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DeKalb County Government
Sycamore, Illinois
Finance Committee Minutes
March 6, 2019
The Finance Committee of the DeKalb County Board met on Wednesday, March 6, 2019, in the
Administration Building’s Conference Room East. Chairman Cribben called the meeting to order
at 7:00 p.m. Those Members present were Mr. Scott Campbell, Mr. Steve Faivre, Mr. John
Frieders, Ms. Dianne Leifheit, Mr. Jerry Osland, and Chairman Dan Cribben. Ms. Sandra
Polanco was absent. A quorum was established with six Members present and one absent.
Others present included Gary Hanson, Pete Stefan, Jim Scheffers, Sheila Santos, and Jim
Hutcheson.
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
It was moved by Mr. Faivre, seconded by Mr. Frieders and it was carried unanimously by
voice vote to approve the agenda as presented.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
It was moved by Mr. Osland, seconded by Mr. Faivre and it was carried unanimously to
approve the minutes of the February 6, 2019 Finance Committee Meeting.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
There were no public comments.
MOODY’S ISSUER COMMENT REPORT
Mr. Stefan shared that Moody’s Investor Service recently issued its annual Issuer Comment
Report on DeKalb County. The Committee briefly reviewed the report which provided a good
indication of what the County’s credit rating might be when they issue the Nursing Home
Expansion bonds. The County’s current rating is Aa1 which is one notch below Aaa which is the
highest quality and lowest credit risk. In general, they have some favorable comments about the
County but do point to net pension liability and full value (i.e. EAV) as two areas they are
watching.
Chairman Cribben reiterated that there were some very nice comments about the County within
the report and noted that he would like to see it on the County’s website to be shared with the
public.
IMRF INVESTMENT RATE OF RETURN ASSUMPTION
In December, the IMRF Board reduced the investment rate of return assumption, which is the
rate they expect to earn on their investments, from 7.50% to 7.25%. This 0.25% reduction has
significant impacts to future years’ budgets as any funding shortfalls fall squarely on the back of
IMRF employers. Mr. Stefan shared that he estimates this will have between a $350,000 and
$500,000 impact on the County’s budget for 2020, in essence clawing back the vast majority of
the $615,000 saving that was experienced when developing the 2019 budget. Mr. Stefan noted
that while acknowledging that lowering the interest rate is probably inevitable, he believes that
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IMRF employers are not in a crisis situation and that IMRF could move towards their target
interest rate in smaller increments over a five to ten year time period. Volatile swings in
significant expenditures for government operating under the tax cap are extremely difficult to
absorb and manage on a year-to-year basis. For that reason, he believes that the smoothing of
pension rate s needs to be an overall goal. The Committee reviewed information that was
distributed to them on this topic included one of IMRF’s announcements on the effects of the
rate reduction, and email the County sent to the IMRF Board in advance of their decision, and a
letter drafted by Kane County attempting to garner support of having IMRF reconsider its
decision.
Chairman Cribben announced that he would like to see the County Board approve a resolution
and in addition send a letter similar to the Kane County proposing either the IMRF Board
reconsider and reverse their expensive decision to lower their projected investment performance
standard to 7.25% and instead maintain the historical standard that they have exceeded of 7.5%
or implement following strategies:
 No reduction is to be implemented by IMRF until at least 2021 so governments have the
opportunity to do some of their own financial planning on this matter; and
 Any reduction is to be phased in over a multi-year period beginning no earlier than 2021
with perhaps a 0.05% reduction in the rate being implemented annually until such time as
the desired Investment Assumed Rate of Return is achieved.
It was moved by Mr. Campbell, seconded by Mr. Frieders and approved unanimously by
voice vote to forward a resolution with letter attached to the full County Board addressed
to the IMRF Board outlining the County’s position regarding reducing the investment rate
of return assumption from 7.50% to 7.25% as outlined above.
AUDITOR’S FRAUD QUESTIONNAIRE
The Committee reviewed a copy of the annual auditor’s fraud questionnaire. Mr. Stefan
explained that the questionnaire is sent to the County Board Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson,
as well as the Finance Committee members on an annual basis. Due to the membership change
of the Finance Committee, this year both the prior Finance Committee Members as well as the
current Committee Members received the questionnaire.
Chairman Cribben requested Mr. Stefan to provide them with an overview of the procedures that
are being taken within the Finance Department to mitigate fraud. Mr. Stefan briefed the
Committee on the responsibilities of the employees within his Department as well as the multiple
levels of oversite that go into paying vendors. He also shared that the County has many policies
on the books and audits that are performed on State and Federal levels to provide everyone with
a high level of comfort against fraud. One new added oversite is the implementation of the
Finance Committee additionally conducting a Claims Review on a monthly basis.
FY 2018 BUDGET TRANSFERS
Mr. Stefan shared that this is an annual housekeeping item to transfer appropriations between
line items or approve supplemental appropriations for unanticipated expenditures that were
incurred during FY 2018.
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The General Fund option of the FY 2018 Budget Transfers agenda item is calling for seven
additional appropriations totaling $437,000 plus nineteen appropriations that are transferring a
total of $258,000 between categories which amounts to a net change of zero to the total General
Fund budget. Each additional appropriation or appropriation transfer contain a brief description
in the last column.
The Committee reviewed some of the larger numbers that were on the additional appropriations
and appropriation transfers spreadsheets.
It was moved by Ms. Leifheit, seconded by Mr. Osland and it was approved unanimously
to forward the resolution for the FY 2018 Year-End Budget Transfers to the full County
Board recommending its approval.
COURTHOUSE OFFICE SPACE NEEDS
Mr. Hanson got the Committee acclimated with the layout of the Courthouse by sharing the floor
plans of the building. He then shared that space needs are continuing to grow in the Courthouse,
particularly for Court Services, Treatment Court, and the State’s Attorney’s Office. Attention is
now being turned to the empty space on the third floor of the Courthouse Expansion. The third
floor “shell space” was originally designed to have two courtrooms in the future to mirror what is
currently on the second floor but other priorities are starting to surface, Mr. Hanson shared.
Everyone in the courthouse agrees that there are an adequate numbers of courtrooms currently
but they are in need of more staff space.
Mr. Hanson explained that if the third floor of the Courthouse would be finished, there are a
couple courses of action the Board could take:
1.
Path #1 involves a formal study by an architect or similar expert. It is more methodical
and perhaps more “scientific” as it considers all options starting from a blank piece of
paper. But, it is slower, takes more staff time, and comes with a higher price tag.
2.
Path #2 relies on the collective experience of the users of the Courthouse. It does not use
a consultant to determine the answer, but it is quicker and less costly.
Mr. Hanson continued to explain that in a perfect world, Path #2 would involve this scenario,
probably with some additional tweaks: move the State’s Attorney to the third floor, move the
Public Defender to the current State’s Attorney’s Office, move the Treatment Court and PreTrial to the current Public Defender’s Office, and return the current Treatment Court offices
(basement of original Courthouse) to storage and either no offices or very limited offices. This
would forego, at least for a good many years, the third floor expansion area being used as
Courtrooms. If this Board would be in agreeance to go forward with a project like this, the next
step would be to hire an architect to begin plans and discuss funding options.
The funding would have to come from capital funds which would be the County Farm Fund
which has funded capital projects in the past. He also added that a possible funding option would
be a large surplus distribution of TIF dollars from the City of DeKalb ($500,000) that should go
for one-time needs. Lastly, the Opportunity Fund could be used for this purpose, though it
doesn’t exactly fit the normal criteria for projects paid out of this fund.
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The funding for the overall project is a harder decision to make, Mr. Hanson shared, and he
would expect the Board take some time to evaluate those options over time but if the Board
agreed to move forward with the concept, he would like to secure an architect (estimated cost to
be about $50,000) to draw up the plans and stop just before the bidding process.
Ms. Leifheit noted that Mr. Hanson first presented this to the Law & Justice Committee and prior
to that he sent this scenario out to several Department Heads in the Courthouse and others and all
were in favor of option #2 that Mr. Hanson had presented.
The Committee discussed the need for space and Mr. Osland recommending looking into a
furniture designer in order to be able to more economically change out the space and reconfigure
it at a future time, if needed. Chairman Cribben noted that the Committee would take some time
to think about this project and in the future discuss how they would like to proceed.
INCLEMENT WEATHER COUNTY CLOSING
Mr. Cribben noted that he received a request to include this item on the agenda. Both the Severe
Weather Policy and Snow Policy have been in place since 1988 and are available on the
County’s website.
Mr. Hanson clarified that the Snow Policy was approved by the County Board after a great deal
of consideration as to what is most fair to ALL employees. The primary reason for closing
County offices is for the safety of the general public, to give the public one less reason to travel
on roads when our Sheriff and Highway Departments generally want less traffic on the roads for
everyone’s safety. While non-essential employees are also encouraged to stay home, they are
not mandated to do so. The reason the employees who stay home must use PHOs (Paid Hours
Off) is because probably more than half of County employees are in positions where they can’t
stay home, such as Nursing Home and Highway, and Sheriff’s Office (Patrol, Communications,
Corrections). If those employees are expected to work, he questioned how much would we have
to pay those employees to be at work when others are sitting home? Time and a half, double
time? It becomes very complicated and very costly, Mr. Hanson explained.
It was also determined that this items was requested to be discussed because there has been some
confusion as to why some employees must use their PHOs during weather closures and other
employees, who are under the supervision of Elected Officials, were not required to use PHOs in
order to be paid for not coming to work due to inclement weather.
GFOA AWARD
Mr. Stefan announced that the County was recently notified by the Governmental Finance
Officers Association of the United State and Canada (GFOA) that the County received the
GFOA’s Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting award for its
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 2017. This is
the 32nd consecutive year that the County has received this award (1986-2017). Based on 2016
results (the most recent available), only 15 Illinois Counties received the award, and only 4 of
those Counties have received it for more consecutive years than DeKalb County has.
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CLAIMS REVIEW
Mr. Stefan highlighted the significant expenditures included in the February Claims List
including any items that were unusual from either a dollar amount perspective or due to the
nature of the expenditure.
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved by Mr. Osland, seconded by Mr. Faivre, and it was carried unanimously to
adjourn the meeting at 8:31 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

_____________________________
Dan Cribben, Chairman

______________________________
Tasha Sims, Recording Secretary
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Issuer Profile
DeKalb County is located in central northern Illinois and the county seat of Sycamore is
approximately 55 miles west of downtown Chicago. The county has a population of 104,733
and a moderate population density of 165 people per square mile. The county's median
family income is $73,927 (1st quartile) and the December 2018 unemployment rate was
4.8% (4th quartile) 2 . The largest industry sectors that drive the local economy are retail
trade, health services, manufacturing, and agriculture.

Credit Overview
DeKalb County's credit position is very good. Its Aa1 rating is slightly stronger than the
median rating of Aa2 for counties nationwide. Key credit factors include a robust financial
position, a large tax base and a healthy wealth and income profile. It also reflects a light debt
burden and a somewhat elevated pension liability.
Finances: The financial position of the county is robust and is slightly favorable in
comparison to the assigned rating of Aa1. The fund balance as a percent of operating
revenues (83.8%) far surpasses the US median, and remained the same from 2013 to 2017.
In addition, the cash balance as a percent of operating revenues (84.2%) is far superior to the
US median.
Economy and Tax Base: The county has a strong economy and tax base. Yet, this factor
is relatively weak in comparison to its Aa1 rating. The full value ($5.6 billion) is below the
US median. That said, it stayed flat between 2013 and 2017. Moreover, the median family
income equates to a solid 106.8% of the US level. Lastly, the full value per capita ($53,306)
is slightly weaker than other Moody's-rated counties nationwide. The county benefits from
the presence of Northern Illinois University.
Debt and Pensions: The debt and pension liabilities of DeKalb County are small overall,
yet they are unfavorable with respect to the assigned rating of Aa1. The net direct debt
to full value (0.8%) slightly exceeds the US median, and modestly grew from 2013 to
2017. Additionally, the Moody's-adjusted net pension liability to operating revenues (2.5x)
unfavorably is materially above the US median. The county reports consistently paying 100%
of required pension contributions.
Management and Governance: Illinois counties have an Institutional Framework score
of A, which is moderate. Institutional Framework scores measure a sector's legal ability
to increase revenues and decrease expenditures. Most counties are non-home rule and are
subject to tax rate limitations. Total operating tax yield for non-home rule entities subject
to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law (PTELL) is capped to the lesser of 5% or CPI

3

MOODY'S INVESTORS SERVICE

U.S. PUBLIC FINANCE

growth, plus new construction. Revenue predictability is moderate, with varying dependence on property, sales, and state-distributed
income taxes. Expenditures, which are primarily for criminal justice and human services, are moderately predictable. Counties
have limited ability to reduce expenditures given strong public sector unions and pension benefits that enjoy strong constitutional
protections.

Sector Trends - Illinois Counties
Illinois counties face uncertainty stemming from the state’s budgetary challenges. Positive revenue trends position most counties
well to absorb a cut in state shared income tax distributions. However, sales tax revenue growth is slowing for many issuers. Property
valuations in the northern part of the state are experiencing robust recovery, though valuations remain well below previous peaks.
Downstate valuations were largely stable throughout the economic cycle and have seen steady growth in valuations in recent years.
Fixed costs arising from debt and pensions are moderate for most Illinois counties. A minority of counties face financial pressure arising
from health or nursing home facilities or jail operations.

This publication does not announce a credit rating action. For any credit ratings referenced in this publication, please see the ratings tab on the issuer/entity page on
www.moodys.com for the most updated credit rating action information and rating history.
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EXHIBIT 1

Key Indicators 4 5 DeKalb County

Source: Moody's Investors Service
EXHIBIT 2

Available fund balance as a percent of operating revenues increased from 2013 to 2017

Source: Issuer financial statements; Moody's Investors Service
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EXHIBIT 3

Full value of the property tax base decreased from 2013 to 2017

Source: Issuer financial statements; Government data sources; Offering statements; Moody's Investors Service
EXHIBIT 4

Moody's-adjusted net pension liability to operating revenues increased from 2013 to 2016

Source: Issuer financial statements; Government data sources; Offering statements; Moody's Investors Service

Endnotes
1 The rating referenced in this report is the issuer’s General Obligation (GO) rating or its highest public rating that is GO-related. A GO bond is generally
backed by the full faith and credit pledge and total taxing power of the issuer. GO-related securities include general obligation limited tax, annual
appropriation, lease revenue, non-ad valorem, and moral obligation debt. The referenced ratings reflect the government’s underlying credit quality
without regard to state guarantees, enhancement programs or bond insurance.
2 The demographic data presented, including population, population density, per capita personal income and unemployment rate are derived from the most
recently available US government databases. Population, population density and per capita personal income come from the American Community Survey
while the unemployment rate comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
The largest industry sectors are derived from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. Moody’s allocated the per capita personal income data and unemployment
data for all counties in the US census into quartiles. The quartiles are ordered from strongest-to-weakest from a credit perspective: the highest per capita
personal income quartile is first quartile, and the lowest unemployment rate is first quartile.
3 The institutional framework score assesses a municipality’s legal ability to match revenues with expenditures based on its constitutionally and legislatively
conferred powers and responsibilities. See US Local Government General Obligation Debt (December 2016) methodology report for more details.
4 For definitions of the metrics in the Key Indicators Table, US Local Government General Obligation Methodology and Scorecard User Guide (July 2014) .
Metrics represented as N/A indicate the data were not available at the time of publication.
5 The medians come from our most recently published local government medians report, Medians - Property values key to stability, but pension burdens
remain a challenge (March 2018) which is available on Moodys.com. The medians presented here are based on the key metrics outlined in Moody’s GO
methodology and the associated scorecard.
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IMRF Employer Digests Fridays, January 11^, 2019

Effects of Assumed Rate of Return Reduction on IMRF

In December 2018, the IMRF Board of Trustees reduced the return it assumes it
wiii earn on IMRF's investment portfolio from 7.5% to 7.25%. This change affects
IMRF employers and members in certain ways.
Employers

Each year, IMRF calculates a contribution rate for each IMRF employer. A
significant factor in the contribution rate calculation is the assumed rate of return
on investments. Since the return assumption is decreasing siightiy,
empioyer contribution rates wiii increase siightiy in 2020. IMRF estimates

the average empioyer contribution rate in 2020 wiii range between 10.15% and
10.65% of payroll. This estimate is higher than the 2019 average empioyer
contribution rate of 9.06%, but lower than the 2018 rate of 11.24%. Each
employer's actual rate will vary based on its IMRF assets, liabilities, and workforce
demographics.

While the assumption change won't effect employer rates until 2020, it will effect
multiple financial planning, accounting, and reporting calculations involving IMRF
employer accounts in 2019. In addition to the empioyer rate calculation, the
assumption change also effects the calculation of each employer's
unfunded liabilities, and as a result, the calculation of Its funded status.
The calculation changes will be reflected in employers' 2019 GASB 50 statement,
GASB 68 statement. Preliminary Rate Notice, and Final Rate Notice.
Members

IMRF members may make voluntary additional contributions (VAC) to supplement
their standard IMRF pension. Interest paid on VAC is linked to the IMRF assumed
rate of return. Therefore, a decrease to the assumed rate of return lowers
the rate of Interest earned on VAC. IMRF credits VAC interest on December 31

each year, based on the VAC in the member's account on January 1 of the same
year. Interest credited on December 31, 2018, was 7.5%, but due to the assumed
rate of return change, interest credited on December 31, 2019, will be 7.25%.
IMRF will Inform members with VAC on file of the Interest rate change.

Additionally, in certain circumstances, members may purchase IMRF past service
credit. When members purchase additional past service credit, interest is included
in calculating the amount owed. The amount of interest paid it linked to the
assumed rate of return. As a result, an Interest rate of 7.25®/o will be charged
on past service purchases for service starting January 1, 2019, or later.

Hanson, Gary
From:

Stefan, Pete

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Monday, December 10, 2018 4:23 PM
'BrianCollins-executivedirector@imrf.org'
IMRFInvestment Assumed Rate of Return

Mr. Collins,

As the IMRF Authorized Agent for both DeKalbCounty (IMRF Employer ID #2996) and the DeKalbCounty Forest Preserve
District (IMRF Employer ID #0944), 1am writing to express the County's and the Forest Preserve District's
disappointment with the proposed reduction in the Investment Assumed Rate of Return from the existing 7.50% to
7.25% or lower.

Comments made earlier this year at the Employer Rate Meetings as well as information in the GRS Retirement
Consulting presentation material indicate that this proposal was also discussed last year by the IMRF Executive
Board. Quite frankly, if the Investment Assumed Rate of Return was going to be lowered, that decision should have
been made last year before reducing employer rates significantly for 2019 employer contributions. We believe a golden
opportunity was lost in regards to reducing the Investment Assumed Rate of Return for 2019 by not making that
reduction last year in conjunction with the employer rate decrease which would have offset or greatly mitigated the
budgetary impact of making that reduction one year later.

In the County's case, our IMRF rate was reduced from 10.36% in 2018 to 8.13% for 2019. This 21.53% rate reduction
amounted to more than $450,000 in pension contribution savings. Similarly, the County's SLEP rate was reduced from
19.42% in 2018 to 17.57% for 2019. This 9.53% rate reduction amounted to more than $165,000 in pension contribution
savings. This more than $615,000 annual savings was used to balance the County's FY 2019 budget as I'm sure many
other IMRF employers relied on their pension contribution savings to balance their FY 2019 (or FY 2020) budgets during
these extremely difficult economic times where revenues are still lagging from their pre-recession levels.

1can tell you one thing the more than $615,000 annual savingswas not earmarked for and that was to sit on it and do
nothing and wait for IMRF to lower the Investment Assumed Rate of Return one year later and effectivelyclaw back the
savingswhile mounting pressures for services from County Board members and residents go ignored and unfunded. In
essence, by approving a significant rate reduction one year, only to be followed by a reduction in the Investment
Assumed Rate of Return the very next year creates the very same roller coaster budget ride that most of us plan to avoid
at all costs when developing our budgets. Such an action could be perceived as extremely irresponsible by the IMRF
Executive Board.

Iwould like to emphasize that the County and the Forest Preserve District would stronglysupport lowering the
Investment Assumed Rate of Return provided that the issue had been well researched and the IMRF Executive Board
had some healthy discussions and debates on the matter. That certainly appears to be taking place. IMRF has
established itselfas the shining example of howto run a pension system at the very least in the State of Illinois if not in
the entire Country. Not shying away from difficult decisions such as reducing the Investment Assumed Rate of Return
when necessary, not allowing any employers to take pension funding holidays, establishing and reviewing appropriate
asset allocation policies, etc., have all contributed to the rock solid foundation upon which IMRF is built. We are by no
means advocating changingany of the strategies that got us to where we are today.

However, the timing in thisdiscussion to reduce the Investment Assumed Rate of Return assumption could not be more
inappropriate. Allowing cash-strapped governments to rely on significant pension contribution savings oneyear only to
have thosevery same savings disappear the very next yearcreates much more volatility than many municipal budgets
can absorb.

Accordingly, as a compromise proposal to do the right thing while simultaneously being respectful of employers' budget
volatility issues, if the ultimate decision is to reduce the Investment Assumed Rate of Return, both DeKalb County and
the DeKalb County Forest Preserve Districtwould propose that consideration be given to both of the following
strategies:

•

No reduction is to be implemented by IMRF until at least 2021 so governments have the opportunity to
do some of their own financial planning on this matter; and

•

Any reduction is to be phased in over a multi-year period beginning no earlier than 2021 with perhaps a
0.05% reduction in the rate being implemented annually until such time as the desired Investment
Assumed Rate of Return is achieved.

We would requestthat our comments be considered as part of the discussion on this issue at the December 14"^ IMRF
Executive Board meeting. Thank you.
Peter J. Stefan

Finance Director & Authorized Agent
DeKalb County Government (#2996)
DeKalb County Forest Preserve District (#0944)

P.S. Please acknowledge receipt of this email on this very important topic.

Peter J. Stefan
Finance Director

DeKalb County Government
200 N. Main Street Suite 210

Sycamore, IL 60178-1431
Phone: (815)895-7350
Fax: (815)895-7129
Email: pstefan(5)del<albcount

COUNTY OF KANE
Christopher J, Lauien

County Government Center

Kane County Board Chairman

^

South Batavia Avenue
Geneva, IL 60134
P: (630) 232-5930
F: (630) 232-9188

clauzen @ kanecoboard.org

February 21, 2019

^

Dear Fellow IMRF Employer,

If your budget is anything like mine, you can't absorb substantial increases toyour
expenses. Property taxes are already so high that peoplehave given up on political
leadership from both parties...and arejust exiting the State.
In December 2018, the IMRF Board of Trustees lowered their investment

performance standard from 7.5% to 7.25%. On its surface, this might not seem like it
would have a large impact on our budgets. However, the consultants who presented
to the IMRF Board reported that our employer contributions, because of this decision,
will increase approximately 1.4% of your entire payroll, both Regular and SLEP
(Page 17, "Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund, November 16, 2018"). In Kane
County, we will have to find more than one million ($1,000,000) more dollars that we
simply don't have.

All of us, especially IMRF, can be veiy proud of their investment performance on our
behalf. For example, according to the IMRF Update to the Kane County Board
5/29/2018 (page 9), "1982-2017 Armualized Return equaled 10.05% gross of fees"
and according to the same report (page 8) "2017 Results equaled 15.96% Gross
Investment Rate of Return".

A similar report presented on March 24,2015 quoted the Armualized Total Fund
return 1982-2014 at 10.24%. This is not the time to lower our expectations to 7.25%
of their fine historical performance (as the attached letterrequests). Whenthey lower
their standard, you and I have to pay lots more money.
Please take a moment to read the National Association of State Retirement

Administrators (NASRA) report from February 2018 and contact me at 630/232-5931
or CLauzen@kanecoboard.org as soon as you can. Thank you.
Very sincerely,
/^•) .

Christopher J. Lauzen
Kane County Board Chairman

COUNTY OF KANE
Kane Couiuy Governincin Cenier

Christopher J. Laiizen
J-)( \ > N-.-V

Kane Coiiniv Board Chairman

719 Souih Baiavia Avenue
Geneva. 11 60134
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February 13, 2019
IMRF Board of Directors

Preliminary Draft

c/o Brian Collins, Executive Director
2211 York Road, Suite 40
Oak Brook, IL 60523-2337

Dear Board Members,

We, the undersigned County Board Chairmen and IMRF large employers,
respectfully request that you reconsider and reverse your December 2018 vote to
reduce your investment performance standard from 7.5% to 7.25%. We further
request that explicit criteria be set for when employers will be required by the
Board to shoulder an even larger share of beneficiary distributions with our
employer contributions.

We deeply appreciate IMRF's outstanding long-term investment performance and
past success in managing our funds. Historically, together we have enjoyed
sustained investment performance in excess of 10.05% gross of fees (5/28/18
"IMRF Update to Kane County")

We collectively recognize that last year (2018), despite your best efforts and
approximately $114M (2017) spent on management fees and commissions, IMRF
lost -4.31% of our funds invested. However, just the year before (2017), IMRF
produced a gain of+15.96%! Including the catastrophe of 2018. over the past
fifteen years, returns have averaged +7.77%, And, despite a very short-term
perspective, the one-month return for January 2019 has been a resilient (approx.)
+5.00%.

According to page 17 of the consultant's report presented at your December 2018
Board meeting, the reduction to 7.25% in assumed return will cause 2020
contributions from employers to increase approximately 1.4% of total payroll
(range 10.15% to 10.65% in 2020 less 9.06% average contribution in 2019). This
increase represents a substantial burden on top of our already strained
finances...and puts even more upward pressure on propertv taxes.

According to "IMRF Update to Kane County 5/29/2018", IMRF funding ratio for
all (combined) employers is 92.9%. In Standard & Poor's report, "U.S. State
Ratings Methodology" (2011), S&P assigns a "strong" rating for funding levels
above 90%; a rating "above average" for levels between 80% and 90%....
Therefore, we are being asked to pay more, and potentially increase property taxes
even further, to fund IMRF in excess of the traditional definition of "full-funding".
We also request that you place this topic on your Board agenda with an
opportunity for one or more of our delegation to speak within the next 60 days or
sooner (but in no case after the date that preliminary contribution increase notices
will be mailed to us).

Once again, we applaud your actual performance in producing consistent, longterm investment returns of more than 8%. We ask that you reconsider and reverse
your expensive-to-us decision to lower your projected investment performance
standard to 7.25% and instead maintain the historical standard that you have
exceeded of 7.5%.

Very sincerely.

FRAUD RISK ASSESSMENT – INQUIRY OF BOARD MEMBERS County & Forest Preserve District
Client:

DeKalb County

Reporting Date:

December 31, 2018

What is fraud?
Auditors consider fraud to be any intentional act that causes the financial statements to be materially misstated
or the theft or inappropriate use of assets.

How is fraud committed?
There are two types of misstatements relevant to our consideration of fraud:


Fraudulent financial reporting: Intentional misstatements or omissions accomplished by:
o Manipulation, falsification, or alteration of accounting records or supporting documents
o Misrepresentation or omission of events, transactions, or other significant information
o Intentional misapplication of accounting principles



Misappropriation of assets (theft): Acts such as embezzlement, stealing assets, using County assets
for personal use, or causing the County to pay for goods or services that have not been received.

Why are we asking about fraud?
We are required by auditing standards, specifically Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 99: Consideration
of Fraud in a Financial Statement Audit, to make inquiries of our clients’ management, governance, and other
personnel. We use your responses to help guide our audit procedures and assess risks appropriately.
Please keep in mind:




Your responses are confidential.
We are conducting this inquiry as required by auditing standards and not based on suspicion of actual
occurrences of fraud.
You are encouraged to share any information you feel is relevant beyond the questions below.

Please answer all of the following questions and return the signed questionnaire to using the
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. Please return this questionnaire to us by
February 15, 2019.
If you have any questions, please contact Anthony Cervini at 630-566-8574.
Thank you for your time and assistance.

DeKalb County _____

Questions
1. Are you personally aware of any fraudulent activities, actual or suspected, that would affect the County or Forest
Preserve District?
Yes
No
If yes, please describe:

2. In your opinion, are there any procedures or activities that do not receive an appropriate level of oversight from
management?
Yes
No
If yes, please describe:

3. Describe how the County Board actively participates in the assessment of fraud risks and the establishment of
related programs and controls:

4. Describe how management reports to the County Board issues of fraud risk assessment and internal control
importance, design, and monitoring:

5. Do you have any reason to suspect anyone in management of committing fraudulent acts?
Yes
No
If yes, please explain:

DeKalb County _____

6. Do you feel that management is effectively designing and monitoring internal controls intended to prevent and
detect fraud?
Yes
No
If no, please explain:

7. Have you committed any fraud, as defined above, which affects the County?
Yes
No
If yes, please describe:

Please share any additional information you feel may be relevant and helpful related to fraud at the County:

Signature:

Date:

Print Name:
Position:

DeKalb County _____

RESOLUTION R2018-XX
A RESOLUTION APPROVING UNEXPECTED AND
EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS AND BUDGET TRANSFERS
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2018

WHEREAS, several departments have reviewed their 2018 Fiscal Year Budget
in relation to expenditures and have now identified a need for transfers and
additional appropriations; and
WHEREAS, the Finance Committee has reviewed those requests and
determined them to be necessary for the operation of said departments;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the DeKalb County Board that it
does hereby approve the unexpected and emergency appropriations and budget
transfers as set forth on Attachment A for the Fiscal Year ending December 31,
2018.
PASSED THIS 20TH DAY OF MARCH, 2019 A.D. IN SYCAMORE, ILLINOIS

ATTEST:
_________________________
Douglas J. Johnson
DeKalb County Clerk

_______________________________
Mark Pietrowski, Jr.
DeKalb County Board Chairman
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DEKALB COUNTY GOVERNMENT
FY 2018 Year‐End Budget Adjustments

A. Additional Appropriations
Item
A‐1
A‐2
A‐3
A‐4
A‐5
A‐6
A‐7
A‐8
A‐9

Department
Finance
Non‐Departmental Services
Community Development
Coroner
Coroner
Sheriff‐Corrections
Sheriff‐Corrections
Sheriff‐Corrections
Total ‐ General Fund

To Category
Salaries & Benefits
Fund Transfers
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services

Amount
7,000
12,000
20,000
2,000
26,000
130,000
22,000
230,000
449,000

A‐10
A‐11
A‐12

Circuit Clerk Oper. & Admin. Fund
Salaries & Benefits
Circuit Clerk Oper. & Admin. Fund
Commodities & Services
Total ‐ Circuit Clerk Operations & Administration Fund

8,000
20,000
28,000

A‐13
A‐14
A‐15

Aid to Bridges Fund
Aid to Bridges Fund
Total ‐ Aid to Bridges Fund

Capital Outlays
Fund Transfers

492,000
283,000
775,000

Fund Balance / Rebuild Somonauk Road for Bridge Project
Fund Balance / Keslinger Road Bridge Funds & Other Eng.

A‐16
A‐17
A‐18

Opportunity Fund
Opportunity Fund
Total ‐ Opportunity Fund

Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services

220,000
20,000
240,000

Fund Balance / 221 N. Walnut Purchase & Voting Machines
Fund Balance / 221 N. Walnut Demolition & Website Design

A‐19
A‐20
A‐21

DATA Fiber Optic Network Fund
Capital Outlays
DATA Fiber Optic Network Fund
Commodities & Services
Total ‐ DATA Fiber Optic Network Fund

9,000
60,000
69,000

A‐22
A‐23
A‐24

Rehab & Nursing Center Fund
Rehab & Nursing Center Fund
Total ‐ Rehab & Nursing Center Fund

Commodities & Services
Fund Transfers

1,010,000
9,000
1,019,000

A‐25
A‐26
A‐27
A‐28
A‐29
A‐30

Sober Living Home
Sober Living Home
Sober Living Home
Mental Health Court
Mental Health Court
Total ‐ Treatment Courts Fund

Salaries & Benefits
Capital Outlays
Fund Transfers
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services

200
5,700
100
20,000
5,000
31,000

A‐31
A‐32
A‐33

Drug Prosecution Program Fund
Capital Outlays
Drug Prosecution Program Fund
Commodities & Services
Total ‐ Drug Prosecution Program Fund

2,000
6,000
8,000

A‐34
A‐35
A‐36
A‐37

Tort & Liability Insurance Fund
Engineering Fund
CASA Fund
Total ‐ Other Funds

A‐38

Total ‐ All Funds

Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services

100,000
268,000
10,000
378,000

2,997,000

Funding Source / Reason
Fund Balance / Health Insurance Category Change
Fund Balance / Transfer CASA Fee Shortfall to CASA Fund
Zoning Hearing Fees / Additional Costs for Hearing Officer
Grant Revenue / Protective Clothing & Equipment
Fund Balance / Autopsies
Fund Balance / Overtime & Jail Expansion Transition Costs
Fund Balance / Facilty Management System & Copy Machines
Fund Balance / Detention Space & Electronic Monitoring Costs

Fund Balance / Personnel Costs for Technology Project
Fund Balance / Consultant Costs for Technology Project

Fund Balance / Installation of Fiber & Duct & Handholes
Fund Balance / Fiber Relocation Costs

Fund Balance / Outside Nursing Services & Supplies & Utilities
Fund Balance / Transfers to Tort Fund & Health Department

Fund Balance / Salaries Payable Accrual for House Manager
Fund Balance / Building Modifications & Air Conditioning
Fund Balance / Balance of Insurance Costs for House
Grant Revenue / Additional Staff Covered Under Grant
Grant Revenue / Additional Supplies Covered Under Grant

Fund Balance / Records Management System Software
Fund Balance / Registrations/Travel/Grand Jury Expenses/Supplies

Fund Balance / Outside Legal Counsel Services
Fund Balance / Outside Engineering Services for Projects
General Fund Transfer / Record Full Cost of CASA Contribution
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DEKALB COUNTY GOVERNMENT
FY 2018 Year‐End Budget Adjustments
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B. Appropriation Transfers
Item
B‐1
B‐2
B‐3
B‐4
B‐5
B‐6
B‐7
B‐8
B‐9
B‐10
B‐11
B‐12
B‐13
B‐14
B‐15
B‐16
B‐17
B‐18
B‐19
B‐20
B‐21

From Department
Finance
Non‐Departmental Services
Assessments
County Clerk & Recorder
County Clerk & Recorder
County Clerk & Recorder
Community Development
Judiciary
Judiciary
Jury Commission
Circuit Clerk
ESDA
ESDA
Sheriff‐Communications
Sheriff‐Communications
Sheriff‐Communications
Sheriff‐Communications
State's Attorney
Facility Management Office
Community Outreach Building
Total ‐ General Fund

From Category
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays
Capital Outlays
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits

To Department
Finance
Non‐Departmental Services
Assessments
Elections
Elections
Elections
Community Development
Judiciary
Judiciary
Jury Commission
Circuit Clerk
ESDA
Local Emergency Planning Comm.
Sheriff‐Patrol & Administration
Sheriff‐Patrol & Administration
Sheriff‐Patrol & Administration
Sheriff‐Merit Commission
State's Attorney
Facility Management Office
Community Outreach Building

To Category
Salaries & Benefits
Fund Transfers
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Benefits
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services

Amount
7,000
10,000
6,000
15,000
12,500
10,000
25,000
2,000
40,000
9,000
24,000
1,000
500
50,000
1,000
10,000
13,000
18,000
8,000
6,000
268,000

B‐22
B‐23
B‐24

Court Security Fund
Court Security Fund
Total ‐ Court Security Fund

Capital Outlays
Capital Outlays

Court Security Fund
Court Security Fund

Commodities & Services
Fund Transfers

2,000
1,000
3,000

B‐25
B‐26
B‐27

Fund Transfers
Community Mental Health Fund
Community Mental Health Fund
Fund Transfers
Total ‐ Community Mental Health Fund

Community Mental Health Fund
Community Mental Health Fund

Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services

2,000
75,000
77,000

B‐28
B‐29
B‐30
B‐31
B‐32
B‐33
B‐34
B‐35
B‐36
B‐37
B‐38
B‐39

Probation Services Fund
HOPE Probation Program Fund
County Motor Fuel Tax Fund
Public Health Fund
Community Action Fund
Veterans Assistance Fund
Solid Waste Fund
Landfill Host Benefit Fund
Transportation Grant Fund
Drug Court
Law Enforcement Projects Fund
Total ‐ Other Funds

Probation Services Fund
HOPE Probation Program Fund
County Motor Fuel Tax Fund
Public Health Fund
Community Action Fund
Veterans Assistance Fund
Solid Waste Fund
Landfill Host Benefit Fund
Transportation Grant Fund
Drug Court
Law Enforcement Projects Fund

Fund Transfers
Commodities & Services
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays
Capital Outlays
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Capital Outlays

10,000
13,500
60,000
4,000
5,000
1,000
5,500
50,000
20,000
10,000
3,000
182,000

B‐40

Total ‐ All Funds

Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Capital Outlays
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Fund Transfers
Commodities & Services
Salaries & Benefits
Commodities & Services

530,000

Reason
New Employee Health Insurance Category Change
CASA Contribution Transferred to CASA Fund
Board of Review Cost Accrual for May to December
Additional Election Related Personnel Costs
Additional Costs for Election Judges & Expenses
Additional Costs for Election Judges & Expenses
Additional Public Notice & Professional Services
Additional Small Equipment Purchases
Contractual Interpretation Services
Juror Fees & Expenses/Postage/Training/Supplies
Personnel Cost Transfer from Commodities & Services
Maintenance of Vehicles
Benefits Costs for LEPC Staff
Patrol Overtime Costs Transfer from Communications
Equipment Cost Transfer from Communications
Squad Maintenance Transfer from Communications
Professional Services/Public Notices/Registrations
Professional & Commercial Svcs/Supplies/Registrations
Overtime Costs Transfer from Commercial Services
Additional Electricity Costs

Maintenance of Equipment
Additional Funds to Cover 10% Admin. Cost Transfer

Computer Equipment/Office Furniture & Other Equip.
Contributions to Agencies

Transfer to Community Action Fund
Detention Space
Additional Road Salt Purchases
Office Furniture & Small Equipment
Computer Equipment
Veteran Claims Management Software Solution
Electronics Recycling Disposal Costs
Jail Expansion Equipment from Transition Team Savings
Voluntary Action Center Building Improvements
Transfer of Disallowed Costs from ICJIA Audit
Facility Management Security System
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