,500.00
20,000.00
255,000.00
15,300.00
260,300.00
10,400.00
265,400.00
5,300.00
270,300.00

272,400.00
274,200.00
273,800.00
273,200.00
277,400.00
276,200.00
274,800.00
273,200.00
276,400.00
274,200.00
276,800.00
274,000.00
276,000.00
272,600.00
274,000.00
275,000.00
275,600.00
275,800.00
275,600.00

Total

$3,540,000.00

-

$1,681,200.00

$5,221,200.00

-

Yield Statistics
Bond Year Dollars
Average Life
Average Coupon

$42,030.00
11.873 Years
4.0000000%

Net Interest Cost (NIC)
True Interest Cost (TIC)
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes
All Inclusive Cost (AIC)

4.0673804%
4.0846909%
3.9957484%
4.2442097%

IRS Form 8038
Net Interest Cost
Weighted Average Maturity
Series 2019 LTGO 20 Years | SINGLE PURPOSE | 12/ 4/2018 | 2:08 PM

Speer Financial, Inc.
Public Finance Consultants Since 1954

4.0000000%
11.873 Years

Village of Libertyville, Lake County, Illinos
General Obligation Limited Tax Bonds, Series 2019
**Preliminary, 20 Years**

Debt Service Schedule
Date

Principal

Coupon

Interest

Total P+I

Fiscal Total

06/15/2019
06/15/2020
12/15/2020
06/15/2021
12/15/2021
06/15/2022
12/15/2022
06/15/2023
12/15/2023
06/15/2024
12/15/2024
06/15/2025
12/15/2025
06/15/2026
12/15/2026
06/15/2027
12/15/2027
06/15/2028
12/15/2028
06/15/2029
12/15/2029
06/15/2030
12/15/2030
06/15/2031
12/15/2031
06/15/2032
12/15/2032
06/15/2033
12/15/2033
06/15/2034
12/15/2034
06/15/2035
12/15/2035
06/15/2036
12/15/2036
06/15/2037
12/15/2037
06/15/2038
12/15/2038

50,000.00
105,000.00
110,000.00
115,000.00
120,000.00
125,000.00
130,000.00
135,000.00
140,000.00
145,000.00
150,000.00
155,000.00
165,000.00
170,000.00
175,000.00
185,000.00
190,000.00
200,000.00
205,000.00

4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%

110,800.00
55,400.00
54,400.00
54,400.00
52,300.00
52,300.00
50,100.00
50,100.00
47,800.00
47,800.00
45,400.00
45,400.00
42,900.00
42,900.00
40,300.00
40,300.00
37,600.00
37,600.00
34,800.00
34,800.00
31,900.00
31,900.00
28,900.00
28,900.00
25,800.00
25,800.00
22,500.00
22,500.00
19,100.00
19,100.00
15,600.00
15,600.00
11,900.00
11,900.00
8,100.00
8,100.00
4,100.00
4,100.00

110,800.00
105,400.00
54,400.00
159,400.00
52,300.00
162,300.00
50,100.00
165,100.00
47,800.00
167,800.00
45,400.00
170,400.00
42,900.00
172,900.00
40,300.00
175,300.00
37,600.00
177,600.00
34,800.00
179,800.00
31,900.00
181,900.00
28,900.00
183,900.00
25,800.00
190,800.00
22,500.00
192,500.00
19,100.00
194,100.00
15,600.00
200,600.00
11,900.00
201,900.00
8,100.00
208,100.00
4,100.00
209,100.00

216,200.00
213,800.00
214,600.00
215,200.00
215,600.00
215,800.00
215,800.00
215,600.00
215,200.00
214,600.00
213,800.00
212,800.00
216,600.00
215,000.00
213,200.00
216,200.00
213,800.00
216,200.00
213,200.00

Total

$2,770,000.00

-

$1,313,200.00

$4,083,200.00

-

Yield Statistics
Bond Year Dollars
Average Life
Average Coupon

$32,830.00
11.852 Years
4.0000000%

Net Interest Cost (NIC)
True Interest Cost (TIC)
Bond Yield for Arbitrage Purposes
All Inclusive Cost (AIC)

4.0674992%
4.0848243%
3.9957418%
4.2895883%

IRS Form 8038
Net Interest Cost
Weighted Average Maturity

4.0000000%
11.852 Years
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Agenda Item 5A

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO:

CHAIRMAN MORAS AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

FROM:

NICHOLAS MOSTARDO, FINANCE DIRECTOR

SUBJECT:

CREDIT CARDS

DATE:

1/15/2019

Background
The Village of Libertyville accepts credit cards as a form of payment for a number of Village services including
utility bills, recreation program dues, and parking tickets/fees; credit cards are not currently accepted for building
permits or engineering fees. The Village currently absorbs the credit card fees for customer transactions with such
fees totaling approximately $120,000 - $130,000 each year Village-wide. The Village utilizes the services of several
credit card payment processors due to our varied revenue activities and revenue collection systems. Analyzed at an
aggregate level, credit card transaction fees range from 1% - 11% of the value of each sale ticket, with utilities being
the lowest and parking kiosks being the highest.
Recently, Community Development has expressed an interest in investigating options related to accepting credit
cards for their revenue activities. This initiative would be considered in parallel with the pending launch of online
building permit applications.
Analysis
Community Development receives regular requests from customers to accept credit cards as a form of payment for
building permits. Given that credit cards are accepted for most other Village revenue activities, a customer service
argument can be made in favor of changing current policy to accept credit cards for building permits. However, this
proposed change could result in an additional recurring expense to the Village if the current practice of absorbing
the fees is maintained.
In order to formulate a reasonable estimate related to the cost impact of accepting credit cards for building permits,
it is necessary to examine both the dollar value of the revenue base and the projected credit card utilization rate.
The dollar value of the revenue base can be derived fairly easily from the Village’s financial reports. On the other
hand, the utilization rate can only be estimated since credit cards have never been accepted for building permits in
the past. This is best accomplished by examining the utilization rate for related activities such as recreation
registration fees and utility bills.
Recreation Fees
The total amount of credit card fees absorbed for recreation activities averages out to approximately $65,000
annually. Total revenue for recreation programming in both the General Fund and Sports Complex Fund averages
out to approximately $5,000,000 on an annual basis. The $65,000 in fees divided by the 2% average fee rate equals
$3,250,000, which results in a credit card revenue base of 65%.

Utility Bill Fees
The total amount of credit card fees absorbed for utility services averages out to approximately $29,000 annually.
Credit card fees for utilities are billed at a flat rate of $2.60 per transaction, which averages out to approximately
1% of the total credit card revenue. Each year, about 45,000 utility bills are issued and approximately 20% - 30%
of them are paid with a credit card.
Due to the similar “drop-in”, non-recurring nature of building permits and recreation fees, it is reasonable to estimate
that the building permit credit card revenue share would track similar to recreation fees; however, it is useful to
establish a range to approximate the cost to the Village.
Assuming $1,000,000 in building permit fees each year, along with another $400,000 in miscellaneous fees such as
engineering, alarm, and elevator inspection fees, approximately $1,400,000 in Community Development activities
would be subject to credit card fee impact. With a 65% revenue component at 2% in fees, the estimated expenditure
cost to the Village would be around $18,000 each year. On the lower end, at 20% utilization, costs to the Village
would be around $6,000 each year.
If the Committee is uncomfortable with absorbing the credit card fees associated with permits, staff could examine
imposing a fixed cost recovery fee, limiting credit cards to certain permit types or dollar thresholds, or raising the
permit costs to recover the credit card fees. However, these practices would be inconsistent with how credit card
policies are applied in other areas of the Village.
One additional credit card consideration related to permit and developer bonds needs to be taken into consideration
as well. Due to the nature of a permit or developer bond, only guaranteed funds should be accepted for these types
of collections. Were there to be a disagreement between the Village and a developer or applicant, all the latter would
need to do is call up their credit card company and open a dispute. Those bond funds would then be inaccessible to
the Village until the dispute was resolved. Staff would recommend establishing a policy prohibiting this practice
were the Community Development credit card program to move forward.
Recommendation
1. Provide feedback and policy direction to staff.
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Agenda Item 5B

Memorandum
To:

Chairman Moras and Finance Committee

From:

Ashley Engelmann, Deputy Village Administrator

Date:

January 15, 2019

Subject:

Geographical Information System (GIS) Consortium Membership

Background
Staff has reviewed options for implementing a geographic information system (GIS) to support
current and future needs within the Village. The FY 18/19 budget has funds available to begin
this process and funds are requested in the FY 19/20 budget for the annual cost to support GIS.
GIS is an organizational approach to information management, utilizing a common integration
platform of geography. GIS links databases to digital maps in a manner that makes data used by
all Village Departments more accessible. The benefit of GIS is to store and retrieve data more
efficiently. GIS typically includes: data associated with land parcels, such as PIN, address,
dimensions, land use, zoning, structure footprint, property photos and utilities. GIS puts
geographic data into a format that allows the data to create visual representations of
infrastructure, community assets and service needs. It also offers a way to view and analyze
dynamic maps to enhance daily operations, improve decision making and effectively respond to
customer requests.
Purpose of Discussion
To obtain feedback from the Finance Committee regarding implementing a GIS program through
the GIS Consortium (“GISC”).
Current GIS Program
The Village does not currently have a formal GIS system. The Village obtains certain GIS data
from the Lake County mapping system which provides information related to parcel boundaries,
aerials, FEMA floodplain limits, wetlands and topography. This information is available to
municipalities within Lake County, at no cost. In the past, the Village utilized a dedicated
employee as a GIS Coordinator, however the role was shifted several years ago to provide
support within engineering for inspections.
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The Village’s current system is outdated. The use of paper maps and inability to locate utilities in
an efficient manner is time consuming and costly. The Village’s existing water, sewer, storm and
street light atlases are only 70% complete. Structures are constantly being identified in the field
that are not part of the current atlases, current b-box locations are also only known for
approximately 20% of the Village. The lack of known infrastructure information makes
engineering design, as well as identifying and repairing infrastructure issues more difficult.
The GIS Consortium (GISC)
The GISC was founded in 1998. It is an organization made up of 35 Chicago-area communities
unified by a common goal: to share resources, information, staffing, and technology so that
municipalities can optimize the value of GIS.
The foundation of GISC is its staffing approach. GISC outsources staffing, which allows any
community, regardless of size, to gain access to the necessary staffing resources with
competitive rates negotiated through GISC’s collective bargaining power.
The GISC utilizes Municipal GIS Partners, Inc. (MGP) out of Des Plaines, IL to provide GIS
services to the consortium members. MGP’s sole client is the consortium and it provides the
necessary staff (GIS Manager, GIS Developer/Business Analyst, Platform Administrator, Client
Account Manager, and various Specialist and Analysts) that are shared between each community
to achieve implementation goals. By sharing these resources, the group offers a cost effective
way to establish, implement, and sustain GIS programs in each community. Further, they are
able to reduce hardware/software costs by using their collective purchasing power to obtain
aggressive pricing.
In addition to MGP providing onsite staff, the Village would benefit from the ability to use the
intellectual property that has been developed through the consortium. Sharing applications
created for one community with a group of governmental entities having similar interests creates
a benefit to all members of the consortium. This model would allow the Village to quickly and
seamlessly engage more staffing (as identified above) on a short-term basis for major projects as
needed, have access to higher-level expertise when engaging in long-term planning, and have no
loss in service if staff turnover occurs. The GISC board routinely identifies opportunities where
cost and operation efficiencies can be improved by the organization. Once these improvements
are identified, the members cooperatively develop the solution.
The GISC provides:
• A standard, centralized GIS model.
• Shared solutions which accelerate project outcomes that are standard and already
available.
• Data integration with other Village systems.
• Access to information for residents, businesses, and customers by providing more
relevant content online.
• Processes and governance that ensure data quality.
MGP GIS Applications
As a member of the GISC communities are entitled to all of the available applications at no
additional cost. Recent applications that MGP has developed include:

Asset Management- Captures information related to maintenance of assets such as trees,
hydrants, street lights and street signs.
Community Portal- Provides public access that is an address based query system to obtain
information on a specific property such as parcel number, tax information, garbage routes, street
sweeping schedules, tree inventories, zoning, school and library districts, TIF locations and parks
facilities.
Damage Assessment Collection- After major storm events data is collected and imported into the
State of Illinois Emergency Management Agency forms for potential funding reimbursement.
Live Community Maps- During a storm live updates can be provided through mapping to
communicate to the public road closures, sand bagging areas and trees down.
Story Maps- Story maps have been developed to visualize data. Examples include: residential
developments in progress, economic development projects that are currently under review,
capital projects in the community and locations of park facilities and amenities. Crime mapping
is also available utilizing crime data from existing software platforms.
In addition to the applications listed above MGP can also provide assistance with projects such
as implementing a stormwater utility fee. MGP has assisted with this effort in several
communities. Tasks such as identifying impervious surface area and property search tools for
understanding fees for a specific property are items that MGP can provide, and that are essential
for implementing a stormwater utility fee.
Cost of Service
Membership to the GISC requires an agreement to join the GISC and a separate agreement with
MGP for the staffing resources. Upon joining, there is a one-time membership fee due to the
GISC of $12,000. The membership fee provides the Village with the benefit from past
expenditures made by the consortium that are related to intellectual property. The amount of the
membership fee is based on the size of the municipality and the amount of staffing necessary to
meet the municipality’s needs. The GISC estimates a 64% allocation for the Village, meaning
GIS Staff from MGP would be onsite three days a week. The Village has the right to terminate
its membership in GISC at any point in the future with the provision of six months’ notice.
For MGP cost purposes, the GISC board annually determines the rate increase for MGP.
Pursuant to the contract with MGP, that increase cannot be more than 3%. The Village cost for
joining the GISC is estimated at $131,617 for the first year (in addition to the one-time
membership fee).
If the Village proceeds with joining the GISC staff recommends an allocation breakdown within
the budget amongst the water and sewer fund and technology fund. In the event that a
stormwater utility fund is created staff would recommend assigning a portion of the cost of GIS
services to the fund.
Potential Expenditure Reallocation
Staff has analyzed existing costs within the budget to determine what cost savings may be
available should the Village join the GISC. Currently the Public Works Department utilizes four
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hard copy atlases to identify locations of exiting utilities. Annually the Village spends $10,904 to
print and prepare atlases for staff use. This cost would not be necessary in the event that the
Village joined the GISC. In addition to material resources the current Engineer Technician
spends approximately 10% of his time on tasks that are “GIS related” which equates to $11,446
annually. Therefore, it is estimated that if the Village joined the GISC approximately $22,350
annually could be reallocated towards GISC expenses. In addition to the known savings there
will be savings through efficiencies that will be gained. For example, by labeling all known
utilities within the Village in GIS staff time for identifying and repairing issues with
infrastructure will decrease and engineering design will be more efficient resulting in staff hour
savings.
Technology Fee for Building Permits
Staff will be presenting an additional fee on building permits as part of consideration of the
annual fee resolution. Funds generated from the fee would be utilized to offset the cost
associated with GIS services.
Next Steps
Staff has requested funds in the FY 19/20 budget for the annual cost to support GIS services
through the GISC. A demo of some of the functions of the GISC services will be provided during
the meeting.
Attachments
1. Village Department GIS Use Table
2. Village Department Budget Allocation for Technology Fund

Example Department Uses for GIS
Use

Alley Vacations
Asset Management
Business Intelligence
Community Portal
Crime Mapping
Developments Under Review Map
Elevations
FEMA Flood Hazard Map
Flood Gauge Monitoring
Hydrant Flow Rates
Impervious Area Calculations
Infrastructure Project Map
Map Address List
Measure Area
Measurement Distance
Parcel Analysis
Parcel Summary
Parking Restrictions
Property Lookup
Road Responsibility
Sign Inventory
Special Event Mapping
Storm Support
Story Maps
Street Name List
Traffic Counts
Utility Lookup
Zoning

Administration/Finance Community
Development

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

Fire

Police

Public Works

X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Recreation

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Option A
Department

Water

Sewer

*Community Police
Development

Fire

Admin

Total

Percentage
Amount

30%
$40,500

30%
$40,500

25%
$33,750

5%
$6,750

5%
$6,750

100%
$135,000

5%
$6,750

Total Water & Sewer $81,000
Total General Fund
$54,000
Option B
Department

Water

Sewer

*Community Police
Development

Fire

Admin

Total

Percentage
Amount

25%
$33,750

25%
$33,750

25%
$33,750

10%
$13,500

5%
$6,750

100%
$135,000

10%
$13,500

Total Water & Sewer $67,500
Total General Fund
$67,500
Option C
Department

Water

Sewer

*Community Police
Development

Fire

Admin

Total

Percentage
Amount

20%
$27,000

20%
$27,000

25%
$33,750

15%
$20,250

5%
$6,750

100%
$135,000

Total Water & Sewer $54,000
Total General Fund
$81,000
*With proposed technology fee on building permits

15%
$20,250

