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5:45 p.m. — Audit of Township Bills/Claims Board Room, Milton Township Hall
6:00 p.m. —Regular Monthly Business Meeting 1492 N. Main Street,
Wheaton, Illinois, 60187

MINUTES
L Call to Order

A.  Mission Moment Reverend Dwight Stewart UMC retired.

B. Pledge of Allegiance by Debbie

C. Attendance Roll Call: Supervisor Higgins Beard, here; Trustee McGowen, here;
Trustee McGrath, here; Trustee Siemer, here; Trustee Pitts, here; Clerk Bailey,
here.

D. Approval of Agenda: Motion, Trustee Siemer; Second, Trustee Pitts; Motion
carried.

E. Approval of Minutes of Regular Meeting on February 19, 2026: Motion, Trustee
McGrath; Second, Trustee McGowen; Motion passed.

F. Approval of Claims in the amount of § 780,926.07 (This amount is higher than
usual because $320,000 was sent out as grants by 708 Board). Motion Trustee,
Siemer; Second, Trustee McGrath. Roll Call Trustee Pitts, yes; Trustee Siemer,
yes; Trustee McGrath, yes; Trustee McGowen, yes; Supervisor Higgins-Beard,
yes. Motion carried.

IL. Public Comment (Limited to 3 minutes per person, Public called in the order
Comment Request was submitted, total allotted time for Public Comment 30 minutes)

1. Chair's Report

A.  General Assistance at an all-time high.

B. Opportunity Atlas is a map that shows where upward mobility works. There are a
couple of places in Milton where it does not work well. Supervisor Higgins-Beard
wants to use this to help our more at risk residents.

C.  Miscellaneous/Other. Lots of notary services calls. League of Women Voters
State of the Township meeting. Supervisor’s talk was well received. Other
community outreach continues. Sikich was hired for FY 26 audit. Budget
workshop coming up March 26, 5 pm.

IV.  Reports



Town Clerk Report/Comments (Dan Bailey, Clerk) Attended Sec of States
trainings for OMA and FOIA and signed up for Town Hall training by TOI on
March 31. Preparations under way for Town Hall on April 14, 7 pm at Wheaton
Park District Community Center at 1777 S Blanchard Rd. Doors open at 6 pm.
Milton registered voters check in to be able to vote. You must be there by 7 to
enter.

Trustees Report/Comments (Trustees McGowen, Siemer and McGrath did not
report, Trustee Pitts reported on SALT last meeting topic was widows and
widowers group. Cemeteries. Trees removed in Jewel Grove. Shrubs and
understory work in Spring. Jewel Grove will have 250" USA Anniversary Event
on May 16. Other events at Pleasant Hill and St Stephens.

Assessor’s Report (Chris LeVan, Assessor is ill. Expect a report next month.)
Highway Commission Report (Mike Drew, Highway Commissioner)
Appreciates support for referendum that did not pass. Will look at this in the
future as the building needs replacement. Looking into a program to replace trees
that were taken down, consulting with the Morton Arboretum. GoGuyv is working
well and will include some services for the township. Wants 1to 2 open houses a
year, possibly a “Touch a Truck™.

Milton Township Food Pantry Partner (Dave Sezonov, Director) In February 332
households served 1079 individuals, more than 25001bs food, $8000 in
donations. Garden Works will donate fresh produce from the fairgrounds.
Reaching out to community about Pantry such as Rotary and Metropolitan
Township Assn. Monday night food pickups are growing. Full meals for Easter
will be provided. Milton Dems raised $1,200 for Pantry.

CERT (Dave Sezenov, Director) Last year was very active; 114 days at 75
different events. 9634 volunteer hours worth $335,000. Point in time homeless
count went well. New CERT training starts soon.

708 Community Mental Health Board (Shannon Hartnett, Chair) At start of 2026
$1.3 million distributed to 26 agencies serving 8,000 residents. Some grants
include therapy for at risk homeless vets at Midwest Shelter for Homeless
Veterans, the DuPage County Crisis Recovery Center, translation and
interpretation at DuPage Federation for Human Services, Kids Matter. New
board member Leah Harding, LCSW, comes with great experience as executive
director of the Glen Ellyn Children’s Resource Center. Networking happened at
the DuPage County Historical Museum.

Unfinished Business

A.

Presentation on Sikich Investigative Audit FY21-25 Results by Kate Burian.
Concerns were raised about previous leaders activities that did not rise to the
level of fraud. Assess internal controls to reduce gaps and vulnerability. There
were inconsistent invoices, receipts etc. No documentation for transfers, gift
cards, open savings accounts etc. Bonds and releases are not up to date. Main
concern is the lack of a standard set of policies and procedures to use as a



standard. Recommendations are already being implemented or on the way to
being implemented.

VI.  New Business

A.

Budget FY26 amendments R-2026-2. Need to move funds so no line exceeds 110%

above budget. Motion to resolve and balance funds as per resolution by Trustee Pitts.

Second, Trustee McGrath. Roll call Trustee McGrath, yes; Trustee Siemer, yes; Trustee

McGowen, yes; Trustee Pitts, yes; Supervisor Higgins- Beard, yes. Motion passed

unanimously.

Agenda for Annual meeting April 14 There are 3 main things (note that there are

4)

1. Authorization of Powers for Township and Highway Commissioner

2. Fix the hour of future township meetings.

3. Supervisors report on Township Finances

4. Transfer some excess funds into a capital fund as opposed to abated, or tax
appealed.

Motion to accept the agenda by Trustee Siemer, Second, Trustee Pitts. All in

favor Agenda is approved.

Discussion on existing Policy for the Bond Surrender for Highway

Projects. A lot of change in accountants left some lack of follow-

up.

Resolution Establishing a Fund Balance Reserve Policy R-2026-3. Target of 6

months spending reserve on hand. Too much accumulates in Funds which can result

in abatement to other government bodies, a lawsuit to give the excess to the attorney

and client or we can transfer excess to another fund. Motion, Trustee Pitts; Second,

Trustee Siemer. Roll call: Trustee McGrath, yes; Trustee Siemer, yes; Trustee

McGowen, yes; Trustee Pitts, yes; Supervisor Higgins- Beard, yes. Motion passes.

VIL.  Adjournment: Motion, Trustee Mc Grath, Second, Trustee Pitts. Vote to adjourn at

7:02.

Signed: Dan Badley Date: 3/19 /2026

Dan Bailey, Town Clerk

Next Meetings:

Budget Workshop: Thursday March 26 5-6:30PM at Town Hall, op en to public.

April Board Meeting: Wednesday April 8™, 2026, starting at 6PM at Town Hall.

Annual Township Meeting: Tuesday April 14t", 2026, Check-in starting at 6:00PM (Mtg

7PM at Wheaton Community Center, 1777 S. Blanchard



DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

March FYTD FYTD FYTD FYTD FYTD

SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDED 2026 2026 2025 2024 2023 2022
Intake client calls — Initial contact 69 329 1190 1,847 487 299

Community Walk-ins 7 42 176 219 107 54

Total Intake: 76 371 1366 2,066 594 353

General Assistance

General Assistance inquiry clients 0 2 20 4 1 1

General Assistance appointments 2 6 20 29 12 12
Emergency Assistance

Emergency Assistance appointments 7 24 93

Emergency Assistance cases approved 7 24 80 73 47 35
Additional Services:

Benefit Access (IL SOS senior license 3 N

plate discount)

Gift Cards (Speedway or Meijer 0 0 9 31 53 16

cards)

IDHS SNAP Assistance 1 1 1 1

LIHEAP (Low Income Home Energy

Assistance Program through DuPage 22 57 230 261 94 16

County)

Medical Closet 13 26 99 235 67

Notary Services 38 95 175

Referrals to other Non-Profit Agencies 6 46 211 184 241

or Government Programs

Repeat Boutique referrals 0 4 21 25

Veterans’ Services assisted 0 3 10 13

Youth Scholarships 0 0 74 132 61

Department Highlights — Milton Township continues to make efforts in offering relevant financial assistance for our
community residents in areas of General Assistance, Emergency Assistance, and The Salvation Army grants programs.
Total financial assistance awarded for March was over $10,000.



Income
10400 -
10402 -
10410 -
10413 -

Property taxes (T)
Replacement tax (T)
Miscellaneous income (T)
CERT IGAs
10414 - CERT Events & Misc Fees
10712 - Programs - SOS State SVC Fees
Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense
Capital Projects
90500 - Operating Fund
Total Capital Projects
Township
Administrative
10500 - Salaries
10502 - Benefits
10504 - Unemployment insurance
10508 - Social Security/Medicare
10510 - .LM.R.F. expense
10512 - Facility Maintenance
10518 - Professional & Contract Service
10522 - Telephone
10523 - Information Technology
10526 - Organization & Association Dues
10528 - Travel, Training & Conferences
10529 - Software
10530 - Utilities
10532 - T.0.l.R.M.A. Insurance
10534 - Payroll services
10536 - Public Relations & Printing
10537 - Newsletter
10538 - Office & Operating supplies
10539 - Misc / Bank Fees
10540 - Contingencies
10545 - Non-Cap Improvements & Repairs
Total Administrative
Assessor's office
12500 - Salaries - Assessor's
12502 - Health insurance
12504 - Unemployment insurance
12506 - Workers Compensation
12508 - Social Security/Medicare
12510 - .LM.R.F. expenses
12514 - Maintenance service - equipment
12517 - Prof. & Other Contract Services
12520 - Postage
12522 - Internet & Telephone
12526 - Dues
12530 - Mileage
12532 - Training, Meetings, Conferences
12534 - Contracted Software/Licensing
12538 - Office supplies
12544 - Equipment (purchase or lease)
12546 - Computer Equipment
12548 - Miscellaneous Expense
Total Assessor's office
Cemeteries
10564 - Maintenance Services
10565 - Public Events
10569 - Invitations, Mailings & Postage
10570 - Non Capital Improvements
10571 - Professional & Specialists SVC
Total Cemeteries
C.E.RT
Personnel
10802 - Salaries Staff

TOWNSHIP BUDGET

Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY _ % Of Change  FYE 25-26
$2,64333500  $2,533,016.17  110,318.83 4.4% $2,520,831.85
$ 359430.00 $ 355730.67 3,699.33 1.0% $ 160,650.96
$ 12,500.00 $ 12,500.00 0.00 00% $  3,774.93
$ 500000 $  5,000.00 0.00 0.0% $  4,000.00
$ 900000 $  9,000.00 0.00 00% $  9,532.26
$ 298000 $ 400000  -1,020.00 -25.5% $  85,176.00
$3,032,045.00  $2,919,46.84  112,998.16 3.9% $  3,044.00
$3,032,245.00  $2,919,246.84  112,998.16 3.9% $2,787,010.00
$2,787,010.00
$ 30,000.00 $ 7500000  -45,000.00 -60.0% $  78,322.47
$ 30,00000 $ 7500000  -45,000.00 60.0% §$  78,322.47
$ 864,13647 $ 77899123 8514524 10.9% $ 746,796.44
$ 143250.00 $ 160,150.00  -16,900.00 -10.6% $ 145.826.63
$ 715000 $ 11,150.05  -4,000.05 -35.9% $  8,847.95
$ 6611000 $ 60,000.00 6,110.00 102% $ 53,556.65
$ 623500 $ 935454  -3119.54 -33.3% $  8,050.95
$ 7407500 $ 23,650.00  50,425.00 213.2% $ 29,328.88
$ 9800000 $ 161,175.00  -63,175.00 -39.2% $ 162,421.77
$ 681060 $ 583500 975.60 16.7% $  7,284.85
$ 40,000.00 $ 31,000.00 9,000.00 29.0% $ 37,498.91
$ 1137500 $ 10,000.00 1,375.00 13.8% $ 10,392.08
$ 700000 $ 15900.00  -8,900.00 -56.0% $  8,994.17
$ 10,600.00 $ 11,000.00 -400.00  -2750.0% $ 874164
$ 17,00.00 $ 12,000.00 5,100.00 425% $  16,846.40
$ 30,000.00 $ 44,027.00  -14,027.00 -31.9% $ 48,283.56
$ 900000 $ 6575.00 2,425.00 36.9% $  1,679.46
$ 16,000.00 $ 15915.00 85.00 05% $  8313.22
$ 3400000 $ 3502000  -1,020.00 2.9% $ 34,280.36
$ 1925000 $ 17,000.00 2,250.00 132% $  15,800.01
$ 120000 § 745.00 455.00 61.1% $ 738.60
$ 5000000 $ - 50,000.00 0.0% $ -
$ 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 0.00 00% $ 22,187.85
$1531,29207  $1,429487.82  50,458.82 2833.0% $1,375,870.38
$ 722,269.00 $ 670,000.00 52269 78% $ 616,050.67
$ 12349400 $ 132,818.00  -9,324.00 7.0% $ 115,970.81
$ 500000 $  4,955.00 45.00 09% $  5,159.99
$ 13,000.00 $ 13,000.00 0.00 0.0% $ -
$ 50537.00 $ 51,030.00 -493.00 -1.0% $  44,507.83
$ 900000 $ 20,000.00 -11,000.00 -55.0% $  7,333.41
$ 220000 $  2,200.00 0.00 0.0% $  2,355.48
$ 140,280.00  $ 137,000.00 3,280.00 24% $ 12521323
$ 1,20000 $  1,200.00 0.00 0.0% $ -
$ 12,000.00 $ 12,000.00 0.00 00% $  6,635.93
$ 450000 $  4,000.00 500.00 125% $  3,838.88
$ 750000 $  9,000.00  -1,500.00 -16.7% $  2,850.06
$ 15000.00 $ 15,000.00 0.00 0.0% $  9,206.80
$ 4500000 $ 45000.00 0.00 00% $ 40,999.67
$ 600000 $  6,000.00 0.00 0.0% $  4,880.71
$ 2000000 $ 20,000.00 0.00 00% $ 444215
$ 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 0.00 00% $ 23,735.19
$ 150000 $  1,500.00 0.00 00% $  1,357.44
$1,198,480.00  $1,164,703.00  23,123.00 5037.0% $1,014,538.25
$ 17,000.00 $ 18,000.00  -1,000.00 -56% $ 36,838.00
$ 12,000.00 $ 11,550.00 450.00 3.9% $  7,584.85
$ 700000 $  6,300.00 700.00 11.1% $  5846.83
$ 880000 $  5,000.00 3,800.00 76.0% $ -
$ 500.00 $  8,550.00  -8,050.00 -94.2% $  2,740.00
$ 4530000 $ 49,400.00 1,700.00 2905.9% $ 53,009.68
$ 3388970 $ 3500000  -1,110.30 32% $  31,077.79



10803 - Social Security $ 2,593.00 $ 4,207.50 -1,614.50 -38.4% $ 2,377.47
10804 - IMRF $ 100.00 $ 475.00 -375.00 -78.9% $ 135.78
10805 - Unemployment taxes $ 835.00 $ 3,100.00 -2,265.00 731% $ 423.41
Total Personnel $ 37,417.70 $ 42,782.50 -5,364.80 -797.5% $ 34,014.45
Contractual Services
10814 - Promotions & Advertising $ 1,500.00 $ 12,500.00 -11,000.00 -88.0% $ 1,867.15
Total Contractual Services $ 1,500.00 $ 12,500.00 -11,000.00 -113.6% $ 1,867.15
Commodities
10820 - Office & Operating Supplies $ 7,000.00 $  11,000.00 -4,000.00 -36.4% $ 8,333.33
10816 - Fuel & Vehicle Maintenance $ 5,000.00 $ 4,000.00 1,000.00 25.0% $ 4,531.68
10821 - CERT- Basic Training Costs $ 4,500.00 $ 18,000.00 -13,500.00 -75.0% $ 4,733.20
10822 - CERT - Advanced Training $ 4,000.00 $ 12,000.00 -8,000.00 -66.7% $ 731.16
10834 - Equipment Expense $ 3,000.00 $ 10,000.00 -7,000.00 -70.0% $ 2,528.50
10835 - Events/Call Out's $ 5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 -5,000.00 -50.0% $ 5,172.82
Total Commodities $  28,500.00 $  65,000.00 -36,500.00 -178.1% $ 26,030.69
Capital Outlay
10831 - Computer, peripherals, software $ 3,000.00 $ 3,000.00 0.00 0.0% $ -
Total Capital Outlay $ 3,000.00 $ 3,000.00 0.00 0% $ -
Total C.E.R.T $ 70,417.70 $ 123,282.50 -15,096.72 -10.6% $ 61,912.29
Clerk's Office
10600 - Operating Expenses - Town Clerk $ 900.00 $ 2,050.00 -1,150.00 -56.1% $ -
10601 - Information Technology - (TC) $  4,900.00 $ 525.00 4,375.00 833.3% $ 27.99
Total Clerk's Office $ 5,800.00 $ 2,575.00 3,225.00 3.0% $ 27.99
Programs
Personnel
10701 - S.A.L.T. Salaries $ 8,000.00 $ 9,750.00 -1,750.00 -17.9% $ 7,625.00
Total Personnel $ 8,000.00 $ 9,750.00 -1,750.00 3.0% $ 7,625.00
Contractual Services
10713 - Public Events - Seniors $  15,000.00 $ 7,500.00 7,500.00 100.0% $ 1,707.62
10714 - Public Events - Veterans & 250 $ 5,700.00 $ 500.00 5,200.00 1040.0% $ 93.96
10708 - S.A.L.T. Operating Expenses $  20,000.00 $  22,000.00 -2,000.00 9.1% $ 19,879.22
10702 - Senior & Disabled Transportation $  45,000.00 $  25,000.00 20,000.00 80.0% $ (18,595.78)
Total Contractual Services $ 85,700.00 $ 55,000.00 30,700.00 3.0% $ 3,085.02
Commodities
10718 - Advertising & Promotional $ 2,300.00 $ 1,500.00 800.00 53.3% $ 1,595.09
10715 - Dues $ 500.00 $ 300.00 200.00 66.7% $ -
10716 - Equipment Purchases $ 600.00 $ 600.00 0.00 0.0% $ -
10707 - Fuel & Vehicle Maintenance $ 3,000.00 $ 1,000.00 2,000.00 200.0% $ 250.29
10706 - Office & Operating Expenses $ 1,000.00 $ 3,500.00 -2,500.00 71.4% $ 3,427.77
10717 - Trainings, Mtgs, & Conferences $ 500.00 $ 600.00 -100.00 -16.7% $ 495.00
Total Commodities $ 7,900.00 $ 7,500.00 400.00 3.0% $ 5,768.15
Total Programs $ 101,600.00 $ 72,250.00 29,350.00 3.0% $ 16,478.17
Weed Ordinance Enforcement
10572 - Operating Expenses $ - $ 5,150.00 -5,150.00 -100.0% $ 5,040.00
Total Weed Ordinance Enforcement $ - $ 5,150.00 -5,150.00 -100.0% $ 5,040.00
Total Township $2,982,889.77 $2,921,848.32 61,041.45 1.0% $2,526,876.76
Total Expense $2,982,889.77 $2,921,848.32 61,041.45 $2,605,199.23

Net Income $  49,355.23 $  (2,601.48) 51,956.71 -1997.2% $ 181,810.77




Income

Reserves Spending

20400 - Property taxes (GA)

20406 - Other income (GA)

20409 - Grants/Funding Awards (GA)

Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense

GENERAL ASSISTANCE BUDGET

General assistance

Administrative
20500 - Salaries
20502 - Benefits
20504 - Unemployment insurance
20508 - Social Security/Medicare
20510 - .LM.R.F. expense
20518 - Professional & Contract SVC
20520 - Utilities
20522 - Telephone
20528 - Travel, Training & Seminars
20529 - Public Relations & Advertising
20538 - Office & Operating Expenses
20542 - Information Technology

Total Administrative

Emergency
20612 - Shelter Assistance
20613 - Travel (Including Gas)
20614 - Utilities Asssitance
20618 - Food Assistance

Total Emergency

Other Expenditures
20634 - Misc/Bank Fees

Total Other Expenditures

Other General Assistance
20619 - Agency Grant Community Partnership
20636 - Flat Grant - General Assistance
20630 - Additional Assistance
20639 - Youth Scholarship

Total Other General Assistance

Total General assistance
Total Expense

Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY - %of Change FYE 25-26
$ 111,130.31 $ - $ - 0.00% $ -

$ 129,700.00 $ 123,600.00  $ 6,100.00 3.00% $127,953.67
$ - $ 550000 $ (5500.00) 3.00% $ -

$ - $  2060.00 $ (2,060.00) 67.17% $ -

$ 240,830.31 $ 131,160.00  $ (1,460.00) T11% $127,953.67
$ 240,830.31 $ 131,160.00  $109,670.31 83.62% $127,953.67
$ 7318955  $ 7072015 $ 2469.40 349% $ 65,857.44
$  41,415.00 $ 3240000 $ 9,015.00 27.82% $ 30,266.96
$ 425.00 $ 620.00  $  (195.00) -31.45% $  604.59
$  5,600.00 $ 548100 $  119.00 217% $ 4,824.68
$ 585.00 $ 92482 § (339.82) -36.74% $  806.16
$ - $ 400000 $ (4,000.00) -100.00% $ 1,000.00
$ - $ 250.00 $ (250.00)  -100.00% $ -

$ - $ 650.00 $ (650.00)  -100.00% $ -

$ 750.00 $ 177500 $ (1,025.00) -57.75% $ 1,486.31
$  1,000.00 $  1,00000 $ - 0.00% $ -

$  1,750.00 $ 175000 $ - 0.00% $ 576.13
$  1,000.00 $  2100.00 $ (1,100.00) -52.38% $  499.99
$ 125,714.55 $ 12167097 $ 404358 3.32% $105,922.26
$ 50,000.00 $ 4500000 $ 5,000.00 11.11% $ 64,172.29
$ 500.00 $ 700.00  $  (200.00) -28.57% $  200.00
$  11,000.00 $ 680000 $ 4,200.00 61.76% $ 11,657.95
$  1,000.00 $  1,00000 $ - 0.00% $  900.00
$  62,500.00 $ 5350000 $ 9,000.00 16.82% $ 76,930.24
$ 61576  $ 7500 $ 54076 721.01% $  151.85
$ 61576 § 7500 §  540.76 72101% $  151.85
$  5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ (5,000.00) -50.00% $ -

$  10,000.00 $ 1000000 $ - 0.00% $ 10,098.29
$  2,000.00 $ 500.00  $ 1,500.00 300.00% $ 1,813.90
$  35,000.00 $ 30,000.00 $ (5,000.00) -16.67% $ 30,574.16
$  52,000.00 $ 5050000 $ 1,500.00 2.97% $ 42,486.35
$ 240,830.31 $ 22574597  $ 15,084.34 6.68% $225,490.70
$ 240,830.31 $ 22574597  $ 15084.34 6.68% $225,490.70
$ - $ (94,585.97) _$ 94,585.97 -100.00% $ (97,537.03)




COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH BOARD BUDGET

Income
Reserves Spending
80400 - Property Tax (MHB)
80402 - Interest Income
Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense
Mental Health Board
Administration 7.11
Contractual Services
80600 - Audit Cost
80601 - Grants Mgmt. Software
80602 - Software & Computer Supplies
80603 - Office Supplies
80604 - Dues and Subscriptions
80605 - Legal
80606 - Travel and Food
80607 - Web and Social Media
80608 - Facility Maintenance
80609 - Telecom
80610 - Utilities
80611 - Insurance
Total Contractual Services
Personnel
80500 - Grant Manager
80501 - Administrative Support - Township
80502 - Accounting Support - Township
Total Personnel
Total Administration 7.11
Community Funding Awards 7.12
Contractual Services
80700 - Awards/Community SVC Contracts
80701 - Minigrants/Professional Ed.
Total Contractual Services
Total Community Funding Awards 7.12
Other Expenditures 7.13
80800 - Contingency
Total Other Expenditures 7.13
Mental Health Board - Other
Total Mental Health Board
Total Expense
Net Income

FYE 25-26

Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY - % of Change

$ 373,461.00 $ -

$1,187,834.00 $1,133,000.00 $ 54,834.00 4.84% $1,139,293.92
$ 16,025.00 $ 12,000.00 $ 4,025.00 298.14% § 24,123.45
$1,577,320.00 $1,145,000.00 $432,320.00 37.76% $1,163,417.37
$1,577,320.00 $1,145,000.00 $432,320.00 37.76% $1,163,417.37
$ 2,700.00 $ 2,673.00 $ 27.00 1.01% $ -
$ 4,250.00 $ 4,250.00 $ - 0.00% $ 4,250.00
$ 2,500.00 $ 1,176.00 $ 1,324.00 112.59% $ -
$ 600.00 $ 600.00 $ - 0.00% $ 476.81
$ 3,500.00 $ 4,532.00 $ (1,032.00) -22.77% $ 1,065.48
$ 4,000.00 $ 4,000.00 $ - 0.00% $ 517.50
$ 1,500.00 $ 300.00 $ 1,200.00 400.00% $ 1,289.35
$ 1,000.00 $ 3,124.00 $ (2,124.00) -67.99% $ 271.45
$ - $ 762.00 $ (762.00) -100.00% $ -
$ 1,020.00 $ 1,020.00 $ - 0.00% $ 1,020.00
$ - $ 1,023.00 $ (1,023.00) -100.00% $ -
$ - $ 2,500.00 $ (2,500.00) -100.00% $ -
$ 21,070.00 $ 25,960.00 $ (4,890.00) -18.84% $ 8,890.59
$  45,000.00 $  43,860.00 $ 1,140.00 2.60% $ 29,542.50
$ 3,750.00 $ 3,750.00 $ - 0.00% $ -
$ 7,500.00 $ 7,500.00 $ - 0.00% $ -
$ 56,250.00 $ 55,110.00 $ 1,140.00 2.07% $ 29,542.50
$ 77,320.00 $ 81,070.00 $ (3,750.00) -4.63% $ 38,433.09
$1,500,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $500,000.00 50.00% $1,161,992.28
$ - $ - $ - 0.00% $ -
$1,500,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $500,000.00 50.00% $1,161,992.28
$1,500,000.00 $1,000,000.00 $500,000.00 50.00% $1,161,992.28
$ - $ 53,133.00 $ (53,133.00) -100.00% $ 52,794.10
$ - $ 53,133.00 $ (53,133.00) -100.00% $ 52,794.10
$1,577,320.00 $1,134,203.00 $443,117.00 39.07% $1,253,219.47
$1,577,320.00 $1,134,203.00 $443,117.00 39.07% $1,253,219.47
$ - $ 10,797.00 $ (10,797.00) -100.00% $ (89,802.10)




Income
Reserves Spending
40400 - Property taxes (SP)
Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense
Special Police
40500 - DuPage County Special Police
40501 - Weapon Detection
40502 - Miscellaneous expense
40503 - Telephone
40504 - Contingencies
Total Special Police
Total Expense
Net Income

SPECIAL POLICE BUDGET

Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY-  %of Change TYE 25-26
$107,500.00 $ - $ 107,500.00 0.00% $ -

$286,000.00 $490,529.26 $(204,529.26) -41.70% $491,233.32
$393,500.00 $490,529.26 $ (97,029.26) 19.78% $491,233.32
$393,500.00 $490,529.26 $ (97,029.26) 19.78% $491,233.32
$330,000.00 $412,970.44 $ (82,970.44) -20.09% $233,830.63
$  2,440.00 $ - $  2,440.00 0.00% $ -

$  360.00 $  550.00 $  (190.00) -3455% $  346.60
$  700.00 $ 1,100.00 $  (400.00) -36.36% $  734.55
$ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ - 0.00% $ 76,420.22
$393,500.00 $474,620.44 $ (81,120.44) 17.09% $311,332.00
$393,500.00 $474,620.44 $ (81,120.44) 17.09% $311,332.00
$ - $ 15,008.82 $ (15,008.82)  -100.00% $179,901.32




MOSQUITO ABATEMENT DISTRICT BUDGET

Income
60400 - Property Taxes Consolidated MAD
60404 - Interest Income Consolidated MAD
Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense
Consolidated Milton/GE MAD
60500 - Mosquito Abatement Services
60502 - Misc. Expenses
60503 - Contingencies
Total Consolidated Milton/GE MAD
Total Expense
Net Income

Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY - % of Change FYE 25-26
$210,000.00 $290,311.68 $(80,311.68) -27.66% $292,738.14
$ 1,320.00 $ - $ 1,320.00 0.00% $ 353.29
$211,320.00 $290,311.68 $(78,991.68) -27.21% $293,091.43
$211,320.00 $290,311.68 $(78,991.68) -27.21% $293,091.43
$210,000.00 $215,000.00 $ (5,000.00) -2.33% $216,463.00
$ 320.00 $ 825.00 $ (505.00) -61.21% $ 283.53
$ 1,000.00 $ 23,000.00 $(22,000.00) -95.65% $ -

$211,320.00 $238,825.00 $(27,505.00) -11.52% $216,746.53
$211,320.00 $238,825.00 $(27,505.00) -11.52% $216,746.53
$ - $ 51,486.68 $ (51,486.68) -100.00% $ 76,344.90




HIGHWAY BUDGET
FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES ONLY - YOY LINE ITEMS CHANGED TO REFLECT NEW COMBINED LINE ITEMS

Highway Budget 26-27 Budget 25-26 YOY % of Change FYE 25-26
Income
30000 - REVENUE (General Road Fund)

30400 - Property Taxes $ 903,810.00 $  641,000.00 $ 262,810.00 41.00% 567,356.44

30402 - Replacement Tax Revenue $ 180,669.00 $  130,000.00 $ 50,669.00 38.98% 179,506.16

30403 - Replacement Tax Paid to Village $ 54,020.03 $  (32,500.00) $ 86,520.03 -266.22% -51,988.60

30404 - Interest Income $ 4,000.00 $ 400.00 $ 3,600.00 900.00% 3,683.54

30410 - Miscellaneous Income $ 90,000.00 $ 90,000.00 $ - 0.00% 90,027.18
Total 30000 - REVENUE (General Road Fund) $ 1,232,499.03 $  828,900.00 $ 403,599.03 48.69% $ 788,584.72
32000 - REVENUE (Perm Road)

32400 - Property Tax

32402 - Perm Road Tax Obj Settlements $ (120,000.00) $ (90,000.00) $ (30,000.00) 33.33% $ (100,000.00)
32400 - Property Tax - Other $ 3,673,372.00 $ 3,400,000.00 $ 273,372.00 8.04% $ 3,448,863.51

Total 32400 - Property Tax $ 3,553,372.00 $ 3,310,000.00 $ 243,372.00 7.35% $ 3,348,863.51
Total 32000 - REVENUE (Perm Road) $ 3,553,372.00 $ 3,310,000.00 $ 243,372.00 7.35% $ 3,348,863.51
34000 - REVENUE (IMRF Fund)

34400 - Property Tax $ 40,000.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 5,000.00 14.29% $ 38,391.00
Total 34000 - REVENUE (IMRF Fund) $ 40,000.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 5,000.00 14.29% $ 38,391.00
36000 - REVENUE (Social Security)

36400 - Property Tax $ 45,000.00 $ 40,000.00 $ 5,000.00 12.50% $ 44,789.82
Total 36000 - REVENUE (Social Security) $ 45,000.00 $ 40,000.00 $ 5,000.00 12.50% $ 44,789.82
38000 - REVENUE (Insurance Fund)

38400 - Property Tax $ 110,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 10,000.00 10.00% $ 102,378.06
Total 38000 - REVENUE (Insurance Fund) $ 110,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 10,000.00 10.00% $ 102,378.06

Total Income $  4,980,871.03 $ 4,313,900.00 $ 666,971.03 15.46% $ 4,323,007.11
Expense
General Road Fund

Administrative
30500 - Salaries $ 90,000.00 $ 78,000.00 $ 12,000.00 15.38% $ 76,462.68
30502 - Health Insurance $ 210,000.00 $  190,000.00 $ 20,000.00 10.53% $ 195,028.54
30504 - Unemployment Insurance $ 3,800.00 $ 3,000.00 $ 800.00 26.67% $ 5,666.12
30511 - Information Technology (IT) $ 25,000.00 $ 3,000.00 $ 5,099.82
30514 - Publishing, Posting, & Printing $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ - 0.00% $ 12,604.99
30518 - Professional/Accounting Services $ 40,000.00 $ 40,500.00 $ (500.00) -1.23% $ 55,824.82
30522 - Telephone $ 25,000.00 $ 33,000.00 $ 30,514.83
30526 - Dues, Training, Travel $ 8,000.00 $ 5,700.00 $ 2,300.00 40.35% $ 4,605.62
30534 - Drug & Alcohol Testing $ 2,000.00 $ 1,500.00 $ 1,468.55

Total Administrative $ 418,800.00 $  369,700.00 $ 387,275.97

Maintenance Division
30617 - Recycling Event $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00
30623 - Utilities $ 12,000.00 $ 11,000.00 $ 1,000.00 9.09% $ 12,249.46
30625 - Tools: New & Rental $ 8,500.00 $ 8,500.00 $ - 0.00% $ 2,747.97
30633 - Equipment Maintenance & Supplies $ 100,000.00 $ 83,000.00 $ 17,000.00 20.48% $ 86,910.62
30638 - JULIE/CERT $ 15,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 5,000.00 50.00% $ 10,781.56
30644 - Building Maintenance & Supplies $ 70,000.00 $ 58,500.00 $ 11,500.00 19.66% $ 58,801.49
30645 - Equipment and Vehicles $ 450,000.00 $  400,000.00 $  296,149.12
30627 - Striping of Roads $ - $ 5,000.00 $ (5,000.00) -100.00% $ -
30640 - Contingencies $ - $ 4,000.00 $ (4,000.00) -100.00% $ -
30646 - Reserve for Shop/Office Replace $ - $ 1,100.00 $ (1,100.00) -100.00% $ -
30650 - Miscellaneous Expense $ - $ 435.00 $ (435.00) -100.00% $ 176.74

Total Maintenance Division $ 670,500.00 $ 596,535.00 $ 73,965.00 $ 482,816.96
Total General Road Fund $ 1,089,300.00 $  966,235.00 $ 123,065.00 $ 870,092.93
Permanent Road

32500 - Right of Way/Paving/Drainage/Curb $  2,038,132.49 $ 3,330,000.00 $ - 0.00% $ 3,676,482.86
32504 - Road Maintenance $ 180,000.00 $  200,000.00 $ (20,000.00) -10.00% $ 118,067.73
32507 - Engineering Services $ 200,000.00 $  423,600.00 $ (223,600.00) -52.79% $  322,930.47
32510 - Salaries - Maint Division $ 575,000.00 $ 520,000.00 $ 55,000.00 $ 519,751.51
32512 - Tree Removal $ 60,000.00 $ 17,000.00 $ 43,000.00 252.94% $ 17,127.00
32514 - Automotive Fuel & Oil $ 60,000.00 $ 65,000.00 $ (5,000.00) -7.69% $ 61,764.42
32516 - Salt & Calcium Chloride $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ - 0.00% $ 38,629.42
32518 - Sidewalk $ 30,000.00 $ 5,000.00 $ 25,000.00 500.00% $ 1,975.63
32520 - Road Software/Platform $ 15,000.00 $ - $ 15,000.00 0.00% $ -
Total Permanent Road $  3,208,132.49 $ 4,610,600.00 $ (1,402,467.51) $ 4,756,729.04
I.LM.R.F.

34500 - Retirement Contribution $ 5,500.00 $ 25,000.00 $ (19,500.00) -78.00% $ 7,329.05

Total .M.R.F. $ 5,500.00 $ 25,000.00 $ (19,500.00) $ 7,329.05

Social Security
36500 - Social Security & Medicare $ 50,643.00 $ 43,360.00 $ 7,283.00 16.80% $ 43,279.50




Total Social Security
Insurance Fund
38500 - T.O.I.R.M.A. (Liability & Comp)
Total Insurance Fund
Total Expense
Net Income

$ 50,643.00 $ 43,360.00 $ 7,283.00 $ 43,279.50
$ 100,000.00 $ 80,000.00 $ 20,000.00 25.00% $ 86,269.44
$ 100,000.00 $ 80,000.00 $ 20,000.00 25.00% $ 86,269.44
$  4,453,575.49 $ 5,725,195.00 $ (1,271,619.51) -22.21% $ 5,763,699.96
$ 527,295.54 $ (1,411,295.00) $ 1,938,590.54 -137.36% $ (1,440,692.85)




Govern me nl 29

"\'. v. ¢ -. U5
% °  inlllinois
S

/. \'.‘x

A Somparlsoﬁ

{),(} '\“{)

f1 Ig\_nsli '




LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN ILLINOIS:
A COMPARISON OF TOWNSHIP GOVERNMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1: Background

[llinois faces significant challenges in raising public revenue, with taxpayer concerns about high taxation
levels. A proposed constitutional amendment for a graduated income tax by the Illinois General Assembly
was rejected by voters in 2020. The level of taxation in Illinois has also been linked to net domestic
outmigration, ranking behind only California and New York. Since the 2020 census, a net 364,000
residents have moved to other states and the District of Columbia.

[llinois has the most units of local governments in the United States, totaling 6,930, a factor that some
interests have embraced as being responsible for the state’s comparatively high tax rates. This has led to
initiatives to abolish some local governments, consolidating their responsibilities into others. The targets
of these campaigns are the state’s townships, with proponents claiming that abolishment and
consolidation with other governments would reduce the tax burden. This view is referred to as the “bigger
is better” presumption.

The Township Officials of Illinois (TOI) has commissioned reports by Demographia to examine
township financial performance, both statewide and in the Chicagoland area. This report updates the
findings of the previous reports issued by TOL.

Most of the data analyzed for this report is from the Illinois State Comptroller's office for 2021.
2: Township Fiscal Performance

Each of the public services of Illinois townships and municipalities are provided exclusively to residents
within non-overlapping geographic areas, avoiding duplication of the same services. Because of their
materially differing mix of public services, direct fiscal per capita comparisons between townships and
municipalities are not valid.

Township property tax revenues have increased at a slower rate than other local governments. From 2016
(the previous Demographia report) to 2021, township property tax revenues increased by 12.9 percent,
compared to a 33.0 percent increase in municipalities and an 18.1 percent increase in special districts.
Townships generally incur lower labor costs per employee than other types of local governments in
[llinois. The salaries per employee in townships are the lowest among Illinois government types, partly
due to greater use of part-time labor. This approach leads to savings in wages, salaries, and employer-paid
benefit costs, ultimately resulting in lower tax rates for taxpayers, all else being equal.

3: Municipal Fiscal Performance by Population

This analysis indicates a strong relationship between the size (population) of municipalities and their
fiscal performance in 2021 (as was also the case in the 2016 report). Larger municipalities have higher
taxes, higher spending, and higher borrowing per capita. This contradicts the "bigger is better"
presumption. That being the case, abolition of townships and consolidation of their services into
municipalities is unlikely to improve cost effectiveness.
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Efficiency in government spending depends on securing goods and services at the lowest possible cost,
including labor. Smaller municipalities were found to rely more heavily on cost-effective part-time labor
and paid substantially lower salaries compared to their larger counterparts. Contrary to the "bigger is
better" presumption, smaller municipal governments account for a smaller percentage of statewide
municipal taxes than their population share.

4: Illinois Compared to Other States

Illinois ranks 13™ proportionately among the states in the number of local governments per million
population. Taxation levels are not driven by the size of local governments. This is exemplified by
Hawaii, that has the fewest local governments per million population, yet has higher taxation per capita..
Similarly, Maryland has the second fewest number of local governments per million population, yet has
taxation per capita nearly equal to that of Illinois. There is virtually no correlation between the number of
governments per million and taxation per capita among the states.

5: Academic Research

While theoretical studies often predict cost savings through abolishment and consolidation with other
governments, the literature on this topic often shows rising costs, and significant savings are virtually
never reported.

Studies in Illinois and other states, as well as Pennsylvania, New York, and Ohio, have shown that
smaller governments tend to maintain lower taxation, spending, and debt levels per capita than larger
ones. This undermines the “bigger is better” presumption.

6: Underlying Factors

Factors that hinder cost reductions in abolishment and consolidations include the alignment of labor costs
and service levels to those of the most expensive consolidating government and diminished political
access for residents in the resulting larger jurisdictions. Larger governments often face stronger political
pressures and may have higher costs.

7: Government Closer to the People
Larger municipal governments tend to tax, spend, and borrow more per capita. Research indicates that

township governments have slower rising costs and less expensive labor structures compared to other
types of governments.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN ILLINOIS:
CLOSER TO THE PEOPLE

1: BACKGROUND

Governments face serious challenges in raising revenues to fund their operations and infrastructure. The
public concern in Illinois about the level of taxation was perhaps most effectively indicated in the
electoral failure of a proposed constitutional amendment that would have imposed a graduated income tax
in 2020. Further, some sources indicate that the state’s recent population loss and third ranking net
domestic outmigration (movement to other states) have been influenced by Illinois tax policies.!

Between the 2020 census (April 1) and the 2023 US Census Bureau population estimates (July 1), a net
364,000 Illinoisans moved to other states. Only California and New York suffered larger losses in net
domestic migration.?

As of 2022, the population of Illinois, per the US Census Bureau, was 12.8 million.* The Chicagoland
area had 65.7 percent of the population with 8.3 million residents. More than two-thirds of the
Chicagoland population is in the suburbs (5.6 million), while the city of Chicago has slightly less than
one-third, at 2.7 million. Downstate has 34.3 percent of the state population, at 4.3 million (Figure 1).
Downstate’s population now exceeds that of the city of Chicago by more than 60 percent.

Chicago, Chicagoland Suburbs & Downstate
POPULATION & SHARE OF ILLINOIS: 2022

City of Chicago

2,665,000
21.2%
Suburban
Chicagoland
(Outside City of
Chicago)
5,597,000
44.5%
Downstate
4,320,000
34.3%
Source: US Census Bureau Figure 1

! Tax Foundation (November 7, 2023, “How do taxes affect interstate migration,”
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/state/taxes-affect-state-migration-trends-
2023/#:~:text=More%20Americans%20Moved%20t0%20States,tax%20competitiveness%20and%20net%20migrati
on.

2 US Census Bureau 2023 population estimates.

3 Populations below the state level have not been reported for 2023, so that the Census Bureau 2022 estimates are
used.
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Governments in Illinois

Recently released US Census of Governments data for 2022 indicates that Illinois has the most local
government units of any state, with 6,930.* There are 3,218 special districts, ranging in size from the
Chicago Transit Authority, the Regional Transit Authority and the Metropolitan Water Reclamation
District of Greater Chicago to smaller authorities, such as drainage districts, housing authorities, park
districts, sanitary districts, water districts, etc. (Figure 2). Illinois has the most special districts of any
state. Illinois also has the highest number of municipalities (cities, towns and villages) at 1,295. The state
ranks third in the number of independent school districts, behind California and Texas, with 890, Illinois
also ranks third in the number of township governments, with 1,425,> behind Minnesota (1,779) and
Pennsylvania (1,546).

These high numbers of local governments in the state seem indicative of an effectively operating local
democracy, in which government is closer to the people.

Number of Local Governments in lllinois
2022

Municipalities
1,295
18.7%

Townships
1,425
20.6%

Counties
102
1.5%
Independent
School Districts
890
12.8% Special Districts
3,218
46.4%
Source: US Census Bureau Figure 2

This level of local democracy has led some to advocate abolishment of some governments and
consolidation of their functions into others. A principal purpose of these consolidation initiatives is to
reduce taxation, under the popular and long held belief that “bigger is better” in local government.
Despite the popularity of this position, the evidence shows the opposite, that larger local governments
tend to tax and spend more per capita. In effect, governments that tend to tax and spend less per capita
tend also to be smaller, and closer to the people.

4 United States Census of Governments, 2022
5 The Township Officials of Illinois database indicates a township count of 1,426 as of 2024.
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Assertions that larger government units are inherently more cost-effective per person (per capita) than
smaller units are generally little more than theoretical - before consolidation or abolishment. Post-
consolidation evaluations are rare. Moreover analysis of local government performance by size
(population) usually reveals larger governments to be much more costly in a variety of measures (Section
5).

In Illinois, townships have been the object of repeated proposals for abolishment and consolidation.
Advocates assume that the services provided by townships can be seamlessly absorbed by other
government units, resulting in cost savings for taxpayers.

In response, the Township Officials of Illinois commissioned Demographia (Wendell Cox Consultancy)
to conduct a review. The resulting policy report, (2016) "Townships and Local Democracy in Illinois: A
Report to the People," found that larger municipalities (measured by population) in Illinois tended to be
more costly per capita than smaller ones. Moreover, the report indicated that available indicators of
financial performance between townships and other local government units were positive. Another report
examined the Chicagoland area, and made similar findings (“Local Democracy and Townships in the
Chicagoland Area”).

These reports were updated in 2016, in “Local Government Efficiency and Size in Illinois, Counting Tax
Revenues, Not Governments.” The 2016 report examined municipal data in the state by population size,
as well as in Chicagoland and Downstate. It concluded that larger municipal governments tend have
higher taxes and debt levels per capita. It further concluded that township governments have lower labor
costs and taxes that were rising more slowly than other local government types.

This 2024 report analyzes the fiscal performance of “sub-county general purpose governments” as
defined by the United States Census Bureau (municipalities and townships). The report offers a
comparative evaluation of township financial performance relative to other forms of government in
[llinois, using the latest data available from 2021, sourced from the state of Illinois Comptroller's Office.
It is supplemented by data from the US Bureau of the Census and other primary sources. The conclusions
of this report confirm those of the earlier reports.

2: TOWNSHIP FISCAL PERFORMANCE

[llinois townships are sub-county units of governments, in contrast to municipalities (which include cities,
towns and villages) are incorporated under state law and perform most local government services.
Township responsibilities are discussed in Box 1 (About Townships in Illinois).

Each of the public services of Illinois townships and municipalities are provided exclusively to residents
within non-overlapping geographic areas, avoiding duplication of the same services. Because of their
materially differing mix of public services, direct fiscal per capita comparisons between townships and
municipalities are not valid.

Property Tax Revenue Trend

Township property taxation indicates a positive trend compared to other types of local government.
Township property tax revenues increased between 2014 (the data referenced in the 2016 Demographia
report) and 2021 by 12.9 percent, compared to 33.0 percent in municipalities and 18.1 percent in special
districts (Figure 3).
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Box 1
About Townships in Illinois

Township government, established in Providence, Rhode Island in 1636, is the oldest existing unit of
government continuing to serve on the North American continent. Township government was in
existence for 140 years prior to the signing of the Declaration of Independence in 1776. The wording of
the Declaration of Independence reflects the fact that 38 of its 56 signers had experienced the benefits
of township government.

The Declaration's statement that "government should derive its just powers from the consent of the
governed" is demonstrated at the Annual Town Meeting held on the second Tuesday of each April. The
Annual Town Meeting is still an important function of our nation's 17,000 townships after more than
360 years. The Illinois Constitution of 1848 gave voters in each county the opportunity to adopt
Township Government. By 1850, the first township governments began operation. Today, 85 of Illinois
102 counties operate under the township form of government and the 1,426 townships serve more than
8 million citizens.

Functions of Illinois Townships

By law, Illinois townships are charged with three basic functions: 1) general assistance for the indigent;
2) the assessment of real property for the basis of local taxation; and 3) maintenance of all roads and
bridges outside federal, state, and other local jurisdiction.

Road and Bridge Maintenance

Township Government maintains over 71,000 miles of roads in Illinois - a full 53 percent of all
thoroughfares in the state.

General Assistance

Townships provide food, shelter and emergency relief for needy people until they are able to support
themselves. Many townships in Illinois operate food banks that guarantee the necessities of life for
children.

Property Assessment

Townships establish the value of all real property in the township. The township assessor, in fact, is the
only elected governmental official who must pass approved courses of instruction before standing for
election to office.

Other Services

Beyond the three mandated services, Township Government provides other vital services to the people
next door. This may include senior citizens programs, youth programs, assistance to the disabled, parks
and recreational facilities, health services and cemetery maintenance. In this regard, township
government serves its neighbors from the cradle to the grave.

Copyright © 2024 Township Officials of Illinois. All Rights Reserved.
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Property Tax Revenue Trend: 2014-2021
ILLINOIS: BY TYPE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
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From: lllinois Comptroller data. Figure 3

Employee Compensation by Type of Government

Townships have generally lower labor costs than other categories of Illinois local governments. In 2022,
the highest average full-time salaries were in municipalities, at an annual rate of $90,500 followed by the
state, at $83,100. Municipal full-time salaries were 77 percent higher than that of townships, which were
the lowest, at $51,200. County full-time salaries were approximately 30 percent higher than township
salaries, at $73,100. Special District average full-time salaries were $76,700, 50 percent above township
salaries. School district salaries were about 30 percent higher than township full-time salaries, with an
average of $67,100 (Figure 4).

Townships have the lowest average salaries per employee (full-time and part-time) among the types of
Illinois governments (Figure 5).

This lower township figure is driven by the greater use of part-time labor. This not only results in savings
on wages and salaries but also reduces employer paid fringe benefit costs. Wherever costs are minimized,
in capital, materials or labor, taxpayers are best served, all else equal (Figure 6).
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Average Salary by Type of Government

ILLINOIS: FULL TIME EMPLOYEES: 2022
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Average Salary by Type of Government
ILLINOIS: PART TIME & FULL TIME EMPLOYEES: 2022
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Part Time Employment
SHARE OF TOTAL EMPLOYMENT: 2022
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3: MUNICIPAL FISCAL PERFORMANCE BY POPULATION

The abolition of townships would involve consolidation of their functions principally in municipalities,
which proponents contend would save taxpayers money. The reality is, however, that larger
municipalities generally have higher taxes than smaller municipalities, and they are able to incur more
debt.

This section analyzes the relationship between municipal population categories and fiscal performance in
[llinois. The data is from the Illinois State Comptroller's office for 2021 (reported as of October 1, 2023),
and includes 1,193 municipalities. Statewide data is also provided for the six county Chicagoland area
(Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will counties) and Downstate (balance of the state). Financial
data is presented in medians, the middle point in each category, rather than the average. This reduces the
upward skewing of values that can result from averages.

Local Taxation per Capita

Local taxation per capita tends to exhibit a “stairstep” relationship, with larger jurisdictions, measured by
population, generally exhibiting higher local taxes per capita.

The smallest municipalities (under 2,500 residents) have the lowest median local tax revenues of $127 per
capita (Figure 7). This rises to $289 in the second smallest category (2,500 to 4,999 residents). Median
local taxation generally rises through the population categories to $768 annually in the second largest
category (100,000 to 249,999 population). The largest category, which includes only the city of Chicago,
had median per capita local tax revenues of $1,943 annually. This is 15 times the $127 in the smallest
population category. This population category includes only the city of Chicago, which at 2.7 million
residents, is about 15 times as large as the second most populous municipality (the city of Aurora, with
180,000 residents).
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Excluding the highest population category (city of Chicago), the highest local taxation per capita was in
the 100,000 to 249,999 population category, with its $768 per capita, 6.0 times that of the smallest
population category.

The stairstep relationship is generally evident both in the Chicagoland area and Downstate (Figure 8). In
Chicagoland, median municipal taxation per capita ranges from $357 in the smallest population category
to $1,943 in the largest, 5.5 times that of the smallest population category. Among municipalities from
50,000 to 99,999 and 100,000 to 249,999 population, municipal taxation was over $750 per capita, nearly
six times the level of the smallest population category.

Downstate, the range is from $124 in per capita municipal taxation in the under 2,500 population category
to $808 in the 50,000 to 99,999 category. This is approximately six times that of the smallest population
category.

Median Local Taxation per Capita
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2021 BY POPULATION
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Combined State and Local Tax Support per Capita

Higher combined state and local tax support per capita is associated with higher municipal population,
again generally in a stairstep relationship. The lowest median municipal state and local tax support is in
the smallest population category (under 2,500 residents), at $437 (Figure 9) to $705 in the second
smallest category (2,500 to 4,999 residents). The highest median state and local tax support is in the most
populous category (250,000 and over), at $2,426.

The highest population category (250,000 and over) had median municipal state and local tax support 5.6
times that of the smallest population category (under 2,500). Excluding the city of Chicago, the largest
population categories (over 50,000) had median municipal state and local tax support 2.9 times that of the
smallest population category.

Local Government in Illinois: A Comparison of Township Government Page 10



Median Local & State Tax Support per Capita
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2021 BY POPULATION
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The stairstep relationship is evident both in the Chicagoland area and Downstate. In Chicagoland, median
state and local tax support per capita ranges from $694 in the smallest population category to $2,426 in
the largest, 3.5 times that of the smallest population category (Figure 10). Among municipalities from
50,000 to 99,999 and 100,000 to 249,999 population, state and local tax support was approximately
$1,250, 1.8 times that of the smallest population category.

Among Downstate municipalities, the range is from $435 per capita in the under 2,500 population
category to between $1,225 and $1,245 in the 25,000 to 49,999, 50,000 to 99,999 and the 100,000 to
249,999 categories, nearly triple that of the smallest population category.

General Expenditures per Capita

General fund expenditures (General expenditures) per capita also exhibited a stairstep relationship. The
lowest general expenditures were in the under 2,500 population category, at $360 per capita (Figure 11).
This rises to $532 in the 2,500 to 4,999 population category. The largest population category (250,000
and over) had the highest municipal expenditures at $1,737 per capita, 4.8 times that of the smallest
population category.

Excluding the city of Chicago, the highest per capita municipal expenditures were in the 100,000 to
249,999 population category, at $1,096, three times that of the smallest population category.

As with the measures of taxation, there was a strong association between higher median expenditures per
capita and larger units of government statewide in both Chicagoland and Downstate (Figure 12).
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Median Local & State Tax Support per Capita
CHICAGO & DOWNSTATE MUNICIPALITIES BY POP.
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In Chicagoland, the range in municipal taxation per capita was from $735 in the under 2,500 population
category, to $1,737 in the most populous category (Chicago). The largest population category had
expenditures per capita 2.4 times that of the smallest population category. Outside of Chicago, the highest
median municipal expenditure level was $1,096 per capita, in the 100,000 to 249,999 population
category, 1.5 times that of the lowest population category.

Downstate, the range in municipal taxation per capita was from $354 in the smallest population category
to $1,077 in the 100,000 to 249,999 population category, 3.0 times that of the smallest population
category.

Debt per Capita

The debt levels also generally illustrated a stairstep relationship. The smallest municipal categories
exhibit the lowest debt levels with the smallest population categories (Under 2,500 and 2,500 to 4,000)
having zero ($0) debt (Figure 13).

In the 5,000 to 9,999 population category, municipal debt was $72 per capita. Municipal debt per capita
was highest in the highest population category (Chicago), at $7,572 per capita. The highest debt per capita
other than Chicago was in the 50,000 to 99,999 population category, at $807 per capita.

In Chicagoland, the median debt level per capita was zero ($0) in the municipal population categories
with fewer than 5,000 residents (Figure 14). Municipalities from 5,000 to 9,999 population had debt per
capita of $144, rising to $7,572 in Chicago. Among the Chicagoland municipalities outside the city of
Chicago, the highest debt per capita was in the 50,000 to 99,999 population category, at $877.
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Median General Expenditures per Capita
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2021 BY POPULATION
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Median General Expenditures per Capita
CHICAGO & DOWNSTATE MUNICIPALITIES: 2021 BY POP.
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Downstate, the population categories under 5,000 had median debt per capita of zero ($0). The debt per
capita in the 5,000 to 9,999 population category was $10. The highest Downstate municipal debt per
capita was $1,059 in the 100,000 to 249,999 population category.
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Median Debt per Capita: 2021
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2021 BY POPULATION
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This section has shown that larger municipalities have higher taxes per capita, spend more per capita, and
have more debt per capita than smaller municipalities. This relationship is evident both in Chicagoland
and Downstate.
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Labor Indicators

Efficient public administration requires that governments purchase goods and services at no more than the
market rate, including labor. US Census Bureau estimates indicate that wages and salaries accounted for
approximately 36 percent of gross annual Illinois local government expenditures in 2022. This does not
include fringe benefits (employer paid benefits). If the national state and local government fringe benefit
rate (37.8 percent) is applied to Illinois municipal government employee compensation would account for
50 percent of total expenditures.®

Employee Compensation: Median municipal salaries also exhibit a stairstep relationship, with higher
values in the higher population categories.

The lowest median municipal annual full-time salaries are observed in the smallest population category
(under 2,500 residents), averaging approximately $49,300 annually. The highest municipal full-time
salaries are in the largest population category, (Chicago) at $98,800 (Figure 15).

In Chicagoland, the lowest full-time annual salaries are in the smallest population category (under 2,500),
at $71,800 (Figure 16). The highest full-time salaries are in the 100,000 to 249,999 population category,
at $104,800.

Downstate, the lowest median full-time annual salaries were in the smallest population category, at
$48,600, while the highest were in the top population category (50,000 to 99,999), at $87,700.

Median Full-Time Annual Salary Per Employee
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2022 BY POPULATION
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¢ Calculated from US Census Bureau government finance database and US Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis data.
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Median Full-Time Annual Salary Per Employee
CHICAGO & DOWNSTATE MUNICIPALITIES BY POPULATION
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Full-Time and Part-Time Employment: The use of part-time labor is common practice in many Illinois
municipal governments. Part-time employment can be more cost effective and is more prevalent in
smaller municipalities, undermining the notion that "bigger is better." This metric also reveals a stairstep
relationship, though it is reverse - lower use of part time labor is associated with smaller governments.

Among the smallest municipalities (with fewer than 2,500 residents), approximately 88 percent of
employees work part-time. In the next population category (2,500 to 4,999 residents), part-time
employment accounts for around 52 percent of total employment. The lowest prevalence of part-time
employment is in municipalities with 100,000 to 249,999 population, at 3.8 percent. In the largest
population category (the city of Chicago), part time employment is at 4.0 percent (Figure 17).

In Chicagoland and Downstate, higher rates of part-time employment are associated with smaller
municipalities (Figure 18). In Chicagoland, the highest part-time employee rate is in the smallest
population category (under 2,500) at 82 percent, while the lowest is in the largest population category
(250,000 and over) at 4.0 percent.

Downstate, the highest part-time employee rate is in the smallest population category (under 2,500) at 88
percent, while the lowest is in the largest population category (100,000 to 249,999) at 3.4 percent.

Municipal Financial Performance: The State Context

Outside of the city of Chicago, all of the municipal population size categories collect a smaller percentage
of statewide municipal tax revenues than their share of population. Chicago accounts for more than 51
percent of the local taxes collected in the state, despite having only 26 percent of the state population
(Figure 19).
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A similar conclusion is drawn from the data on state and local tax support (Figure 20). The state and local
tax support of municipalities is in the largest population category (Chicago) is 42 percent of the state total,
significantly greater than Chicago’s 26 percent of the state population. In all other population categories,
the percentage state and local tax support to municipalities is less than their corresponding population.

Part Time Employee Share of Staff

Median Annual Salary

Part Time Employment
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Part Time Employment
CHICAGO & DOWNSTATE MUNICIPALITIES BY POP.

100% =
90% § 8 Chicagoland 6-County | ——
o
80% Downstate
70% -
=
60% - >
0 ?\‘ P
50% -f 0 -
40% - - C < EN
30% : : 3 = 5 %
20% - : g H o L3 .
A E o =2
10% 1 1 | | | N %S
™ <+ o
0% T T T T e 1
Under  2500- 5,000- 10,000- 25,000- 50,000- 100,000- 250,000+
2,500 4,999 9,999 24999 49,999 99,999 249,999 (Chicago)
From: llinois Comptroller data. Figure 18

Local Government in Illinois: A Comparison of Township Government Page 17



Local Tax Share v. Population Share
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2021
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State & Local Tax Share v. Population Share
ILLINOIS MUNICIPALITIES: 2022
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As noted above, there is a predominantly stairstep relationship between the population of municipalities
in Illinois and their less effective financial performance per capita. The data shows that smaller
municipalities, rather than larger municipalities, tax less per capita, spend less per capita and borrow less
per capita, while their labor costs are lower.

All of this is contrary to the contention that “bigger is better” in municipal fiscal performance.
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4: ILLINOIS COMPARED TO OTHER STATES

The presumption that more efficient local government is associated with higher taxation is not only
refuted by Illinois data (Section 3) but also by data from the other states.

While Illinois has the most state and local governments, proportional adjustment for its large population

drops its rank to 13", at 545 governments per million population (Table: Comparing Local Taxes and

Spending Between States: Caveats). Various observations undermine the premise that a larger number of
local governments are associated with higher taxation.

e Hawaii has the fewest local governments per million population among the states, with only
15. Notably, Hawaii lacks municipalities, relying solely on counties as the only local general-

purpose level of government as well as on the state. Moreover, Hawaii has no independent

school districts, with elementary and secondary education administered by the Hawaii State

Department of Education. Despite having 97 percent fewer local governments per million

population than Illinois, Hawaii has Aigher per capita state and local taxation. This is
inconsistent with the “bigger is better” presumption that more governments is associated with

greater taxation.

Table
Governments per Million Residents Compared to State & Local Taxation: 2021
Taxation per Govts/1m Taxation per ~ Govts/1m
State Capita  Population  Rank State Capita  Population Rank
1 New York $ 10,331 174 34 26 Indiana $ 5,361 387 20
2 Connecticut $ 9,424 172 35 27 Ohio $ 5,343 331 25
3 California $ 9,217 114 42 28 Wyoming $ 5,204 1,370 3
4 New Jersey $ 8,305 144 36 29 New Mexico $ 5175 479 17
5 Massachusetts $ 8,107 123 40 30 Nevada $ 5,106 60 47
6 Hawaii $ 7,756 15 50 31 Montana $ 5,103 1,108 7
7 Vermont $ 7,528 1,127 6 32 Michigan $ 4,980 285 28
8 Minnesota $ 7457 638 8 33 North Carolina $ 4,889 92 44
9 lllinois $ 7,350 545 13 34 Texas $ 4,861 181 33
10 Maryland $ 7,242 56 49 35 Arkansas $ 4,857 509 16
11 North Dakota $ 7,012 3,424 1 36 Louisiana $ 4,835 112 43
12 Maine $ 6,791 606 12 37 West Virginia $ 4,697 365 22
13 Delaware $ 6,717 332 24 38 Kentucky $ 4,674 293 27
14 Washington $ 6,663 245 29 39 South Dakota $ 4,655 2,138 2
15 Rhode Island $ 6,488 118 41 40 Arizona $ 4,640 9N 45
16 Oregon $ 6,485 355 23 41 Missouri $ 4,638 611 10
17 Colorado $ 6,404 540 14 42 I|daho $ 4,582 614 9
18 Nebraska $ 6,353 1,293 4 43 Georgia $ 4,578 128 39
19 Pennsylvania $ 6,255 371 21 44 Oklahoma $ 4,465 459 18
20 Virginia $ 6,187 60 48 45 Mississippi $ 4,441 329 26
21 Kansas $ 5,944 1,291 5 46 South Carolina $ 4,413 129 38
22 lowa $ 5,928 607 11 47 Florida $ 4,381 78 46
23 Wisconsin $ 5,705 527 15 48 Tennessee $ 4,259 130 37
24 Utah $ 5,652 185 32 49 Alabama $ 4,237 237 3
25 New Hampshire $ 5,409 390 19 50 Alaska $ 4,189 244 30
50 States $ 6,320 272
Sorted by taxation per capita
Source: Derived from Census Bureau data.
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e Maryland has the second smallest number of local governments per million population, with
only 56, barely one tenth that of Illinois. Yet, Maryland’s state and local taxation per million
residents is only 1.5 percent below that of Illinois. For a state with such a small number of
local governments to virtually equal the taxation per million residents of Illinois undermines
the “bigger is better” presumption that more governments is associated with greater taxation.

o There are eight states with higher taxation per capita than Illinois. Six of these eight states
have fewer governments per million residents. This is inconsistent with the “bigger is better”
presumption that more governments is associated with greater taxation.

e Among the 12 states with a larger number of state and local governments per million residents
than Illinois, two exhibit higher state and local taxation rates, whereas 10 have lower state
and local taxation per million population than Illinois. This is inconsistent with the “bigger is
better” presumption that more governments is associated with greater taxation.

Indeed, there is virtually no correlation between the number of governments per million residents and
state and local per capita taxation, with a correlation coefficient of 0.002 on a scale ranging from minus
1.000 (maximum negative correlation) to plus 1.000 (maximum positive correlation)

Finally, because of differences in the mix of state and local government responsibility between the
states, comparison of taxation must be at the state and local level, rather than state to state or local to
local (Box 2).

5: ACADEMIC RESEARCH

Various academic studies have concluded that local government abolishments and consolidations result in
lower taxes and spending. However, the genuine effects of local government abolishments and
consolidations become apparent only after their implementation. Such evaluations are rare, and the
spending reductions promised are usually not achieved.

For example:

Economist Elinor Ostrum, in her Nobel Prize acceptance lecture for work in economic governance
(2009), criticized the focus on the number of government agencies rather than understanding why they
were created and how they performed. In her Nobel Prize lecture, she lamented that: “The changes
recommended are presumed to lead to the postulated consequences without need for empirical
investigation of the relationships involved.”

The Toronto municipal consolidation (the largest in North American history except for the 1898 New
York City consolidation) illustrates how projections of savings can turn into higher costs. Harvey
Schwartz, an economics professor at the University of York (Canada) reported that huge cost savings
were predicted by the government of Ontario, which forced the consolidation. Instead, costs rose.’
According to the Toronto Business Alliance, a central city business association:

The consolidation of the City of Toronto has not produced the overall cost savings that were
projected. Although there have been savings from staff reductions, the harmonization of wages

" Harvey Schwartz, “Toronto: Trouble in the Megacity facing a financial crisis in
2010”https://policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines/after-copenhagen/toronto-trouble-in-the-megacity-facing-a-financial-
crisis-in-2010/
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and service levels has resulted in higher costs for the new City. We will all continue to feel these
higher costs in the future.®

Box 2:
Comparing Local Taxes and Spending Between States: Caveats

Interstate fiscal analyses often compare local taxation between states. However, interstate local or state
comparisons can be inherently invalid, because of the substantial variation in functions performed by
the two levels of government. Some states rely on local taxation more than others (Figure 21).

e The median local government taxation per capita among the states is 37.3 percent of
combined state and local tax revenue, and 62.7 percent state taxation. Local tax revenues
range from only 15.8 percent of total state and local taxation in Delaware to 65.7 percent in
Alaska. There is a range of 4.2 times between the highest and lowest taxed states. In Illinois,
40.4 percent of state and local tax revenue is from local taxes.

e The median local direct expenditures per capita among the states is 48.9 percent the combined
state and local direct expenditures, leaving 51.1 percent at the state level. Local direct
expenditures range from only 24.6 percent of combined state and local expenditures in
Hawaii to 60.7 percent in Nebraska. There is a range of 2.5 times between the highest and
lowest states in direct expenditures per capita. In Illinois, 51.1 percent of combined state and
local tax expenditures are at the local government level.
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8 Toronto City Summit Alliance, Enough Talk: An Action Plan for the Toronto Region, April 2003;
http://www.torontoalliance.ca/docs/TCSA_report.pdf, accessed April 14, 2007.
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In an academic review conducted for the Michigan Senate, economist Eric Scorsone pointed out a
common trend where the actual outcomes often fall short of the pre-consolidation and abolition
expectations. Scorsone found that: ... there is no clear relationship between spending per capita and total
number of local governments or number of persons per local government at the national level. He made a
similar conclusion with respect to Midwestern states. Scorsone found that: the evidence seems to point to
the fact that a policy of local government consolidation may not be effective in reducing or slowing the
growth rate of governmental costs.’

A review of consolidation literature prepared by Mark Holzer at Rutgers University for the State of New
Jersey Local Unit Alignment, Reorganization and Consolidation Commission indicates that "cost savings
are not assured," and that "most consolidations fail." '

Nelson Wikstrom at Virginia Commonwealth University assessed that metropolitan government
consolidation was “rather tired, weak and unimpressive” and such proposals have rarely been
implemented. This has “demonstrated the wisdom of the electorate, as manifested by its general negative
political behavior toward reform proposals, exceeded the perception of scholars of urban government.”!!

Governance expert Robert Bish, from the University of Victoria (Canada), emphasized that the ultimate
measure of local government efficiency is their relative expenditures per capita for quality public
services, not a count of jurisdictions or taxing districts.

A US National Research Council study indicated: There is general agreement that consolidation has not
reduced costs (as indicated by some reform advocates) and, in fact, may have even increased total local
expenditures.'? Relying on prospective studies to market abolition and consolidation proposals tends to be
spurious, confusing announcement of a policy goal with achievement.

Sometimes higher level governments have established incentives for abolition and consolidation. This
practice can distort decision making and result in less optimal outcomes.'* The fundamental problem with
such incentives is that they are based on the usually unreliable “bigger-is-better” presumption.

Efficiency and Larger Local Governments: Research in Four U.S. States

Over the past 15 years, there have been proposals in at least four U.S. states (including Illinois) to either
compel or strongly encourage local government abolishmen and consolidations. The primary goal has
been to enhance efficiency, with proponents contending that the multiplicity of local governments results
in higher spending levels and higher taxes, and that reducing the number of governments would lower
taxes and spending.

These four states rank in the top 10 in the number of local government units, including Illinois (#1 in
number of governments), Pennsylvania (#3), Ohio (#5), and New York (#9).

9 Scorsone, 2010.

19 Marc Holzer, Literature Review and Analysis Related to Municipal Government Consolidation, State of New
Jersey, Local Unit Alignment, Reorganization, and Consolidation Commission, 2009.
nj.gov/dca/affiliates/luarcc/pdf/final consolidation report.pdf.

' Nelson Wikstrom (1978) " A Reassessment Metropolitan Governmental Consolidation," Growth and Change
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/].1468-2257.1978.tb00353.x

12 Alan Altshuler and William Morrill and the Committee on Improving the Future of U.S. Cities Through Improved
Metropolitan Area Governance, Governance and Opportunity in Metropolitan America, National Research Council.
13 Oakerson, Governing local public economies.
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Supporters of consolidation generally claimed that there would substantial savings, however cited
theoretical “before the fact” evidence, rather than actual “after-the-fact” reality.

In response to these initiatives, Demographia was commissioned to produce reports analyzing
Pennsylvania, New York, Ohio and Illinois (with both statewide and Chicago metropolitan area
reports).* Each of these reports tested the presumption that larger units of government were more
efficient, with lower taxation and lower expenditure levels per capita. However, in each case, the opposite
was observed: lower levels of taxation, spending and debt per capita were associated with smaller
governments. This trend was consistent with analyses of municipality data in the United States Census
Bureau database.

In Ohio, a well-financed campaign had claimed that small local governance structure "creates a staggering
array of costs” and implied that this reality led to a “trade-off” between the “desire of citizens for more
accessible and responsive governments” (smaller governments). Yet, with more than 2,200 local general
purpose governments (municipalities and townships), expenditures were considerably less in the smaller
population categories.

Two of the states, Pennsylvania'® and Ohio,'¢ have established programs to identify and assist local
governments that become financially distressed. In both states,the incidence of financial distress
(measured relative to the number of governments in population categories) is the lowest among smaller
governments and rises to the highest among larger governments.In contrast, both of these states have
seen their largest municipalities in financial distress, nearing or entering bankruptcy (Philadelphia,
Cleveland and Pittsburgh).

6: UNDERLYING FACTORS

The following factors make it particularly difficult for abolitions and consolidations to reduce taxes and
spending.!”

Aligning Labor Costs and Service Levels

Government consolidations can result in increased costs due to the necessary alignment of labor costs
with the structure of the most expensive consolidating government. Given that labor compensation
constitutes the largest portion of local government expenditure, this "leveling up" can significantly inflate
overall expenses.

4 Wendell Cox, Growth, Economic Development and Local Government Structure in Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania
Association of Township Supervisors, 2005. http://demographia.com/localgovtPA.pdf, Wendell Cox, Government
Efficiency: The Case for Local Control, Association of Towns of the State of New York,
http://www.nyassessor.com/Portals/3/documents/caseforlocalgovernment.pdf, 2008, Wendell Cox, Local
Democracy in Ohio: A Review of City, Village and Township Performance by Size, Ohio Township Association,
2012.

15 Demographia, Policy Analysis: The Pennsylvania Distressed Municipalities Program (Act 47),
http://www.demographia.com/db-distress.pdf, 2011.

16 Cox, 2012, Local Democracy in Ohio.

17 This section is partially adapted from our report entitled Local Democracy and Townships in the Chicagoland
Area (http://demographia.com/IL-CoxChicagolandReport.pdf), prepared for the Township Officials of Illinois and
Local Democracy in Ohio: Review of City, Village and Township Financial Performance by Size

(http://www.ohiotownships.org/sites/default/files/Report.pdf prepared for the Ohio Township Association), prepared
for the Ohio Township Association.
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In their Marion County (Indianapolis) Consolidation Study Commission and the Indiana General
Assembly research, Staley, et al found: '*

In general, it is uncommon (although not impossible) for operating costs to decrease—due
primarily to the “leveling up” of salaries and benefits. As local governments with differing
compensation structures are consolidated, salaries and benefits are often standardized at the
higher level.

Additionally, there is a tendency to elevate service levels to match those of the jurisdiction with the
highest standards, further contributing to heightened costs.

Finally, there are inevitably “transition costs” that are necessary to move services from one government to
another. These can be substantial, as the Toronto consolidation showed (above).

Diminished Political Access for Residents

Smaller local governments, while inherently more efficient, owe their effectiveness to being more under
the direct influence of their local electorate. By definition, smaller local governments are closer to the
people, which results in greater voter access, all else equal. The accessibility of these governments to
taxpayers acts as a check against undue influence from special interests seeking elevated spending levels.
Officials in smaller jurisdictions can oversee financial performance and public service delivery more
directly, minimizing reliance on professional staff not directly accountable to voters.

Larger Governments and Political Realities

Larger jurisdictions can face much more difficult political pressures than those with smaller populations.
Political interests (sometimes called special interests, which more often than not seek higher levels of
expenditure) may be more powerful in larger governments, making it more difficult for elected officials to
maintain sufficient fiscal control.

As spending levels rise, there is likely to be pressure to limit tax increases and to seek further funding
from higher levels of debt, as is indicated above in their greater borrowing per capita in larger
municipalities.

The next step may occur where, for legal or political reasons, a larger jurisdiction may not be able to
enact higher taxes or incur further debt, may look to consolidation with nearby jurisdictions to obtain
taxing and borrowing capacity. This would force taxpayers newly merged to “bail out” out the surviving,
especially high cost local government. This could permit the jurisdiction to begin another tax-debt-
consolidation cycle.

Part of the problem may be that larger municipalities choose to provide more services than smaller
municipalities. That may be an indication of the democratic preference of residents, or could indicate a
disproportionate influence of larger administrative staffs on municipal decision making.

Improbability of Savings

The practicalities of governance, politics and labor relations outlined above make it improbable for the
abolishment of local government units to result in savings. Moreover, the relatively lower cost structures

18 Samuel R. Staley, Dagney Faulk, Suzanne M. Leland and D. Eric Shansberg, 2005.
http://www.state.in.us/legislative/interim/committee/2005/committees/prelim/MCCCO02.pdf,
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of Illinois townships relative to other governments make it unlikely that transferring services to other
local governments would yield savings.
7: GOVERNMENT CLOSER TO THE PEOPLE

The following conclusions are drawn from the analysis above:

(1) Larger municipal governments (categorized by population) continue to tax more, spend more, and
borrow more per capita than smaller municipal governments. This “stairstep” relationship is an
indication that consolidation and abolishment, which would lead to larger local government units, is
likely to increase taxes and spending per capita. This is the opposite of the “bigger is better” theory of
local government finance.

(2) Labor costs are often the largest expenditure category in local governments. Larger municipal
governments tend to have higher annual full-time salaries than smaller municipal governments.
Further larger municipal governments rely substantially less on part-time labor, which reduces their
labor costs significantly.

(3) The available comparative indicators show that township governments have property taxes that are
rising more slowly than other Illinois local governments. Further township labor expenses per
employee are the lowest of any local government type in the state. These are indications that
abolishment of townships in Illinois is unlikely to lead to lower taxes and expenditures. It could rather
lead to higher taxes and expenditures, because the governments into which their services would be
consolidated have higher cost structures.

(4) Township debt per capita is generally lower than that found in other forms of government within
[linois. If townships were to be abolished and consolidated into municipal governments, it is
probable that debt levels would increase. This is because municipal governments tend to depend more
on borrowing.

(5) A national analysis indicates that there is virtually no correlation between the number of local
government units in a state per million residents and taxation per capita. For example, Hawaii has the
least number of local governments per million, 97 percent fewer than in Illinois. Yet, Hawaii has
higher taxation per capita than Illinois.

(6) Academic research has often favored abolition and consolidation of local governments. Yet, this
research is characterized by prospective analysis - expectations of lower taxes and spending that
would occur at implementation. Indeed most abolition and consolidation proposals are not
implemented. Among those that are implemented, actual abolition and consolidation is dominated by
failures relative to expectations, as projected tax and spending reductions usually do not occur.

(7) This Illinois research mirrors the conclusions of previous research in Pennsylvania, New York and
Ohio, as well as two previous Illinois reports. Smaller governments tax, spend and borrow less than
larger governments per capita.

(8) Alignment of labor costs and less direct oversight by elected officials in larger jurisdictions make it
unlikely that consolidation and abolition would lead to lower local government costs. Similarly,
transferring services from the generally lower cost townships could result in higher costs.

Overall, the evidence indicates that local government consolidation and abolishments have virtually no
potential to improve local government fiscal performance. This is because such strategies are generally
associated with higher taxes per capita, sigher spending per capita and greater debt per capita.
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Government of the people, by the people and for the people is

government that is closer to the people.
Paraphrased from Abraham Lincoln, Gettysburg Address

For additional resources on Township Government please visit toi.org.

This report is provided as a resource to highlight the efficiencies provided to local government through
township government. Please contact our office if you have any questions. (217) 744-2212.

ga?ﬁ(’aust.__.

Jerry Crabtree
Execuitve Director
Township Officials of Illinois
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MILTON TOWNSHIP
RESOLUTION NO. 2026-R-00

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING TOWNSHIP ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS

WHEREAS, Milton Township (“Township”) is an Illinois Township existing and
operating pursuant to the Illinois Township Code, 60 ILCS 1/1-1 et seq.; and

WHEREAS, the Trustees of the Township (hereinafter “Town Board”) constitute the
governing authority for the Township and possess full power and authority to approve and pass all
ordinances, resolutions, rules and regulations necessary for carrying into effect the objects for
which the Township was formed, in accordance with the Illinois Township Code; and

WHEREAS, the Township Supervisor and the Town Board are committed to ensuring the
effective administration and enforcement of Township Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, Section 60 ILCS 1/100-10 of the Township Code provides that the Town
Board may appoint one or more Township Enforcement Officers for the purpose of enforcing
Township Ordinances within the boundaries of Milton Township, 60 ILCS 1/100-10; and

WHEREAS, Township Highway Commissioner, Micheal Drew, and Highway
Commission Supervisor, Naresh Nair, are qualified to serve in the capacity as the Township
Enforcement Officers and have expressed a willingness to accept such an appointment; and

WHEREAS, The Township Enforcement Officers shall have the power and authority
within the Township to enforce Township Ordinances and such other code compliance, property
safety and permit management, as provided for by law; and

WHEREAS, the Supervisor and Town Board find it to be in the best interests of the
Township to appoint Micheal Drew, and Naresh Nair to serve as Township Enforcement Officers,

for a term of one (1) year.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Supervisor and the Board of Trustees
of Milton Township, DuPage County, Illinois as follows:

Section I: That the above recitals and legislative findings contained in the preamble to this
Resolution are true and correct and are hereby incorporated into this Resolution as if fully set forth
herein.

Section II: The Town Board hereby appoints Micheal Drew and Naresh Nair to serve as
Township Enforcement Officers, for a term of one (1) year.

Section III: The Township Supervisor shall advise the DuPage County Sheriff of said
appointment within 30 days from the approval of said appointment, as provided for in the Town
Code.

Section IV: If any section, paragraph, clause, or provision of this Resolution shall be held
invalid, the invalidity thereof shall not affect any other provision of this Resolution.

Section V: All ordinances, resolutions, motions, or orders in conflict with this Resolution
are hereby repealed to the extent they are inconsistent with this Resolution.

Section VI: This Resolution shall be in full force and effect upon its passage and approval.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Supervisor and the Board of Trustees of Milton
Township, Illinois on this 8th day of April, 2026.

Ayes:
Nays:
Absent:

SIGNED:
Elizabeth Higgins-Beard, Supervisor

ATTEST:

Dan Bailey, Township Clerk
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