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PREFACE

The Civic Federation, a non-partisan public interest organization, serves the
taxpayer by monitoring the budgets of major local taxing units and by applying its
research to public policy issues. The Federation has published an annual overview of
the tax levels and debt of the major local governments since 1934. In recent years,
expenditure trends for the major local government units in Cook County have also been
included.

This document depicts revenues over a ten year period and expenditures over an
eight year period. The data necessary to produce this report are gathered from a
variety of sources over a protracted period of time. Unfortunately, some segments are
not available until 15 to 18 months after the close of the calendar year. In the case at
hand, vital information was not available for 1992, the final year of this study, until the
late Spring of 1994.

Information in this document comes from the financial officers of the major local
government units and their staffs. The Cook County Clerk, Treasurer and Assessor, the
State of Illinois Department of Revenue and Moody’s Investors Service have also
provided essential information. We thank the many local government officials whose
cooperation and assistance made this study possible. The study was prepared by the
Civic Federation staff: Toni Hartrich, Ph.D., Director of Research; Myer Blank, Senior
Research Associate; Roland Calia, Senior Research Associate; Mark Paul, Research
Associate; Margaret Jones and Hong Liu, Research Assistants.

We are indebted to the generosity of the Arthur Rubloff residuary Trust for
funding this publication.

Jot7 oot el § Loty

John F. Ward, Jr. William P. Cowhey
Chairman ‘ "President



CHICAGOLAND - A FISCAL PERSPECTIVE
1983-1992

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Civic Federation produces Chicagoland - A Fiscal Perspective annually. This
publication analyzes property taxes, other sources of local government revenue, debt and
expenditure trends for the eight major local government units in Cook County. It also
includes representative municipal property tax burdens within Cook, Lake and DuPage
Counties and compares local and national fiscal trends in taxation and long term liabilities.

Local governments in Cook County continued to rely heavily on property tax
revenues in 1992 to fund their operations. The percentage of total revenues derived from
property taxes rose from 33.1 percent in 1983 to 35.8 percent nine years later. Overall,
- property tax revenues collected by the eight major local governments within Cook County
rose by $390 million between 1991 and 1992, increasing at an annual rate nearly four
percent greater than inflation. :

The largest share of property tax dollars continued to go to education in 1992.
Nearly 47 percent of the total collected in the City of Chicago and 55 percent collected in
the Cook County suburbs was earmarked for education.

1992 effective overall and educational tax rates for commercial, home and industrial
properties were compared in the major municipalities of the Chicage metropolitan region.
Municipalities ranking in the top ten for effective overall effective tax rates for commercial
and industrial property were located in Cook County while all of the communities making
the top ten list for residential property were found in the suburban collar counties. At the
same time, all of the municipalities enjoying the lowest overall effective property tax rate
for commercial and industrial properties were found in the collar counties. However, nine
of the ten communities with the lowest residential tax rates were located in Cook County.

All of the municipalities ranking in the top ten for effective education tax rates for
commercial and industrial property were located in Cook County while all ten communities
with the highest residential tax rates were to be found in the collar counties. Conversely,
all of the communities with the lowest tax rates for commercial and industrial property
were in the collar counties and all but one of the municipalities in the bottom ten ranking
for residential tax rates were located in Cook County.



Seventeen new Tax Increment Financing (TIF) districts were created in 1992,
bringing the total number to 124 in Cook County. Overall Equalized Assessed Valuation
(EAV) within the Cook County TIF districts grew by 21 percent over 1991. The total tax
dollar received by TIF districts in 1992 increased to $101 million, a 20 percent increase over
1991. In 1992, only two municipalities experienced negative increment growth (less EAV
in the TIF district than the amount of frozen EAV). There were twelve municipalities
where the EAV in TIF districts declined between 1992 and 1991.

Government expenditures for the eight major governments within Cook County
increased almost 38 percent in inflation adjusted dollars between 1984 and 1992. When
the effect of inflation was factored in, expenditures for the City of Chicago rose about 23
percent from 1984 to 1992. In 1992, spending for police and fire protection continued to
consume the largest portion of the municipal budget, over 28% of total expenditures.
Overall, Cook County’s expenditures rose by 38 percent in inflation adjusted dollars.
Expenditures for public safety and health took the lion’s share of Cook County spending
in 1992, constituting over 66 percent of all County expenditures.

Per capita local government overlapping debt within the City of Chicago increased
by $85.08 between 1991 and 1992. This raised the per capita debt burden to $1266.26.
Chicago’s overlapping debt totalled $4.7 billion, an increase of 14.7 percent from 1991.
This amount represented 13 percent of the EAV within the city.

Collectively, the eight major governments within Cook County extended $942 million
for long term obligation in 1992. From 1987-1992, local governments increased their
extensions for long term obligations 20.4 percent while overall property tax extensions rose
48.7 percent. Long term obligations as a share of the composite tax bill fell from 36
percent of total extensions in 1987 to 29 percent in 1992.

The nine major public pension funds in the Chicago area covered 122,250 active
employees and 58,183 beneficiaries. These funds invested and managed over $13 billion
in assets and were responsible for $17 billion in liabilities.
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BACKGROUND NOTES

Local government finance in the Chicago region is quite complex. Illinois leads
the nation in the number of special taxing districts and authorities that can levy property
taxes, and Cook County has the highest number of such districts in the state.

Cook County is the only Illinois county in which real property is classified for tax
purposes. Homes are assessed at 16 percent of market value, commercial properties at
38 percent and industrial properties at 36 percent. These three types of property
represent the range in a system that has ten different property classes, each bearing a
different proportion of the tax burden. Elsewhere in the State of Illinois, property
owners, with the exception of farmland owners, pay taxes based on assessments of 33 1/3
percent of property value.

Cook County taxpayers support the eight major local government units included
in this study. These units do not all have the same fiscal year calendars. They include:

Government Unit Fiscal Year
City of Chicago January 1 - December 31
Cook County December 1 - November 30
Chicago Board of Education September 1 - August 31
Chicago School Finance Authority September 1 - August 31
Chicago Park District January 1 - December 31
Chicago City Colleges #508 July 1 - June 30
Forest Preserve District of

Cook County January 1 - December 31
Metropolitan Water Reclamation

District of Greater Chicago January 1 - December 31

In Ilinois there is more than a year’s lag between the time a local government
approves the property tax levy it needs to fund that year’s budget and the actual
extension and collection of the property taxes which pay for that year’s public services.
For example, the tax bills local residents received in the spring and summer of 1993
actually cover 1992 local government expenditures. Because tax levies tend to increase
annually, there is normally a gap between the amount of tax dollars actually received in
one year and the amount needed to cover expenditures made in the same year. To deal
with this shortfall, local governments in Illinois can float short-term loans or notes
which are backed by the revenue stream from property taxes to be collected the
following year. These loans are called tax anticipation notes or daily tender notes.

Some of the charts in the text include comparisons between current dollars and

inflation-adjusted dollars. The annual consumer price index (CPI) for the Chicago-area
was used to make the inflation adjustments.
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I: LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES AND

EXPENDITURES

OVERVIEW

Local governments in Cook County continued to rely heavily on property tax
revenues in 1992 to fund their operations. The percentage of total revenues derived
from property taxes rose from 33.1 percent in 1983 to 35.8 percent nine years later.
Overall, property tax revenues collected by the eight major local governments within
Cook County rose by $390 million between 1991 and 1992, increasing at an annual rate
nearly four percent greater than inflation.

The County of Cook as a government entity raised its property tax extension by
nearly 21 percent between 1991 and 1992, followed by the Cook County Forest Preserve
District with a 5 percent increase and the Chicago Park District at 4.5 percent.

The largest share of property tax dollars continued to go to education, just as in
past years. Nearly 47 percent of the total collected in the City of Chicago and 55
percent collected in the Cook County suburbs was earmarked for education.

This year Chicagoland adds a new feature, examining comparative effective tax
rates in the metropolitan region. The following two exhibits compare top and bottom
effective tax rates for commercial, home and industrial properties in the 21
municipalities in Cook and the Collar Counties with populations greater than 40,000.

TOP AND BOTTOM TEN EFFECTIVE OVERALL COMPARATIVE TAX RATES FOR HOMES,BUSINESSES IN THE 21 CITIES OVER 40,000

IN THE CHICAGO REGION

1992 taxes {paid in 1993)

Overall Overall Overall
Effective Effective Effective
Prop. Taxrate Prop. Taxrate Prop. Taxrate

For For For
HOME* County Place COMMRCL* County Place INDUSTRL*

TOP TEN: TOP TEN:
3.0560 Cook : Evanston 8.3407 ‘Cook 9.0134
25727 Cook .- - Oak Park 8.1328 CooK- 8.4973
2.4361 ! .z Evanston 8.0463| [Cook: ik 8.1973
2.4023 . Skokie 7.6621 Cob"k; L 8.0300
2.3927 Elgin(U).... 7.5200| | Cook 7.8060
2.3818 - :Hoffman Est... 7.2758 Cook : aw 7.7617
2.3423 Palatine " 7.2519| |Cook: '~ Elgin (V). 7.6703
2.3101 ‘Berwyn 7.2455 Cook “ Berwyn - 7.5854
22154 |C : Palatine - 7.0776| |Cook Hoffman Est. 7.4124
21978 |Cook:*~ .7 - Oak Lawn 7.0034| |Cook Palatine’ * 7.3881
BOTTOM TEN: BOTTOM TEN:

1.4767 Wil Napervilie (U) 2.4578 will : Naperville (U) 24578
1.4677 DuPage . Downers Grove 2.4515 Du Page Downers Grove 24515
1.4542 Kane Aurora (U) 2.4300 Kane Aurora (U): 2.4300
1.4526 Du Page Bolingbrook 2.3301 Du Page Bolingbrook 2.3301
1.4411 Du Page " Elmhurst (U) 2.2977 Dii Page Elmhurst'(U) 2.2077
1.3137 Du Page Wheaton (U) 2.1865 Du Page Wheaton (U):: - 2.1865
1.2812 Wil ".Naperville (U) 214237 Wil “Naperville (U):: 2.1423
1.2562 DuPage .. - Naperville (U) 2.0520 DuPage i "~ -:Napemille (U).:: 2.0520
1.2482 DuPage: ' .. - Downers Grove 1.7866 Du Page Downers Grove: 1.7866
1.1849 DuPage - - - Eimhurst 1.6180 Du.Page Elmhurst ... 1.6190

* Most of the 21 municipalities in this sample had a range of property taxrates, some were &lso in two counties and we included both ends of the tax ranges in
in our data for each country. This means it is possible for a municipality to have more than one taxrate shown in the highest and/or lowest ten ranks.

{U) means this area has a Unit school district.



The first chart shows the top ten and bottom ten effective overall comparative
1992 effective tax rates. The most striking finding was that all of the municipalities in
the top ten commercial and industrial rankings were in Cook County while all of the
communities making the top ten list for residential effective property tax rates were
lIocated in the suburban collar counties. A similarly sharp dichotomy exists when the
~rankings for the bottom ten communities in the three categories were considered.

All of the municipalities enjoying the lowest overall effective property tax rate for
commercial and industrial properties were found in the collar counties, mostly in
DuPage County. However, nine of the ten communities with the lowest residential tax
rates were located in Cook County.

The next chart presents the ten highest and lowest effective 1992 education tax
rates. The same pattern found regarding overall effective property tax rates emerges
here as well.

TOP TEN AND BOTTOM TEN EFFECTIVE 1992 EDUCATION TAX RATES FOR 21 LARGEST MUNICIPALITIES
IN SIX COUNTY REGION ’

Education Education Education;
Eff. Prop. E#f. Prop. Eff. Prop
Taxrate Taxrate Taxrate

Place HOME* COMMRCLY | County Place INDUSTRL
1.5843 5.0569 56377
1.4187 48016 4817
14112 4.8015 4.8017
14112 4.8016 48017
1.3881 4.3395 4.8084
1.3824 4.2399 4.6989
1.3707 4.1208 4.2047
1.3627 4.1208 41982
1.3585 4.0687 4.1982
1.33690 4.0687 4.1451

4.0887 4.1451

4.1451%

0.3475 1.5100 1.5100
0.8475 1.4154 1.4154
0.8258 1.4133 1.4133
0.7731 1.4018 1.4018
0.7252 14018 1.4018
0.6511 1.3682 1.3682
0.6511 1.3044 1.3044
0.8511 1.2861 1.28614
0.5526 1.2080 1.2080
0.5084 0.9278 0.9278

*There are several cases where there is a tie for tenth ranked municipality. In these cases all of the tenth ranked municipalities are included.
Also most municipalities had a range of taxrates, some were also in two counties as well and we include both ends of the range in our data
as well as information for each county. This means it is possible for a municipality to have more than one taxrate shown in the highest

and/or lowest ten ranks. (U) means that this is a unit schoel district.
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All of the municipalities ranking in the top ten for effective education tax rates
for commercial and industrial property were located in Cook County while all ten
communities with the highest residential tax rates were to be found in the collar
counties. Conversely, all of the communities with the lowest tax rates for commercial
and industrial property were in the collar counties and all but one of the municipalities
in the bottom ten ranking for residential tax rates were in Cook County. With an
effective educational tax rate of 0.7252 (translating into a tax bill of $725 for a $100,000
home), Chicago ranked in the bottom ten listing.

Government expenditures for the eight major governments in Cook County
increased almost 38 percent in inflation adjusted dollars between 1984 and 1992. The
myriad factors driving the expenditure increases included the rapidly rising cost of
employee health benefits, capital and infrastructure needs, federal and state mandates
and public safety.

When the effect of inflation was factored in, expenditures for the City of Chicago
rose about 23 percent from 1984 to 1992. In 1992, spending for police and fire
protection continued to consume the largest portion of the municipal budget, over 28%
of total expenditures. Public safety spending rose 43 percent in actual dollars over the
period of this study.

Expenditures for public safety and health took the lion’s share of Cook County
spending in 1992, constituting over 66 percent of all County expenditures. In actual
dollars, public safety expenditures rose 87 percent between 1984 and 1992, from $290
million to $544 million while health spending rose from $314 million to $518 million.
Overall, expenditures rose by 38 percent in inflation adjusted dollars.

In the following three sections, revenues and expenditures are examined more
closely. The first section addresses property taxes throughout Cook County in terms of:

| Overall property tax climate

| Where 1992 property tax dollar went

u Assessed value by class of property
= Cook County classification and its impact on property tax burdens
= Regional effective property tax comparisons



In the second section, other local government revenues for major local
governments are examined relative to:

] Other local tax revenue

u Intergovernmental revenue
n Local non-tax revenue

[ ] Future directions

In the third section, the expenditures of Chicago area major
local governments are examined in the following areas:

= The City of Chicago
l Cook County
| Education

. City Colleges

- Chicago Board of Education
L Special Districts
- Metropolitan Water Reclamation District

Forest Preserve
- Chicago Park District

[}



L.1: PROPERTY TAX REVENUE







OVERALL PROPERTY TAX CLIMATE

Politicians in Illinois, like their counterparts across the country have become
highly sensitive to the issue of high property taxes. As a result there have been a
multitude of tax relief measures introduced in the Illinois State Legislature to lessen the
burden of local property taxes. These measures have included homestead and senior
citizen exemptions, tax rate limits on many local governments, and a limited property
tax circuit breaker for low income elderly and for the disabled. In the 1970s Cook
County officially adopted its classification system which sets higher property assessments
for businesses and the lowest assessments for homeowners. All other counties in Illinois
assess all types of property at the same percentage of value, 33 1/3 percent. As a result,
homeowner tax bills have tended to be lower in Cook County than many areas in the:
other five counties surrounding Cook, while business property taxes have tended to be
two to three times higher in Cook.

Property tax bills climbed in the burgeoning suburban areas outside Cook County
throughout the 1980s. Infrastructure had to be built to support new business and
residential development and, as populations increased, government service needs
became more.complex and extensive. Both homeowners and business owners
experienced the effect of this growth.

In Cook County, the aging infrastructure, growihg service needs, an increasingly
diverse population, the loss of federal revenue sharing dollars, and increased federal and
state mandates all contributed to steady increases in property taxes.

Many property tax reforms and relief measures were proposed during the last
several years. They culminated in the passage of property tax caps in the five suburban
counties while the prior year assessment was instituted in Cook County.! The tax caps
became effective with the 1991 fiscal year and prior year assessment became effective
with the 1992 fiscal year. These particular changes, especially the suburban county tax
caps, constitute the most significant tax reform legislation instituted in recent decades in
Hlinois. The tax caps are having a major impact -- keeping down property tax growth
and forcing some very tough programmatic decisions on local governments as they deal
with this new revenue limitation.

The property tax caps limit annual property tax extension growth for all non-home rule governments in
the five collar counties to five percent or the annual consumer price index growth, whichever is less. Prior
year assessment actually affects only Cook County non-home rule government units. The 1992 tax levies of
the non-home rule governments (payable in 1993) are based on 1991 EAV rather than 1992 EAV. This
eliminates the practice of "balloon levying" by non-home rule governments in Cook County. It only has a
one-time effect because the growth in taxes made possible by normal annual EAV growth within these taxing
districts will just be postponed by one year to 1993.
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This section of Chicagoland focuses on 1992 property taxes within Cook County,
highlighting the major property taxing bodies in the county. It includes information on
where property taxes go, property assessments, tax bills, and tax increment financing,
This year there is an added feature, an analysis of the effective overall property tax rates
in the 21 largest municipalities in the six county region. There is also an analysis of the
education effective property tax levels for these same municipalities.

WHERE 1992 PROPERTY TAX DOLLAR WENT

In 1992, local government units in Cook County raised $6 billion in property
taxes. This was $390 million more than was raised in 1991 and represents an.annual
increase of 3.9 percent more than inflation. Between 1983 and 1992 inflation growth
has been approximately 41 percent. Over the same period, property taxes in Cook
County have increased by almost 54 percent more than inflation. With tax growth
consistently outpacing inflation growth, it is understandable that taxpayers feel their
property taxes are too high.

The following exhibit shows the proportion of your property tax bill that goes to
each government unit. In Chicago, the largest share of the tax bill goes to public
schools, at 46.9 percent. The City of Chicago is next, at 23.2 percent. Cook County
government is a distant third, at 12.4 percent.

PROPERTY TAX DOLLAR 1992
IN CHICAGO (collected in 1893)

FOREST PRES 0.7%

CHGO PARKS 7.7%




In suburban Cook County the public schools are also the highest portion of the
local tax bill at 55.3 percent, with municipal services® at 19.0 percent and Cook County
ranking third at 12.6 percent.

PROPERTY TAX DOLLAR 1992
COOK COUNTY SUBURBS (collected in 1983)

MUNICIPAL SERV. 19.0% COMM. COLLEGES 3.3%

&~ PARKS 4.0%

MWHD 4.9% //// . / OTHER 0.3%
/ GREK

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 55.3%

In 1992, the Chicago Board of Education and Cook County suburban public schools
slightly decreased their shares of the property tax pie from 1991 when schools had
represented 47.5 percent of the total tax dollar in the city and 57.6 percent of the tax
dollar in the suburbs. However, Cook County Government and suburban municipal
services both exhibited slight increases over their 1991 portion of the local property tax
dollar.

The following exhibit shows the percent change in property tax extensions of
each of the eight major property taxing districts in Cook County. The largest
percentage increase in 1992 was for Cook County Government which raised its tax
extension by 20.6 percent, followed by the Cook County Forest Preserve District at 5
percent and the Chicago Park District at 4.5 percent. The Chicago School Finance
Authority actually lowered its property tax extension by 4.9 percent in 1992.

To be comparable with the City of Chicago, we have included city, village and town governments, library
districts, fire protection districts, and township services under the category of municipal services.
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ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PROPERTY TAX EXTENSIONS
OF MAJOR COOK COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

% CHANGE % CHANGE % CHANGE %CHANGE 9%CHANGE

GOVT UNIT 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-.91 1991-92
Cook County 33.7% 0.3% 12.2% 5.9% 20.6%
City of Chicago 20.7% -0.7% -4.0% 0.7% 3.3%
Chgo Board of Educ. 13.9% 8.4% 10.5% 17.9% 32%
Chgo Schl Fin. Auth. -6.1% -4.8% 0.5% 1.2% -4.9%
Metro Watr Recl Dist. 12.3% 5.0% 10.7% 0.0% 3.9%
Cook Forest Pres Dist 7.1% 5.8% -11.0% -13.0% 5.0%
Chicago Park Dist. 3.1% 11.8% 0.9% 4.3% 4.5%
Chgo City Colleges 16.6% -0.5% -6.5% 12.4% 0.0%
Chgo Cons. Price Indx 3.9% 5.0% 5.4% 4.0% 3.0%

Six of the eight major governments within Cook County: Cook County, the Cook County Forest
Preserve District, the Chicago Park District, the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District, the City of
Chicago and the Chicago Board of Education exceeded inflation level increases in 1992.

ASSESSED VALUE BY CLASS OF PROPERTY

Cook County’s property assessment classification system results in different classes of property
bearing various levels of tax burden rather than a uniform tax burden based on each property’s
market value. The following two exhibits show the portion of the total assessable property tax base

represented by the different types of property.

1992 PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENTS
IN CITY OF CHICAGO BY PROPERTY CLASS
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1992 PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENTS
IN SUBURBAN COOK BY PROPERTY CLASS

In 1992, commercial and industrial properties represented over 49 percent of the
assessed valuation in Chicago and 39.3 percent in suburban Cook County. At the same
time, these business properties represented only 33.3 percent of the market value of real
estate in Chicago and 17.5 percent of the market value of suburban Cook County. This
shift of tax burden onto business properties is increased by the homestead and senior
citizen exemptions. It exacerbates the problem further by lowering the residential
portion of the property tax base and shifting more of the tax burden onto businesses
than the above pie charts would indicate.?

Residential property assessments (1 to 6 unit residences) are the second largest
portion of the city’s assessable base and are the largest segment in suburban Cook
County. In 1992, residences represented 35.1 percent of the city’s assessment base and
51.9 percent of suburban Cook County’s base. At the same time, residential property
represented 54.1 percent of the city’s real estate market value and 76.6 percent of the
market value in suburban Cook County. The next section examines the impact of
classification and its effect on local property tax bills in more depth.

*The homestead exemption was increased from $3,500 to $4,500 and the senior citizen exemption also
was increased from $2,000 to $2,500 in Cook County starting with the 1991 assessments.
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CLASSIFICATION AND ITS IMPACT ON PROPERTY TAX BURDENS

Cook County is unique in Illinois because it is the only county in which property
taxes are based on different percentages of value depending on the use of the property.
The other counties in Illinois assess all property at 33 1/3 percent of value.* The
classification system in Cook County gives commercial and industrial property higher
assessment levels, 38 and 36 percent of value respectively, than in the other Illinois
counties. However, homes (1 to 6 unit residential property) in Cook County have much
lower assessments, 16 percent, than in the other counties.

Cook County historically has had an unusually high state property multiplier.’
For 1992 assessments, the state multiplier for Cook County was set at 2.0897. The
other counties in the state tend to have multipliers around 1, indicating that the State
Department of Revenue analysis found that the assessments in these counties were
falling at or close to 33 1/3 of the county market values. The high multiplier in Cook
County is due in large part to the classification system. There is simply not enough
commercial and industrial property (which is legally assessed at more than 33 1/3
percent) in Cook County to offset the amount of property, primarily residential (which
is legally assessed at much less than 33 1/3 percent). As a result of classification, total
assessments in Cook County would not equal 33 1/3 percent of market value even if
assessments were perfect and were made annually instead of triennially.

The following example shows the effect of the high multiplier and the
classification system on tax bills in Chicago for a home valued by the assessor at
$100,000 and two business properties each valued at $1,000,000. The home’s tax bill was
$2,749 in 1992. The industrial and commercial/office tax bills for properties with
assessor full values of $1,000,000 would have tax bills, of $71,475 and $75,446,
respectively.

‘A major exception to this is farm property which is assessed throughout the state on a different
determinant of the property’s market value. However, farmland is treated consistently in all counties in the

state.

>There is an individual state equalization factor calculated for each county that is applied to all the
assessments in that county in order to equalize the total assessable base to 33 1/3 of market value in the
county.
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REGIONAL EFFECTIVE PROPERTY TAX COMPARISONS

Comparison of effective tax rates is another important way to analyze tax
burdens.® Effective tax rates compare market values to the property tax bill for the
sample properties. It allows us to account for differences in assessment levels, state
equalizer and local tax rates within the different jurisdictions in the sample. An
individual shopping for a $100,000 property in different communities can compare the
actual tax bills for a similarly priced property in each community using effective tax rates
as a guide.

%The effective tax rate used is based on tax bills of typical commercial and industrial properties and homes
divided by their market values. The market values used are based on the Illinois Department of Revenue
median 1991 assessment-sale-ratio figures for Chicago and Suburban Cook County in each of these three
property classes. They are based on the Illinois Department of Revenue prior year property sales (1991) data
compared to the 1992 assessments (adjusted through the appeals process). The calculation of tax bills includes
the homestead exemption for residential properties but does not include the senior citizen exemption.
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The following chart shows the overall 1992 effective tax rates for industrial,
commercial and residential properties in Chicago, and the 20 other municipalities in the
six county region with over 40,000 residents. This table is sorted by effective home
property tax rates.

EFFECTIVE COMPARATIVE PROPERTY TAX RATES FOR HOMES, BUSINESSES IN THE 21 CITIES OVER 40,000
IN THE CHICAGO REGION, 1992 taxes (paid in 1993)

—————————— Overall —_———————— Nominal Education
— ——Effective Property Taxrate— — —— (legal) % of Total

For HOME* For COMMRBL* For INDUSTRL* Prop. Taxrate Prop. Tax Bill
3.0560 3.4242 3.4242 10,5199 40.9%
2.5727 2.8962 2.8862 8.2411 52.8%
2.4361 2.7397 2.7397 8.6754 56.7%
2.4023 2.6899 2.6898 8.2159 59.1%
2.3927 2.6793 2.6793 8.1887 57.3%
2.3818 2.6727 2.6727 8.3107 59.3%
2.3423 2.6374 2.6374 8.4315 53.7%
2.3101 2.6001 2.6091 8.543 57.9%
2.2154 2.4823 2.4823 7.6262 61.5%
2,1978 2.4578 2.4578 7.4276 63.2%
2.1847 2.4515 2.4515 7.6227 73.0%
2.1581 2.4300 2.4300 7.7685 49.7%
2.0795 8.1328 9.0134 12.731 62.5%
2.0714 2.3301 2.3301 7.3901 60.7%
2.0424 2.2977 2.2977 7.2943 56.0%
1.9723 8.3407 8.4973 11.529 57.6%
1.9486 2.1865 2.1865 6.7989 72.4%
1.9062 2.1423 2.1423 6.743 63.9%
1.9027 8.0463 8.1978 11.122 59.7%
1.8526 7.2455 8.0800 11.342 58.5%
1.8314 2.0520 2.0520 6.3042 68.3%
1.8119 7.6621 7.8060 10.591 €62.7%
1.7907 7.0034 7.7617 10.963 62.0%
1.7804 7.5290 7.6703 10.407 48.7%
1.7501 6.8443 7.5854 10.714 56.6%
1.7205 7.2758 7.4124 10.057 56.6%
1.7149 7.2519 7.3881 10.024 56.1%
1.6736 7.0776 - 7.2104 9.783 57.5%
1.6428 6.9473 - 7.0778 9.603 52.7%
1.5902 1.7866 1.7866 5.6093 73.0%
1.5883 6.7208 6,8471 8.29 56.7%
1.5460 4.3143 5.8510 9.501 46.9%
1.5126 6.3968 6.5169 8.842 56.0%
1.4767 6.2449 6.3621 8.632 65.2%
1.4677 6.2065 6.3230 8.579 66.4%
1.4542 5.6874 6.3032 8.903 53.2%
1.4526 6.1428 6.2582 8.491 58.3%
1.4411 1.6190 1.6190 5,0833 57.83%
1.3137 £.5554 5.6597 7.679 49.6%
1.2812 5.4179 5.5197 7.489 50.8%
1.2562 5.3128 5.4121 7.343 51.8%
1.2482 5.2783 5.3774 7.296 44.3%
1.1849 5.0106 5.1047 6.926 42.9%

* (L) denotes areas which have unti school districts.
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In the above table, the effective tax rate is tha actual property tax bill divided by
that property’s market value. Most of the 21 cities had ranges of property tax rates and
some where in several counties, so we include a total of 43 observations in this data
base in order to show the top and bottom property tax rates in these cities. The chart
which formerly was used in this section comparing effective tax rates in ten Cook
County suburbs, Chicago, three DuPage County suburbs and three Lake County suburbs
is now shown in the appendix as Table A.7. The highest effective homeowner tax rate
was in part of Naperville in DuPage County. This rate would represent an actual
homeowner tax bill of $3,056 for a home with a market value of $100,000. Chicago is in
the lower third of the observations with a homeowner effective tax bill of $1,546 while
the lowest homeowner tax bill would be in part of Skokie at $1,185. The highest tax bill
for a home with a $100,000 market value in this sample would be over 2 1/2 times the
lowest tax bill.

The Naperville home profiled in the chart has only 40.9 percent of its property
taxes going to pay for elementary and high school costs. In Chicago, 46.9 percent of the
tax bill goes to schools. In the part of Skokie which had the lowest overall home
effective tax rate, 42.9 percent of the property tax bill goes to fund schools. The highest
percentages of the tax bill going to schools are in Downers Grove (73 percent) and in
part of Wheaton (72.4 percent). The lowest portion of the tax bills going to schools are
in the Naperville and Skokie areas already discussed (40.9 and 42.9 percent,
respectively) and in part of Hoffman Estates (44.3 percent). It is also notable that most
of the higher effective tax rates are in the collar counties and the lower ones tend to be
in Cook County.

For commercial and industrial property the Cook County Classification System
has a dramatic impact on the effective property tax levels. Here all the top effective tax
rates are the Cook County rates and all the lower ones are in the collar counties.
Evanston tops the list with a $8,341 effective property tax bill for a $100,000 commercial
property and Oak Park has the highest bill for a similar priced industrial property at
$9,013. At the other extreme, the lowest industrial and commercial effective property
tax bills are in Elmhurst at $1,619. The differential here is quite substantial between
Cook and the collar counties. The highest effective commercial property tax rate in
Cook County (Evanston) is over five times that of Elmhurst. The Oak Park industrial
effective tax level is over 5 1/2 times that of Elmhurst. When compared to the home
differential where Naperville is 2 1/2 times the tax level of the lowest tax level in Skokie,
one can see the importance of this much more sizable gap among the business
properties.

Discrepancies among education legal property tax rates and primary and
secondary education tax levels have been of intense interest to state legislators, local
politicians, educators and local taxpayers. The following chart focuses on the effective
education tax rates for the same 21 communities. In this exhibit, the observations have
been put in order by the size of their effective education tax rates for homes.
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EFFECTIVE COMPARATIVE EDUCATION PROPERTY TAX RATES FOR HOMES,BUSINESSES IN THE 21 CITIES
OVER 40,000 IN THE CHICAGO REGION, 1992 taxes (paid in 1993)

—————————— Education . ———— Nominal Education
———Effective Property Tax Rate— ——~— Education % of total
HOME* COMMBRL* INDUSTRL* Prop. taxrate Prop. Tax
1.5843 1.7880 1.7890 5.562¢ 73.0%
14187 1.5885 1.5885 4.8519 59.1%
1.4112 1.5836 1.5836 4.9241 59.3%
1.4112 1.5836 1.5836 4.9241 72.4%
1.3881 1.5523 1.5523 4.691 63.2%
1.3824 1.5547 1.5547 4,923 56.7%
1.3707 1.534¢9 1.5349 4.691 57.3%
1.3627 1.5269 1.5269 4.691 61.5%
1.3585 1.5293 1.5293 48796 52.8%
1.3369 1.5100 1.5100 4,944 B7.9%
1.3007 5.086%9 5.6377 7.963 62.5%
1.2570 1.4154 1.4154 4525 53.7%
1.2564 1.4133 1.4133 4.4825 60.7%
1.2511 1.4018 1.4018 4.3066 40.9%
1.2511 1.4018 1.4018 4.3066 68.3%
1.2175° 1.3682 1.3682 4.3066 63.9%
1.1611 1.3044 1.3044 40956 73.0%
1.1432 1.2861 1.2861 4.0827 56.0%
1,1354 4.8016 4.8917 6.637 82.7%
1.1354 48016 4.8917 6.637 59.7%
1.1354 4.8016 48917 6.637 57.6%
1.1096 4.33895 4.8094 6.793 62.0%
1.0841 4.2399 4,6988 6.637 58.5%
1.0728 1.2080 1.2080 3.862 49.7%
0.9908 3.8751 4.2947 6.066 56.6%
0.9744 4,1208 4.1982 5.696 56.6%
0.9744 4,1208 4.1882 5696 66.4%
0.9621 4.0687 4.1451 5.624 56.1%
0.9621 4.0687 4.,1451 . 5624 57.5%
0.9621 4,0687 4.1451 5624 65.2%
0.2009 3.8097 3.8812 5.266 56.7%
0.8663 3.6636 3.7324 5.064 527%
0.8663 3.6636 3.7324 5.064 48.7%
0.8475 3.5840 - 3.6518 4954 56.0%
0.8475 3.5840 3.6513 4,954 58.3%
.8258 0.8278 0.9278 2.812¢ 57.3%
0.7731 3.0235 3.3509 4,733 53.2%
0.7252 2.0239 2.7448 4.457 46.9% |
0.6511 2.7535 2.8052 3.806 49.6%
0.6511 2.7535 2.8052 3.806 50.8%
0.6511 2.7835 2.8052 3.806 51.8%
0.5526 2.3368 2.3806 3.23 44.3%
0.5084 2.1501 21905 2972 42.9%

* The effective property taxrate is the actual property taxbill divided by that property's market value. Most of the 21 cities
had a range of property taxrates and some were in several counties, so there are a total of 43 observations in this data base in order

to show the top and bottom property tax rates in these cities, (U} denotes Unit School Districts.
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The above chart show that most of the higher education effective tax levels for
homes are in the collar counties with Oak Park the highest Cook County municipality
with a $1,301 education property tax bill on a $100,000 home. Part of Downers Grove
has the highest of all the education effective homeowner tax bills at $1,594 while part of
Skokie has the lowest homeowner education tax bill at $508. Chicago was sixth lowest
with a homeowner education tax bill of $725.

When commercial and industrial effective education property tax rates are
examined the level of tax burden shifts substantially between the collar counties and
Cook County. This is similar to the overall effective tax rate table analysis. All of the
top 22 effective school commercial and industrial tax rates are in the Cook County
municipalities and all of the remaining 17 lower rates are in the collar county.
municipalities.

The highest commercial and industrial education tax bills for $100,000 business
properties are in Oak Park at $5,087 and $5,638, respectively. The lowest commercial
and industrial education tax bills are in part of Elmhurst in DuPage County at $928.
Chicago has higher effective education tax bills on commercial and industrial than any
of the collar county communities at $2,024 and $2,745, respectively.

The highest commercial and industrial effective education tax bills which are in

Oak Park are respectively 5 1/2 and 6 times the bills for similarly priced business
properties in Elmhurst.
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TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) was enacted into law in Illinois in 1977. It Is an
economic development tool which was developed to enable municipalities to target financial
assistance to encourage economic development or economic revitalization of blighted areas.
TIF districts can have a significant effect, whether positive or negative, on the overall tax
base of a municipality. The use of TIF districts has grown steadily in this region since 1986,
with the addition of about 15 new districts per year in Cook County.

Number of TIF Districts & TIF EAV Increment
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The first step of the TIF process is to define the area to be included in the TIF
district, namely a blighted area or one in danger of becoming blighted which would not
likely experience economic growth without assistance from the TIF generated revenues’.
The equalized assessed valuation (EAV) within the established boundaries of the TIF
district is then frozen at a level equal to the EAV at the time the TIF district is established.
Any subsequent increases in EAV over the life of the TIF district are then used to pay for
expenses incurred to create the planned project, usually the cost to improve related
infrastructure in the area or to write down some of the developer’s cost, such as low cost
project financing. Once the time limit of the project has expired, the incremental tax
dollars then revert to the local taxing bodies and the municipality. TIF districts created
before 1981 can have a life span of 35 years, and those created after 1981 can have a life
span of only 23 years.

Business owners and developers may prefer TIF districts to some other property tax-
related incentives such as tax abatements because TIFs are more efficient than tax
abatement in terms of the benefit received per tax dollar spent. In the case of property tax
abatements, while property taxes may be lower, business owners may be faced with higher
federal taxes because they lose the additional federal deductibility of the higher property
taxes they would have paid. On TIF projects, unlike the property tax abatement projects,
full property taxes are paid, thus enabling business owners to deduct full property tax costs
from the federal taxes. While retaining their federal tax deductibility on their full property
taxes, TIF project owners get the benefit of having the TIF tax increment also covering
their land costs, their lower cost project financing and/or the cost of city infrastructure
needed for the project. '

The total property tax increment dollars received by TIF districts in 1992 increased
to $101 million, a 20 percent increase over 1991. Seventeen new TIF districts were created
in 1992, to bring the total number of districts in Cook County to 124. Overall EAV in
Cook County TIF districts increased to $1.9 billion, a 21 percent increase over the total
EAV in these districts in 1991. All of this information is detailed in the appendices at the
back of this study.

In 1992, there were two municipalities with less total EAV in the TIF district than
the amount of their frozen EAV. (This is referred to as a negative increment. There were
three municipalities with a negative increment in 1991, and eleven such districts in 1989.)
Between 1991 and 1992, there were 24 municipalities where the growth in EAV in the TIF
district was lower than the growth in EAV for the entire municipality. There were twelve
municipalities where the EAV in TIF districts in 1992 had declined from the level in 1991.
There were thirteen such districts in 1991.

! In 1989, as part of a financing plan to retain the Sears Merchandise Group in Illinois, which makes up
the bulk of Sears, Roebuck and Company, the TIF legislation was altered to permit municipalities with
certification from the Illinois Department of Commerce and Community Affairs to create TIF districts in
areas not necessarily blighted. Under this authorization, the project must retain or create at least 2,000 jobs
and promise at least $100 million in private investment.
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Negative TIF increments, declining TIF EAV and slow TIF EAV growth are all
indicators of poorly performing TIF districts. The following graph shows the trend of
districts with negative TIF increment and negative EAV growth rate between 1988-1992.
The table on the following page provides more detailed information for 1992.

Number of TIF Districts
With Negative EAV Growth Rate & TIF Increment
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TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICTS
NEGATIVE INDICATORS ‘

1992
YEAR LOWER GROWTH IN TIF MUNICIPAL
NEGATIVE TIF INCREMENT . _(§) ADDED TIF THAN MUNICIPAL EAV___(%) CHANGE _ (%) CHANGE
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J 50
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The next exhibits show the ten municipalities with the largest TIF EAV, the largest
percent of TIF EAV in the total municipal tax base, the largest tax dollars paid to the TIF
district, the lowest TIF EAV growth and the highest TIF EAV growth.

TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICTS
TOP TEN TIF STATISTICS (1992)

(2) TIF AS A % OF
TOTAL TOWN EAV (%)

(1) TOTALTIFEAV $MILLIONS)

go 45

(3) HIGHEST TOTAL TAX § (4) LOWEST TIF ANNUAL CHANGE
IN TIF INCREMENT $THOUSANDS EAV GROWTH %

ANNUAL CHANGE

Palos Heights L o3%!
* Deerfield is in two counties, Lake and Cook. The total EAV of the TIF is
matched here against the portion of the municipality's EAV in Cook County.
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"Due to the size of the city, Chicago continued to top the lists with the largest EAV
in TIF districts ($452 million) and the highest level of tax dollars paid to TIF districts
($29.8 million). Rosemont, a much smaller municipality in comparison, followed close
behind Chicago in its use of TIF districts ($357 million in TIF EAV and $18 million in TIF
increment tax dollars). However, Rosemont ranked first in municipalities with the highest
percentage of its EAV captured in TIF districts (73%).

Another change in these top ten statistics from 1991 to 1992 also relates to the first
Iist, largest total TIF EAV. Franklin Park was added to this list while Arlington Heights
dropped from the top ten. Cicero maintained its third position in amount of total EAV.
Hoffman Estates rose from its 9th position in 1991 to 4th position in 1992. In 1992,
Flossmoor created its first district which totalled $1 million in EAV, one percent of the
entire municipal EAV. Chicago added seven new districts in 1992, raising its TIF EAV by
$66 million for these districts. However, Chicago’s TIF EAV still remains at approximately
two percent of total municipal EAV.

NEWLY CREATED TIF DISTRICTS (1992)
# # IN ADDED
NEWDISTRICTS _ ADDED  MUNI__ (SMILLIONS)

TOTAL — 17 ' VYR

NEW TIF DISTRICTS WITH HIGHEST GROWTH (1992)

TIF % %
OF TOTAL GROWTH # DIST

NEW DISTRICTS

MUNIJ EAV
klin P 14

91-92 ADDED

Riverdale:
Markham
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i illion in TIF
The creation of 17 new TIF districts added apprqmm?.teg ii730§;i;0:1hre e are
N EZV in Cook County. Of the sevenieen new districts nii < othe highest growth in
?ci::géied on the top ten list on the previous }}Z:dghe Zf ;1:1‘_1:;’;]3;2 ofg growth in TIF district
ot in Park showed a highes
TIF district EAV. Frankiin

EAV over 1991,

Wh icipaliti by no
1 icipalities, they are by

i istri ay be very popular w1th- many mun : e

fr ﬂiroTIIlef;ﬁ;t:k? 3IE"irst, terms such as blighted or conservation area are loosely

means free .

i i ertain TIF
defined in the text of the enabling legislation. This has ajlowed the creation of ¢

islati ing distri here existin
districts which do not follow the intent of the legislation. Creating districts w g

i i ave occurred
commercial activity is present or districts in which -deve}opmzntfv:}gt;l;i :ctmm o
i rmment intervention is an abuse. On the opposite end o P e
Netncts oreated in bl i ic foresight, simply as a low-cost last-,
districts created in blighted areas without apy economic s L
ditch attempt to promote grewth in an area which might have seen e dotion 1
economic growth had the TIF district not been created. Fine-tuning

necessary to deter the use of TIF's in either of these extreme situations.

Another concern is that other taxing bodies with jurisdictions within the TIF district,
such as school districts or park districts, lose the higher tax dollars otherwise resulting from
normal EAV growth. While the municipality granting the TIF is required to serve notice
to these other taxing bodies of any public hearings regarding the implementation of a TIF
district in their jurisdiction, th > affected units have no authority to alter the structure or

e

veto the creation of the districy”

'The TIF system also does not provide for any natural increase in the available TIF
tax base until the tax allocation bonds have been retired. Taxpayers outside the project area
indirectly subsidize any increased service needs of the area during this period.

Although the redevelopment costs are paid for by the increased property taxes
generated from new revenue source rather than being subsidized by taxes from other areas,
there is no guarantee that redevelopment policy will always generate the anticipated new
private investment. If new private investment does not occur or is inadequate, and the tax
base does not reach its projected higher level, then the tax increment will not be realized,
and the self-sufficiency of the project is called into questions.

On the whole, the TIF districts work ouly under certain conditions as a development
tool. Unless limited in its use, tax increment financing can eat up a majority of the growth -
in a community’s property tax base and thus will not return the benefits of the program to
the community as a whole. Itgs impqrtant that TIF's are not used to replace the full range ...
of appropriate economic development tools. Tax increment financing can work if it is used

selectively as a catalyst to improve areas truly in need of assistance which have no other
avenues available to achieve economic development.
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L2: OTHER REVENUES

For the eight major governments within Cook County, revenue sources other
than the prbperty tax and intergovernmental revenue became more sigmﬁlcant during
the 1980s an the early 1990s. By 1992, local tax revenue and non-tax revenue

represented almost 39 perceat of total revenues, provi mg cl@sc to $3.4 billion in actual
dollars. At|the same time, property taxes provided $3.1 bxlhdinwwhmle mtergovernmental
revenue furmshed $2.2 billion ‘in actual revenue dollars. o

: The [property tax, remamed the major source Jof‘ revenyg for all local governments
Throughouti the 1980s and continued to. do so for, tihe start of? e 1990s. In 1983, ‘
property tax extensions accounted for 33 percent: a% 1 revénbes In 1992, property
tax extemsans accounted for ¢lose to 36 percent of t t&al revemes In inflation-adjusted

dollars, property tax extensions for all local governmenms mcm&sed over 23 percent from
1983 to 199 the largest boost ¢ of all revebues ' |

The \property tax is the basic bu1ld1ng block ozf lbcal gc?vcmment, virtually the
“only independent source of revenue for many governments. Yet it is the subject of
- considerabl controversy because many citizens consider it unfair. Property tax
collections per capita in Illinois are about 19 percent above the national average and 9
percent above the average as a percentage of personal income. This raises questions
regarding the proper role of property of taxes in the system of’ locai revenues,
partlcularly\ with regard to education. P
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1983 SOURCES OF REVENUE
TOTAL FOR COOK COUNTY MAJOR LOCAL GOVTS

Intergovernment Rev.
31.9%

Local Non-Tax Rev.
20.0%

Other Local Tax Hew.
14

Property Tax Rev.
33.1%

1992 SOURCES OF REVENUE
TOTAL FOR COOK COUNTY MAJOR LOCAL GOVTS

Other Local Tax Rev.
16.9%

Intergovernment Rev.,
25.4%

35.8%
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Dun g the 1983-1992 time period, other local tapces and nom-tax income became
the most robust additional revenue generator for the general fupd. In inflation-adjusted
dollars, these "other" local tax revenues increased overejZI percent from 1983 to 1992 for
all local goVernments Non-tax revenues, such as user fees increased about 32 percent
over the same time penod N ‘ FERE

Si m icant chamges in mtergovemnﬂental revemue ﬂOW$ l}wve té)ken place during
the period of this study. Federal grants-m-ald once dommant, remain vital but are
‘receding in importance.State governments, in response, are reappraising program
spending pr]lormes while local governments are becotning more reliant on own-source

‘revenues.’ In 1983, intergovernmental revenue represented 31 percent of total revenue
for the eight major local governments. In 1992, that figure d@c}eased to 25 percent. In
inflation-adjusted dollars, intergovernmental revenue for the él%ht major Cook County
local governments decreased 9 percent from 1983 to 1992. This |downward trend is likely
to continue m the near future.

'OTHER LOCAL TAX REVENUE .
Locql tax revenue encompasses local option: income and ‘sales taxes, as well as

- license taxes, franchises fees, severance tax, mventory tax and hers. Midwestern cities

- had about a 6 percent incredse in other ldcal taxes between 19 1 and 1992 according to
a recent study by the National League of Cities. Local option sales and income tax
privileges aLe shared by more of the larger cities naﬁi ally, wh;ch explains a strong
correlation between city size and per caplta revenues. The forty-one largest cities
surveyed recelved $252.10 per capita.? In 1992, other local tax revenue accounted for 16
percent of qotal revenues for the eight major govemmemts wnzhm Cook County. During
the 1980s, other local tax revenue was the fastest growing sourde other than property tax
for these gdwernments However in the late 1980, local non-tax revenue also started a
fast upward climb. This climb occurred because local gbvernmetnts wanted to diversify
their revenue sources. Local noh-tax revehue such' aJs u\ser feés l prdwéléd the vehicle for
. this dlversx cation.

o

I
)
T

! Forrer, John J., and James Edwin Kee. "Intergovernmental Revenues" cal Government Finance.
Govemment inance Officers Association, 1991, p. 153. |

2 Paganq, Michael A. City Fiscal Conditions in 1993. National League of Cities, 1993, p 25.
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OTHER LOCAL TAX REVENUE 1983-1992
TOTAL COOK COUNTY MAJOR LOCAL GOVTS
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Cook County government alone, experienced a 19 percent increase in other local
tax revenue from 1983 to 1992 in inflation-adjusted dollars. Even though other local tax
revenue has increased significantly for Cook County from 1983 to 1992, property tax
revenues increase at an even higher rate, 83 percent in inflation-adjusted dollars during

the same time. The County still relies more heavily on property taxes than any other
revenue source.
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The City of Chicago also depends on other local tax reVenues Thwese revenues

‘represented almost 27 percent of total revenues for the City m 1992 a slight increase
from almosd 24 percent in 1982, but a decrease from Zé percent in 1987. |

IN TERGOVERNMEN TAL RE VEN UE

Inter overnmental rqvahue has declined over, <th¢: past: d¢cade as federal aid has
been reduced. The proportion of intergovernmental revenue to total revenue for the

_eight major |governments withinh Cook County has declmed from 33 percent in 1982 to
26 percent % 1991. In mﬂatlon -adjusted dollars, 1nte;rgovernméntal revenue decreased

15 percent from 1982 to 1991."

The City of Chicago is a perfect example of how the. dmlream in federal grants
‘has affected local governments, Intergovernmental revd(nue as a percent of total city
revenue accounted for 32 percent in 1983 and dropped to appry vximately 22 percent in
. 1992. As a result, Chicago has had to rely more heavily on local taxes to fmance its
~..,operations. "In the early 1980s, Chicago reczewed mbqud 33 pew nt of its corporate fund
. . ,revenue from federal and ‘staﬂte sources, However, in, 1986, fedaial revenue sharing was
-y ghmmated and replaced by local revenue rather than 3 wternatw intergovernmental

‘revenue sources. . R e
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By 1988, the percentage of intergovernmental revenue received by the city of
Chicago, decreased to 19 percent. The 1989 state income tax surcharge temporarily
reversed this trend, because funds were earmarked for revenue sharing with local
governments. Thus, revenue from higher levels of government increased to nearly 24
percent in 1990. In 1992, however, intergovernmental revenue fell to 21 percent of total
corporate revenue. Chicago continues to increase its reliance on the local tax and non-
tax base. The state began fiscal 1992 with an $765 million deficit from the prior year. In
an attempt to balance the state budget without tax increases, the portion of the
surcharge reserved for local governments was diverted from Jocal governments to state
general fund. As a result, Chicago lost $41 millon dollars in its distributive share of
income tax revenue.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 1983-1992
CITY OF CHICAGO
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LOCAL NON-TAX REVENUE

Non-tax revenue has replaced other local tax revenue as the fastest growing revenue
source other than property tax for the eight major local governments. Since the late 1980s,
local governments have increased their use of this revenue source dramatically. Unlike other
local governments across the nation, Midwestern local governments have just started utilizing
fees and charges. While governments in other regions have started to approach the revenue
ceiling for these fees, the eight major governments within Cook County are still seeing large
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increases. In iﬁﬂation-adjusted dollars, non-tax revenue .in‘ci:reaseq]‘@bom 32 percent from 1983
to 1992. In some governments, such as the City of Chicago, the proportion of non-tax revenue
in relation to total revenue is larger than that of the property tax.

| Betweentxl983 and 1992, Cook County has increas‘edf its ndpéﬁax revenue from $266
million in 1983 to $475 million in 1992 in actual dollars. The Cook County Health Fund is the
1argest source of the county’s revenues totalling approximately 35 percent of Cook County. ‘
revenue. This can be attributed to the Imple_{gentatiqp of ii‘he M‘édgzax‘ Match Program,
obtaining Federally Qualified Health Center Designation for Outpatient Services at County
health care facilities; and new billing procedures that 'ha{Vefiincreasqpi collections.’
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The (City of Chicago has also increased its reliance on :m(;‘)m-tax revenue

significantly from 1983 to 1992. In actual dollars, local non-tax revenue has increased

from $630 million in 1983 to $1.25 billion in 1992. The proportion of non-tax revenue
to total revenue increased from 27 percent in 1983 to 34 percent in 1992. The 1992
budget called for new fees and increases in existing for services provided by the fire
department, the zoning department and the zoning board of appeals. The user charges
were designed to cover the cost of providing the service.

3 Cook County. 1994 iation Bill. 1993, Vol. I, pp. 48 & 54.



FUTURE DIRECTIONS

As the 1990s progress, the future of intergovernmental revenue as a source for
the eight major governments within Cook County appears bleak. As shown by the City
of Chicago example, federal aid to local governments has declined during the past
decade.

In addition, many federal programs used by our area local governments are based
on decennial population figures. These programs include basic support programs such
as Head Start, Drug and Alcohol Abuse, airport improvements, and Vocational
Education. As the population in the area drops, so do the funds for these programs.
Unless the federal government, through Congress, changes the formulas for these
programs, federal aid will decline more rapidly during the 1990s.

Local governments in the Cook County area will be faced with many challenges
during the next decade. It appears a major revenue concern will be how to increase
existing revenues or find new revenue sources to replace the impending loss of
intergovernmental revenue. Then the mix of revenue sources will become crucial. As
government officials look to different sources of revenue, they must also examine the
volatility of the revenue stream. Historically, the property tax has been a relatively
stable revenue source. The sales tax, on the other hand, is known to produce double-
digit growth in good economic times, while forcing government officials to cover deficits
in economic downfurns, thereby showing its cyclical nature. Governments which use
more volatile revenue sources must look to other sources or mechanisms to control this
volatility.

32



L3 EXPENDITURES

it is more difficult to categorize expenditures across different types/jof governments. Due
'to this problem, it is nearly impossible to analyze combined local;spending patterns.

While revenue sources, such as property tax and ﬁEser fees, can be easily categorized,

Therefore, thls section will deal with individual governments amd their spending patterns.

Ove; ‘;all in the seven major governments within Omk County | (Cirty of Chicago, Cook

- County, Chicago Board of Education, Metropolitan Water Reclamation District, Chicago
Park Dis \ct, Chicago City Colleges, Forest Preserve Dqurmt 1of Cook County)l,
+'expenditures® in.actual dollars lincreased from $5.5 bl[lhqm in 1984 t0:$10.3 billipn in 1992.

In inflation-adjusted dollars, expenditures increased almost 38 percent be’uween 1984 and

: Loc 1 governments in Cook County contmue ‘to} wdeal ” mcmasmg pressures on
expenditures. Factors that have an adverse affect on e penchtw ¢s include the rising cost

“of employee health benefits, the cost of landfills and waste m clmg; infrastructure and

capital nee

s, federal and state mandates, and public safety. -

» i I
. *The ch rts in the Expendxmre$ section show nine year trends Thxs secuon will have a year of data
added annua y until it includes ten year trends. P R
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1984 - 1992 EXPENDITURES
COOK COUNTY MAJOR LOCAL GOVTS
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CITY OF CHICAGO

In actual dollars, the City of Chicago experienced a 66 percent increase in
expenditures between 1984 to 1992. When adjusted for inflation, the expenditure increase

was almost 23 percent.

The 1992 fiscal year represented a challenge for the City of Chicago in its effort to
control expenditures. Public safety expenditures accounted for 28 percent of total
expenditures increasing 43 percent from 1984 to 1992 in actual dollars. In actual dollars
public safety increased $48 million between 1991 and 1992 because of an increase in

salaries and staffing.’

In 1992, general government expenditures rose almost 70 million from 1991. This
can be attributed in part to increased personnel costs negotiated in the new union
contracts. Capital project expenditures decreased almost 6 percent during this time period.
This decrease, in part, resulted from the completion of the Harold Washington Library.

5 City of Chicago. 1992 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 1992, p. 13-14

¢ City of Chicago. 1992 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. 1992. p. 14.
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1984 EXPENDITURES
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COOK COUNTY

Health care costs and the demand for criminal justice represent two of the fastest
growing components of most large government budgets. Cook County is no exception to
this trend. Two of Cook County’s largest responsibilities are public health care and the
operation of the justice system. This includes Cook County Hospital and the Cook County
Bureau of Health Services, the Circuit Court of Cook County, and Cook County Jail.

Public safety and health expenditures constitute over 66 percent of total County
expenditures. In actual dollars, public safety expenditures rose 87 percent, increasing from
$290 million in 1984 to $544 million in 1992. Health expenditures increased from $314
million in 1984 to $518 million in 1992. Overall, Cook County expenditures increased 38

percent in inflation-adjusted dollars between 1984 and 1992.

1984 EXPENDITURES
COOK COUNTY

Protee. Person/Prop. 33.8%
Environ. Control 0.3%

Govt Mgmy/Support 5.1% ;//{/////////////// -

Transportation 8.5%

Prolect. HealthiWelfar 38.6%

Education 0.2%

con/Human Dev. 3.5%)

Debt Senice 7.3%
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1992 EXPENDITURES
~ COOK COUNTY

Environ. Control 02% . | , i op. | 33.8%
Caplisl Outlay 8.8% | ) h 1

Egucation 0.1%
Protect. HealthAWeltar 32.2% ;

EDUCATION
~ Instruction represented the largest expenditure for the Chicagp Board of Education and City
Colleges in the period from 1984 to' 1992. For City Cdll;éégm instructional costs remained fairly
constant, accounting for around 40 percent of total expenditures betwpen 1984 and 1992. Instruction: -
expenditures at the Chicago Board of Education hovered around 56 percent of total expenditures
during that same time period’. At the Board of Education, 1992 debt service expenditures remained
co: Eistent with 1991’s significant decrease. Debt service expenditures|fell 71 percent from 1990 to
1992 in actual dollars. During the years of 1989 ﬁ d 1990, the Board "entered into lease agreements
with the Public Building Commission (PBC) to . 'é}’quire,gcbmst uct, improve, rehabilitate, and equip
umber of schools for the Board."s/|fn 1991 jani nom

1992, no new

a numbs s fo ‘ and 1992, no new lease agreements were entered into,
- maoreover causing %he drastic decline in debt service. More information for long term debt is contained

in section IL1. Support services has'been a fast growing expenditure. In actual dollars, support
services increased from $207 million in 1984 to $492 million i{u 1992,

|
i . i E

"The dec‘lEases in this ratio for the years 1989 and 1990 are due to 1afngje increases in the area of debt

~ gervice. Duri g that time, the Board entered into lease agreements with the Public Building Commission for
. d number of school buildings. : i

8 Chicagol Board of Education. Annual Finangial Reports. 1990, 1991 and 1992, p. 17.
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1984 EDUCATION EXPENDITURES
BD. OF ED. & COMM. COLL. DIST. 508

Instruction
54,0%

Nan-instructional
7.5%

1992 EDUCATION EXPENDITURES
BD. OF ED. & COMM. COLL. DIST. 508

Debt

Student Services
B.6%

Non-Instructional 4
3.5%

e

Support Services
27.3%

Instruction
54.1%
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SPECML DISTRICTS

‘$pecial district governments provide single service functions. Thay include the Metropolitan
e*r\Rleclamatlo District (MWRD), the Chicago Park District (CPD), and the Cook County Forest -
»Pm erve District (FPD), The CPD and the FPD provide recﬁreatanql  services while the MWRD

provides water tre tment services that require extenswe capital mvestnfient
. o \

“i~ 'The larges expemdmtures for the MWRD are cap:tal outlay andmtnaicmt@nance ‘Between 1991
and 1992, capital outlay. increased from $173 million to $237 million, due to an increase in capital
projects scheduled., In past years, maintenance expenditures have not xk¢pt pace with inflation. From
1984:to 1992, these expendnrures m mflatlon-ad]wsted dollars, Dmcreasad by only 1 pelrcent

J

| Total exp:endltures for the FPD have decreased almost 8 perc¢nt in mnﬂatlon*adjusted dollm's j
from 1984 to 1992, However, the largest expenditure for the EPD general maintenance, increased
‘6 peroent, in mﬂapomad]usted dollars during this time period. Most of the other expenditures

Mmd static or even decreased. On the other hand, total expenditu 'es »tﬁor the: CPD increased 43
- peérgént in mﬂatm#adwsted dollars from 1984 to 1992. ‘Much of ‘this increase is the due to the
changeover of the Park District from a centralized system to a decentml zed system. Since 1988, Host =

'and regnonal parks expendltures have mcreased 56 ‘percent.

i
1 S . t i

' 1984-1992 EXPENDITI hr—:s LERE
SELEOTED SPE@IAL Digs chrs oy
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OUTSIDE INFLUENCE

A number of factors, such as federal and state mandates, sewage collection and treatment and
especially rising employee health benefits have contributed to soaring expenditures by the eight major
governments within Cook County analyzed in this section. As Peterson notes,

"Medical price inflation, the rising number of catastrophic claims, and increasing outpatient costs
are driving health care expenditures toward unprecedented levels and making health care one of
the hottest national issues due to rising costs for hospitals, doctors, and employees."

Health costs have hit Cook County particularly hard. Not only is the County facing increased health
insurance costs for its employees, but it is also experiencing rising expenditures from operating Cook
County Hospital.

Public safety expenditures are also increasing rapidly. The national drug epidemic has finally
found its way into the Chicago region. The Chicago Police Department and the Cook County
Sheriff’s Police have become the front line in this war on drugs. Consequently, expenditures for police
and courts are increasing exponentially.

Federal and state mandates imposed on local governments often strain the resources of local
governments. Mandates are the most numerous and costly in the areas of environmental regulation
and personnel administration. For example, the {llinois General Assembly, in the early 1990s, passed
legislation requiring local governments to increase their contributions to police and fire pension funds.
Also, federal courts have mandated local governments to provide a service or face serious
consequences. In this region, the federal court mandated the County to build additional jails for
prisoners or face hefty fines. The completion of the first of these jails occurred in 1992.

Solid waste management has become an important issue for local governments, given society’s
renewed interest in environmental issues. As large numbers of landfills are closing, fewer are opening
because of increases in construction and operation costs ..and stricter EPA requirements.’ In
addition, sewage collection and treatment costs have soared, more federal mandates and less federal
money. These factors will continue to pressure local government expenditures.

*Peterson, Douglas D. City Fiscal Conditions in 1990. National League of Cities, 1990, p. 30.

“Tbid, p. 31.
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IL. LOCAL GOVERNMENT LONG TERM LIABILITY

OVERVIEW
I i ‘1%92, twenty-nine percent of property taxes extehqiedby the eight major
‘governments within Cook County were used to. pay ;currenjc“[‘liiabﬁli.tiies ‘of long term
dbligations.  Collectively, major local governments extended $94)42 million for long term
| obligations in 1992. BRI A |

3&

Long term obligations for the eight major gover;mim{ents within Cook County include:

 contributions to public employee pension systems, debt service on long term bonds and, for

_ some governments, lease payments to the Public Building Comrpﬂ sion for capital facilities.
" From 1987-1992, local governments increased  their' extensions for long-term

obligations 2b.4% while overall property tax extensions have risen 48,7%. EAV growth was

47% pv:ert'h% period. Long tem .

 falling from i%%‘ of total extensi

WObligaiﬁo!ﬁS are a‘smjal, er shamtgof‘,,t:hé coﬂlposiite tax bill
dns in 1987 to 29% in 1992." | |

| i ¢ e
| e
| TOTAL PROPERTY TAXES EXTENDED
| For Long-Term Obligations. '
i -t Rt aa— * L ’ T T [ KB ’
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Cook County property tax extensions for long term obligations increased by 102%
from 1987 to 1992, faster than any other local government. Most of this increase was due
to new long term debt issued since 1990 for Cook County Jail reconstruction, along with
rehabilitation of Provident and Oak Forest Hospitals and rehabilitation of courtrooms.
Extensions for long term obligations alone rose 153% from 1987 to 1992. The county had
a 55% increase in property tax extended for pension liabilities over the same period due
to increases in salaries and employees participating in the pension plan. Other major
governments within Cook County have had smaller increases in their extensions devoted
to long term obligations. Chicago’s total extension, for example, rose only 5%, due to a
large reduction in extensions for long term debt.

The Chicago Board of Education increased its extensions for long term obligations
by 19%. Most of this increase was due to increased pension contributions while taxes
dedicated to debt service and lease payments were relatively stable, growing only 3%.

In 1992, 53.5% of taxes collected by the City of Chicago were for paying for long
term obligations. MWRD used 46.6% of its extension for covering its long term liabilities.
With the exception of the Forest Preserve District, the other governments extending taxes
used (Cook County, Chicago Board of Education, City Colleges and Chicago Park District)
about 30 percent of their extension for long term obligations.

% OF MAJOR GOVERNMENTS' PROPERTY TAXES

For Long-Term Qbligations

70% -
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50% -
40%
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Governments borrow money to meet both short term and long term needs. Short
term borrowing is primarily used to improve cash flow when bills are due prior to taxes
being collected to pay for them. Long term debt is generally used to pay for infrastructure
and other assets which benefit future as well as present taxpayers.

To meet these basic needs governments use several forms of bonds. General
obligation bonds are backed by the "full faith and credit" of the local government. The
collateral for General Obligation bonds is the taxing authority of a local government.
Property taxes are levied annually to pay the debt service on any General Obligation debt.

General obligation debt is the least risky to the investor and, therefore, the cheapest
way for governments to borrow money. For projects which may not be of use to all
taxpayers, revenue bonds are used. Revenue bonds are guaranteed by the income derived
from the enterprise. In Chicago, sewer, water, skyway and dock facilities are all financed
through revenue bonds by local governments. Revenue bonds are retired by the income
from the project that is financed. Sewer and water revenue bonds might be paid off by
revenues from user fees for these services. If the government defaults on this type of debt,
there is no legal obligation of property taxes or other revenue streams (like the sales tax,
for example) to pay off the debt obligation.

For short term credit needs, mormally with maturities of one year or Iess,
governments use a variety of short maturity bonds and notes. In some cases this debt is
guaranteed by the equivalent of the full faith and credit of the local government, However,
governments often borrow funds to remedy cash flow problems caused by the slow
collecltion of the property taxes and guarantee debt by the pending collection of property
taxes.

TRENDS IN TAX SUPPORTED BONDED DEBT

Long term tax-supported bonded debt includes the total outstanding principal (no interest)
of general obligation debt, the principal portion of lease obligations, and in some cases
construction and equipment tender notes. All of these obligations are supported by the
taxing authority of local governments.

General Obligation Bonds

General obligation debt is the most common and represents the largest portion ‘of tax
supported bonded debt. All local governments use some general obligation debt to finance
capital needs, however, some governments are restricted i theq ablh.ty to flx}ance projects
through general obligation means and revenue bonds or other financing vehicles are used.

¢ actual collection of property taxes results from a

! i ion and th
of time between the extension ar . ‘ .
iy ois during the Great Depression. This

i io ted by the State of Illin
moratorium on property tax collections granted ' - ‘
time lag, in addition to creating immense confusion for the taxpayer, raises otherwise unnecessary borrowing

3

costs for governments. Its elimination, though widely sought, has been e-]usi\{e because of state and local
government reluctance to assume the short term consequence of implementation.
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The bond market has generally regarded G.O. bonds as less of a risk than revenue
bonds, resulting in lower interest costs. This is because G.O. bonds represent a legal
obligation of the government, where the G.O. debt payments are a legal first lien on the
resources of the government. Revenue bonds represent only a mioral obligation where no
direct funding source like the property tax base is avqigable to pﬁq}%off the debt. However,
to break the moral obligation /on a revenue bond woul %\c¢irtainlyl‘mak§; it more difficult for
a government to issue future debt. ‘ SRR i R

The greater security for repayment offéred by G.O. fbond# Ifytzﬂs resulted in an historic
difference in yield from revenue bonds that has been as high as 140 basis points, though
the difference has been somewhat less dramatic in recent iedts.  Nonetheless, many
governments with the ability to issue general obligation debt to fund necessary projects
~choose this source because of the savings in interest costs over time.?

Debt service includes the principal and interest payments c\’ue’c}noutstanding notes
and bonds. Because each -bond issue has its own rate of interest or unique payment
schedule, most analyses focus on the principal when referring to Tlﬂe balance outstanding.
Net bonded indebtedness means the outstanding principal on long term, G.O. debt.

- In actual dollars, net bonded indebtedness for the eight, largest local governments
has grown about $1.2 billion from 1983t0 1992. In 1992, this griowth trend continued and
net bonded indebtedness increased $444 million over the 1991 level to reach an all-time
high of $4.0 billion. The increase over 1991 was driven primarily by new bond issues from
~ Cook County and the City of Chicago. i |

Those governments which are not homerule units are subject to statutory réstrictions on'either the
amount of mongy they may botrow orlon the methods for borrowing mondyq% ‘They may, for :examplT, be

required to seek voter approval before issuing' G.O. débt.
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NET BONDED INDEBTEDNESS
CHICAGO MAJOR GOVERNMENTS 1983-1992
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Over the last ten years cumulative net bonded indebtedness has remained
relatively stable; however, 1992 brought a significant increase. Most of this increase was
due to new capital projects by Cook County ranging from court rehabilitation to jail
expansion and the rehabilitation of Provident Hospital.

| Chicago Public Schools. One of the more significant changes between 1983 and 1992
occurred in the total bonded indebtedness of the Chicago Public Schools (Board of
Education debt and School Finance Authority debt). In 1983, the total debt level
for the schools stood at $827 million, the majority of which resulted directly from
the fiscal crisis of 1979-80 and the subsequent financial bailout. By 1992, the total
debt of the schools had dropped to $490 million, as a large portion of the original
"bailout” debt had been retired. Additionally, the Board of Education issued no
bonds between 1983 and 1992, and the School Finance Authority issued only one
bond to fund new projects in this period, a $320 million G.O. issue (1984, Series E),
which was used to fund capital projects for the schools.’

The School Finance Authority did refinance existing bonds on several occasions between these years
which resulted in "new bond issues.”" But only the 1984, Series E bonds were issued for new projects.
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: Rex{enue Bonds

| projeats
o Ima pemod ‘of extenswe rdhance on pr@pelty taxes ‘many gpyemm«ents have found
{ revenue bonds a convenient vehicle for funding major. projects’ without adding to their
?pmmpem tax extensions. They also provide some govemtihents with|a:means of issuing debt
| without turning to voters for prior approval, since they dre not.backed by the full faith and
icredit of the government unit. | As the type of revenue bom;llsu available for: issuance
//increases, and as the difference in interest costs compared with| 1G.0O! bonds narrows, the

; "app¢a[l of revenue issues ‘will probably endure: for s;omat time. | v

R
‘

W Cook County. Of the eight governments, Cook! 'County’s; sﬁnare of total indebtedness
- ' grew the most, from $310 million in 1983 to nearly $1. Zw million in 1992. In 1991,
~ $422 million in new debt was issued for Capital Imprmlveme.nts in mamy county
. buildings including: downtown county office bujldings, county court buildings, Cook

1+ County Ja11 Juvemle Detentxon Cemer Cod)k Counrtyt H@spltal and Provident

; S

B Cuyof Chzcago The cny s total mdebtedness gx ew fronq $4459 mllhon in 1983 to
~ $1.059 billion in 1992. As the need for replacement 'of the city’s infrastructure

continues to grow, the city is likely to find itself adding’ tib this balance in coming
years. This could be somewhat offset by the concurrent flnal retxrement of several
of the! city’s oldet;, Iex1$t1ng G.O. b@nkis .!‘; ‘ 11‘\;31, T ~

. Others The Chlcago Park DlStl‘lCt and the Cxty Colleges a]lso had modest increases
" in their share of total G.Q. debt over this ten year penodr |;The Metropolitan Water
Reclamation District (MWRD) maintained a consistent; large outstamdung balance

of long term debt over the period which increased from: ${7®0 million in 1983 to $836
million in 1992. As the most capital-intensive of the eight major governments within

Cook County, the MWRD mainly uses its capital program to fund the Tunnel and
Reservoir Project (TARP) or "Deep Tunnel," a mulﬂﬂdyear program aimed at
controlling flooding in the metropolitan area. 1992 was, the first year the District

- was able to borrow $24 5 million from the statel at subsxd& ed interest rates.
il

|

Local governments also make extensive use of revenue bcm $ to finance major long-
term capital pmJects Unlike G 0. bonds, revenue bonds depend on user charges or other

‘ progect-related income streams to cover the debt setvice costs. | These bonds are not
| normally backed by the full faith and credit of the local govemﬂnent Locally, revenue
| bonds have been used to finance the construction of projects such as the Park District’s
| downtown parking facilities, O’Hare Airport facilities, the Chlcagb Skyway and Chicago’s
| waste water treatment centers. Each of these projects was constructed with the proceeds

from the sale of revenue bonds which are being retired with mcmme generated by these

G
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As can be seen in the following graph, revenue bonds outstanding for the eight local
governments increased from $925 million in 1983 to $2.9 billion in 1992. The majority of
the revenue bond debt outstanding is attributable to the City of Chicago. In 1992, the total
balance outstanding was about $2.858 billion. $2.318 billion of this balance was related to
renovations, expansions, and maintenance projects at the city’s airports, primarily O’Hare
International Airport. Bonds for O'Hare are retired by income generated from operating
agreements with the airlines using the airport and other airport-related revenue.

‘REVENUE BONDS OUTSTANDING 1983-1992

TOTAL FOR COOK COUNTY MAJOR LOCAL GOVTS
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While revenue bonds are designed so that debt service will be paid by income from
the specific project or facility, the Chicago Skyway Authority has not generated enough
income to make required minimum payments on the original bonds issued to construct the
highway and landmark bridge. Consequently, these bonds have been technically in default
since 1963, though the Authority has been able to make periodic payments on back interest.
$10.8 million of the current principal was paid off in November 1991 from bond fund
reserves, bringing the balance outstanding to $90.2 million. The due date on the bonds is
January 1, 1995. If the bonds default, then an interest rate penalty of 5% will be charged.

Under court order tolls were increased to $2.00 per vehicle in order to meet required
minimum payment levels, -
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THE SPECIAL CASE OF PBC

PBC bonds, although technically revenue bonds, are different from the revenue
bonds discussed in the previous section. PBC bonds are issued for capital projects of major
local governments in Cook County and have been used to finance the construction and
rehabilitation of buildings like court houses, schools, City Colleges facilities, and the Daley
Center. The PBC itself was created in 1956 as an entity that could finance these facilities
for Cook County governments without the statutory requirement of voter approval.

These revenue bonds, however, are more like G.O. bonds since the income stream
used to pay them comes from master lease agreements set up with the local governments
for which the facilities are built. By signing this lease, the local government commits
resources to cover the life of the bonds issued by the PBC. The money to cover the lease
payments comes from the local government’s property taxes. This action is tantamount to
a pledge of the local government’s full faith and credit. Though this is not a G.O. bond
and is not included in a government’s net bonded indebtedness, this debt is still recognized
in any assessment of the individual government’s overall long term debt and the lease itself
is interpreted by the Supreme Court of Illincis to be present debt of the local government
for the aggregate of all the rental payments due.

PBC bonds have been popular among Cook County’s major units of local
government, particularly among those that have state-imposed property tax rate limits on
their operating and debt service funds. Since PBC leases allow for a separate tax levy to
maintain and operate the facilities which are covered under PBC leases, financing projects
through the PBC not only allows a government to finance a project’s construction, but also
removes the cost of maintenance and operation of the facility from the government’s
operating fund over the life of the lease. Thus, spending pressure is removed from the
operating fund and the illusion of cost control in that fund’s property tax levy is created.

In recent years, the Public Building Commission’s role has changed. Although it
continues to issue revenue bonds for local governments subject to property tax rate limits.
Local home rule governments--Chicago and Cook County--have adequate borrowing power
under state law and statutes to make the PBC largely obsolete for their purposes. In 1992,
most of the outstanding debt of these bonds was refinanced through general obligation
lease certificates. These certificates represent a right to the principal and interest payments
under the lease agreement. Both the Board of Education and the City Colleges utilized
general obligation lease certificates in 1992. The proceeds of the sale were placed in
escrow and defeased $265 million in debt underlying the lease between the PBC and the
Board. City colleges defeased $125 million in debt underlying its lease with the PBC by
selling general obligation lease certificates.

To local governments, these changes in the finance structure have meant significant

“The operating fund is generally called the “corporate fund” by most governments, and the "education
fund” by schools and community colleges.
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savings in lease payments by reducing the interest cost of outstanding debt. However,
changes in finance structure do not change the underlying obligation of long term lease
payments on the taxing authority of governments. Lease obligations are a significant
portion of long term debt for rate limited governments. The exhibit below shows PBC
lease obligations and general obligation debt for major local governments.

Tax Supported Bonded Debt, Jan. 2, 1993
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1400
1200+
1006
800~
600
400~
200 -

Hilllons
s

0
(o

I
o>

RS

tofagaselelet

ttete s
RN
Setitetatats!

e
%!

2
*
9
5
¢

ey,

B GO Debt Z PBC Lease

50



The Chicago Board of Education had the largest share of PBC debt of local
governments in 1992 at $448.8 million. New leases of $148.9 million in March, 1989 and
$265.6 million in May, 1990 were issued to construct new school buildings and complete
needed repairs on existing facilities. No new leases were issued by the Chicago Board of
Education during 1992.

OTHER LONG TERM DEBT VEHICLES

As the outery for control of property taxes has grown, and as governments have
become more sophisticated in managing their long term debt, new long term debt vehicles
have become popular. These new types of debt make traditional analyses of governments’
long term liabilities more complicated. As discussed earlier, the use of PBC revenue bonds
provides governments with a means of constructing and maintaining buildings without
carrying the burden of maintenance costs in their regular operating funds.

Certificates of Participation and Certificates of Obligation represent other, newer
debt vehicles growing in popularity among governments around the country. '

= Certificates of Obligation (C of Os) are very much like any G.O. bond in that they
are direct obligations of the issuing government and are payable from property taxes.
However, the additional pledge of a minimal portion of the underlying project’s
revenues to meet debt service costs in conjunction with the property tax satisfies
statutes or codes where they are used that permit the issuance of these instruments
without voter referendum. In this sense, these debt vehicles provide governments
with a means of financing projects using the property tax without consideration of
debt limits or voter approval, though they carry the full faith and credit obligation
of the issuer. C of Os have not yet been issued for any of the major governments
within Cook County.

n Certificates of Participation (COPs) also circumvent legal restrictions on debt issuance
and voter referendum, though they are structurally different from C of Os. COPs
are issued to finance projects through lease agreements and, like the PBC leases
described earlier, are paid from annual budget appropriations. The appropriations
are generally paid by the property tax though, unlike PBCs, there is not a discrete
"COP" property tax levy, and, unlike G.O.s, these are not backed by the full faith
and credit of the government using them. In other words, a default by a
government on a COP would mean the termination of the lease, though COP
holders would have rights to the proceeds from the sale of the mortgage on the
leased facility

The Public Building Commission, with the consent of the City Colleges, authorized

$Ciccarone, Richard A., "Understanding the Risks and Rewards of Certificates of Participation," Kemper
Fixed Income Research, November 21, 1991, p. 1.
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the issuance of a COP to refinance a portion of principal and interest in the Colleges’
outstanding master lease agreements (1987 Series B, $125.6 million) in November, 1990.
The issuance of the certificates in no way affects the on-going responsibility of the Colleges
to meet the lease payments as stipulated in the lease agreement and, accordingly, the
principal outstanding on the lease is still considered part of the Colleges’ outstanding long
term debt. However, because the Public Building Commission no longer holds the debt,
the balance is no longer included in the PBC’s debt obligations.

In 1991, the City of Chicago issued its first COP in July of 1991 for $24.7 million to
finance a new automotive repair yard for city vehicles. The COPs are payable over twenty
years and are counted by the City as part of its lJong-term debt obligation.

OVERLAPFING DEBT

Overlapping debt measures the portion of total outstanding general obligation, long
term debt of the major government units supported by the property tax base within the City
of Chicago. This measure, relied on by most bond rating agencies, provides an important
piece of the overall fiscal picture of local government.

IOVERLAPPING DEBT WITHIN CHICAGO 1992

METRO. WATER RECL. DIS 10.7%
FOREST PRES. DIST. 0.0%

CHICAGO 30.6%

COOK 16.3%

CITY COLL. 7.2%
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PARK DIST. 8.5%

SCHOOL FINANCE AUTH. 13.5%
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In 1992, overlapping debt for Chicago totalled $4.7 billion, increasing 14.7 percent
from 1991. This amount represented 13 percent of the equalized assessed value (EAV)
within the city. Dividing by population, this figure represented a debi burden of $1266.26
per capita in 1992, $85.08 higher than the per capita figure in 1991.

The City of Chicago and the Chicago Public Schools (Board of Education and the
Chicago School Finance Authority) constituted the largest share of the city’s overlapping
debt in 1992 at 30.6 percent and 26.8 percent, respectively. The County of Cook’s
proportionate debt in Chicago rose to 16.3% of the total debt supported by the property
tax. The City Colleges, the Chicago Park District and the MWRD each accounted for
approximately 10 percent of 1992 overlapping debt. ‘

A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON DEBT

In assessing the local governments’ long term debt picture, it is helpful to consider
the use of debt by other major urban centers around the country. There are several ways
to measure and compare debt burden. As already noted in this section, study of total
bonded indebtedness is a straight-forward means to compare different jurisdictions’ debt
levels. However, in making comparisons with other areas, it is important to consider other
measures such as local employment, per capita income, housing stock, building activity, and
other growth trends, as well.

More sophisticated analyses might include the ratio of outstanding debt to household
and business income, the ratios of outstanding debt to market value of taxable property,
unused debt margins, and histories of voter referenda for tax increases and bond issues.®
For this analysis, total per capita overlapping debt is used to compare the nation’s five most
populated cities and counties. This straightforward measure helps adjust for shifts in
population growth and accounts for all of the government debt that is borne by taxpayers
in the city or county.

A host of factors influenced each individual jurisdiction’s debt levels or burdens,
though expanding costs for correctional services, health care delivery, and infrastructure
placement and repair are common denominators driving many of the high per capita debt
ratios within major metropolitan areas. The following graph compares the most recent per
capita overlapping debt figures for the nation’s five most populated cities (June, 1993),
along with figures from the previous two years.

§Checklist of Indicators of Fiscal Health, Management Policies in Local Government Finance, published
by International City Management Association, 1987.
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PER CAPITA DEBT BURDENS FOR CITIES

Source: Moody's investors Serivce

54

Thoudands
L4 8
| . 1

i d
—h
i

©
(=]

11950 #1901 Bl 1992 BJ19e3 -

Per capita overlapping debt for Chicago continues to rank fourth among the five
largest cities. In coming years, the city’s overall infrastructure needs, the county’s
health and correctional facility requirements, and the MWRD TARP project,
combined with a constant or perhaps declining population, are likely to continue to
push the overlapping debt per capita in Chicage much higher.

Los Angeles has the lowest overlapping debt per capita of the five cities at $1098,
a 24% increase over 1991.

New York City has had the highest per capita overlapping debt of these cities in
recent years, standing now at $3523. Still far ahead of its peers, New York’s debt
burden increased 16 percent from 1991 levels. A history of fiscal troubles has
resulted in use of long term debt financing as a means of correcting past fiscal
imbalances.

Houston and Philadelphia each experienced significant decline in overlapping per
capita debt from 1992 to 1993.
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Both Houston and Philadelphia had significant increases in overlapping debt last
year. For Houston, much of this growth may be due to the replacement of water and sewer
facilities to meet EPA mandates. Philadelphia’s persistent fiscal crisis has led to the
creation of the Pennsylvania Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority and a subsequent
$250 million bond issue to help pay the city’s past-due bills. This may be not be the end
of the growth in Philadelphia’s debt, though, as infrastructure needs and budget imbalances
may result in more debt financing over the short term.

The five most populated counties shown below experienced and continue to be
pressured by many of the same demands placed on cities. The need for more jail cells,
courtroom facilities, expanded health care facilities for the indigent and medically under-
served, and infrastructure replacement have increased most of these counties’ per capita
debt burden. The overall debt per capita figures shown include the percent of debt let by
each of the government entities within the counties applicable to that portion of the
governments’ equalized assessed valuation lying within the counties.

PER CAPITA DEBT BURDENS FOR COUNTIES

Saurce: Moody's Investots Servce
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San Diego, Los Angeles, and Cook Counties each experienced large annual increases
in 1993 overall debt per capita at 9.2, 8.9 and 15.9 percent, respectively. Orange County,
California experienced a 2.0 percent decline while Harris County, Texas actually
experienced a reduction in overall debt per capita in the last year. However, Harris has the
highest per capita debt burden of all five counties, at $2,230.

It is interesting to note that two different growth patterns in population seem to be
producing similar results for the California counties and for Cook County. The former
have experienced tremendous population growth over the last few years, bringing demands
for new infrastructure and facilities to these county governments, On the other hand, Cook
County has experienced only slight growth, but aging infrastructure and expanding social
problems have persisted, leading to increased debt financing by governments within the
county. It is likely that the growth in Cook County’s debt per capita will continue for at
least the next few years for the reasons already described. It will be interesting to follow
whether this growth occurs for the other counties and for similar or different reasons.
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11.2: PUBLIC PENSION LIABILITY
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As local governments continue to struggle with annual budgetary shortfalls whether
local governments will be able to meet their long term pension obligations without
increasing the burden on taxpayers is an issue of concern. In the case of the nine major
public pension funds in the Chicago area, the assets and obligations of these funds are
quite large. These funds covered 122,250 active employees and 58,183 beneficiaries in
1992. Together, these funds invested and managed over $13 billion in assets and had over
$17 billion in liabilities. As with many public pension funds, the local governments are
obligated to meet any liabilities which the funds have to their beneficiaries. Since all of the
funds examined here are supported in some part by the real property tax, if these funds
cannot meet their liability costs, then local taxpayers will likely have to bear the costs of
keeping these funds solvent.

The City of Chicago enrolls its employees in four different pension systems: the
Laborers’ and Retirement Board Employees’ Annuity and Benefit Fund; the Firemen’s
Annuity and Benefit Fund; the Municipal Employees’ Annuity and Benefit Fund; and the
Policemen’s Annuity and Benefit Fund. Cook County, the Chicago Park District, the
Forest Preserve District, and the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) each
have their own pension systems. The Chicago Board of Education enrolls teachers in the
Public School Teachers’ Pension and Retirement Fund of Chicago. All other employees
of the Board of Education are enrolled in the City of Chicago’s Municipal Employees’
Annuity and Benefit Fund.!

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS

One problem that some of these funds continue to have is that the assets of these
funds are not keeping pace with the benefits being accrued by annuitants. This problem
can be understood better by breaking the pension funds down into their five primary
funding and liability components. On the funding side, pensions receive their assets from
three sources: 1) employer contributions; 2) employee contributions; and 3) investment
income. In the case of public pension funds, the employer contribution is most often paid
with property tax revenue. Pension funds primarily make expenditure payments to cover
benefit and adminstrative costs. Included in benefit payments are disability payments and
refunds to employees who have left before becoming fully vested. Administrative expenses
include the cost of paying for investment managers. Each of these components plays a
major role in determining the health and growth potential of a public pension fund.

Pension experts agree that the method of funding a public pension fund should
prevent growth of the unfunded liability, or that portion of future projected costs and
interest not currently covered by assets. This is called the normal cost plus interest method
and it is the minimum funding target local pension funds should meet. Paying the interest

! Two other major funds cover a number of local public employees but are not supported by property
taxes and are not included in this analysis. They are the Chicago Transit Authority Employees’ Pension Plan
and State University Employees’ Pension Fund (some City College Employees are enrolled in this fund).
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on the unfunded liability stabilizes it, and paying the "normal cost” covers the accruing costs
of the fund as employees earn benefits through working. Other methods of funding
generally seek to systematically amortize the unfunded liability over a period of time. The
State of Illinois” five pension systems are supposed to amortize their unfunded lability over
40 years as a level percentage of payroll, determined under the projected unit credit actuarial
cost method.? At the present time, the prospect that some of these funds will be able to
meet that goal without major changes in either future benefits or revenues is in doubt.

The following graph shows the funded ratios for each of the nine public pension
funds for each year from 1987 to 1992.
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2 Though forty year amortization of the accrued liability of the five state funds has been mandated by
state statute since 1989, the state has, in fact, never fully met its annual obligation for this plan.
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‘The funds grouped toward the right of chart have had higher funded ratios over the
period than have those toward the left. In 1992, the MWRD, Cook County, and the Forest
Preserve funds had lower funded ratios. The Fire, Police, Municipal, Teachers’, Park, and
Laborers funds realized moderate increases in their funded ratios. Some funds experienced
a decrease in their funded ratios in part due to an increase in beneficiary benefits. In the
case of the MWRD, changes in State legislation increased the extra years of service
employees are allowed to purchase from 10 to 15 years. In addition, the MWRD also
increased benefits to surviving spouses of vested employees and provided for a minimum
benefit for surviving spouses of non-vested employees. This increase in benefits was
partially responsible for the fund’s 7.5% decrease in its funded ratio.

The aggregate funded ratio of the nine funds increased to 74.3 percent in 1992 from
73.2 percent in 1991 (see Appendix E.3). Although the Forest Preserve Employees’ funded
ratio decreased over 5% in 1992, it still maintains a ratio of over 100% as does the
Laborers’ Pension Fund. Both the Fire and Policemens’ pension funds are below 60% in
their funded ratios at 47.1% and 55.3%, respectively. The low ratios of these two funds are
a continuing concern, requiring improvement.

SOLVENCY TEST

Another good measure of the adequacy of pension funding often used by pension
fund analysts is known as a solvency test, or the guick liability ratio. This is really a test of
whether a pension fund’s current assets would be sufficient to cover the continued pension
benefits of current retirees and refund all contributions into the fund made by current
employees if the pension plan were liquidated. The difference between the funded ratio
and the quick liability ratio is that the latter assumes the pension fund would have no
obligation to pay any future retirement benefits to current employees.

The quick liability ratio is obtained by dividing the total assets by the sum of all
benefits owed to current retirees and the total contributions made by all employees. A
quick liability ratio of 100 percent is often considered the minimum level of funding that
should be attained by public pension systems since it would cover all current obligations of
a pension fund in the event of termination. However, it is not necessarily an indication of
adequate funding since it neither considers nor provides for the substantial accrual of
liability for current employees’ future retirement benefits in excess of their own
contributions.

The following graph compares the quick liability ratios of the nine local funds (Also,
see Appendix E.1).
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QUICK LIABILITY RATIO
FY 1992

250.0% —

200.0% —

150.0% —y/
100.0% |

50.0% —

ETE A & &
o o &
P & & &

T T T T

o g F &
‘gge\ Qv‘-z‘qoo &

M QUICK LIABLTY RATIO

The Chicago Policemen’s and Firemen’s Funds are the only local pension systems
that had quick liability ratios below the 100 percent minimum target in 1992. The
termination of either of these pension plans is extremely unlikely. However, their relatively
weak quick liability ratios raise concerns that they need to begin improving their funding
base.

REVENUES

There are three primary sources of revenue for meeting the funding requirements
of public pension funds:

1. The Employee’s Share is the amount contributed by or on behalf of the employee.
It is deducted from the employee’s paycheck. The amount is determined by a rate
of salary as specified by statute. In some cases (e.g. the Chicago Board of
Education) the employer "picks up" a portion of the employee’s share, thus bearing
more of the funding responsibility.
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2. The Employer’s Share is the amount contributed by the employer. The employer’s
share is usually calculated by multiplying the employee’s share from two years prior
to the current year by a constant multiplier that is set for each fund by the State

Legislature.

3. Investment Income is the third major source of revenue. In recent years, income
earned on the invested assets of local public pension funds has become the largest
of the three sources. It remains the most volatile and difficult revenue source to

forecast.

The next graph shows pension revenue by source for 1983 through 1992.

PENSION INCOME BY SOURCE
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Total revenues for the nine local public pension systems grew slightly, by $68.7
million, from $1.794 billion in 1991 to $1.859 billion in 1992. Much of this increase can be
attributed to strong investment returns. However, it is important to remember that this
source of revenue is semsitive to rapid changes in the economy and to cyclical market
conditions. This makes investment returns difficult to forecast and unreliable as a steady,
growing source of revenue.

INVESTMENT INCOME PERFORMANCE

Investment income is money earned on the assets of the pension fund, including
investments in such vehicles as stocks, bonds, real estate, mortgages, and venture capital.
The Illincis Legislature has imposed some restrictions on the investments of the public
pension funds in Illinois. But the funds still have considerable discretion in determining
the kinds of investments they can make.?

* State law restricts the investment policies of the local funds. These restrictions vary by fund. For
example, the Public School Teachers’ Pension Fund must follow the Prudent Man Rule. It must limit its
investment in stocks or convertible debt to 40 percent or less of the aggregate book vatue of all of the fund's
investments. Another 10 percent of the assets of the fund can be invested at the fund’s discretion (making
the maximum for stocks and convertibles 50 percent).
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The following bar graph compares the performance of the nine public funds’
aggregate yield to the yields of other similar institutions and indices from 1987 to 1992.
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The nine funds achieved an aggregate yield* of 8.7 percent in 1992. This figure represents
the total of investment income earned by all funds divided by these funds’ total combined
assets. The Chicago Teachers’ Pension Fund had the lowest yield for the second year in
a row at 7.9 percent. The two leading funds, in terms of returns on investment, were the
Chicago Policemens’ (10.6 percent) and MWRD (10.4 percent).

The nine pension funds’ combined yield for 1992 outperformed the yields of the
other indices shown. Long term interest rates declined in 1992, as evidenced by the decline
in 30 Year Treasury Bonds from 8.14 percent to 7.67 percent. The growth in equity
markets that occurred in 1991 slowed in 1992. The S&P 500 Index gained only 7.62 percent.
Since pension funds invest a considerable portion of their assets in stocks, this may explain
part of the decline in the aggregate yield of the nine pension funds.

* The yield represents capital gains and losses on the sale of investments, dividends, interest, and other
investment-related distributions made during the fiscal year for the pension fund. The yield does not account
for increases or decreases in the value of investments that have not yet been sold.
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The degree to which investment income for the fiscal year exceeds actuarial assumed
rates of return for the year helps to reduce a pension system’s unfunded lability. Actuarial
yield expectations were 8.0 percent for each of the nine funds in 1992. The 8.6 percent
actual aggregated yield results of these funds exceeded the expectations of the actuaries,
thus contributing to the reduction of the combined unfunded liability.

EXPENDITURES

Pension fund disbursements include pension benefits, refund payments, death
benefits (often categorized with regular benefits), health insurance refunds and
administrative expenses. The following pie charts and Appendix E.2 show the breakdown
of these expenditures for the nine local public pension funds.
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There is a wide range in the proportions of total expenditures represented by each
of the three major expense categories shown. Refunds, for example, range from a high of
16.7 percent of total expenses for Cook County Employees’ Pension Fund, to a low of 1.5
percent for the Firemen’s Fund. A high ratio of refunds to total expenses generally
indicates a high degree of employee turnover. In other words, employment terminates
before the employee is eligible for a full pension and thus gets a refund of his or her own
contributions made to the fund.

Administrative expense as a percent of the total expenditures also varies widely
between funds. The Teachers’ fund and the MWRD had the highest administrative
expense percentages at 10.0 percent and 9.1 percent, respectively. It is important to note
that for some systems, commissions on investments are included in the administrative
expense category, while other systems include these fees in the purchase cost or sale
proceeds of investments. It is difficult to determine which funds fully account for
investment commissions as administrative expenses since existing accounting principles do
not mandate this. Obviously, those systems that do not account for all commissions and
costs of investments as administrative expenses account for them by debiting investment
income and the value of the asset base.

The greatest outflow for the pension systems is the payment of benefits to
annuitants. The amount of annuities and benefits paid varies from fund to fund based on
the type of plan that has been established in the Illinois Statutes. Benefits per individual
member can vary dramatically, depending on such considerations as the type of occupation
covered, the average salary levels of employees, age of eligibility for full retirement, and
level of health care benefits provided to members.

THE BENEFITS ISSUE

As some pension funds struggle to secure sufficient assets to meet their obligations,
one issue that has come under close scrutiny is the benefits being awarded to annuitants.
Part of the reason for this concern is that once an annuitant accrues a benefit, the pension
fund is required to meet that obligation and cannot reduce it. Therefore, any proposals,
such as early retirement, which can dramatically increase an employee’s future benefits
must be closely evaluated so as not to dramatically increase a fund’s future liabilities.
Incentives given in early retirement packages will most liekly increase a funds’ obligations
decreasing its funded ratio.

In the 1991 and 1992 State legislative sessions, early retirement incentive packages
were approved affecting the Laborers’, Municipal, Forest Preserve, Cook County, and the
Teachers’ pension funds. Included in these packages were inducements such as a reduction
in retirement age requirements from 60 to 55 years of age and provisions for annuitants to
purchase additional years of service. According to the Illinois Economic and Fiscal
Commission, approximately half (49%) of the 3,500 eligible employees working for the
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Cook County government accepted early retirement® Given that the window of
opportunity for employees who participate in the Municipal and Laborers’ funds was
between December 31, 1992 and June, 30, 1993, the effect of early retirement on the
unfunded liabilities of these funds is not yet known. The early retirement proposal for the
Teachers’ fund has windows of opportunity scheduled for time periods in 1993 and 1994,

In addition to the benefits awarded annuitants as a result of early retirement, the
cost of providing health care coverage for beneficiaries greatly increased for six of the local
pension funds.

Health Care Insurance Costs for Local Pension Funds: 1988-1992 ($1,000s)

1088 1989 1980 1991 1992 1988-92
Cook County - - $2,675 $2,973 $3,295 $8,943
Forest Pres. - - $141 $157 $115 $413
Laborers’ $310 $435 $1,785 $1,191 $1,218 $4,939
Municipal ~ $1,331 $4,090 $3,772 $3,044 $4,033 $17,170
Firemens’ $843 $1,726 $1,102 $1,885 $1,339 $6,895
Policemens’ $2,086 $2,398 $4,262 $4,421 $3,409 $16,576
Teachers’ $2,620 $6,858 $7,815 $8,141 $12,928 $38,362
Total $7,100 $15,507 $21,552 $22,712 $26,337 $93,298
% Change - 115.7% 39.0% 5.4% 16.0% 266.3%

Between 1988 and 1992, the cost of health insurance for all beneficiaries and their spouses
increased 266%. Benefits offered to annuitants range from payment for 50% of the cost of
premiums to a supplementary allocation of $75 a month to pay premiums. In total, over $93
million was spent by the six pension funds to provide health insurance for their annuitants between
1988 and 1992. As health care insurance costs continue to rise, pension funds may wish to
reconsider the types of health benefits provided to annuitants and the plans in which their
beneficiaries are enrolled.

5  The Illinois Economic & Fiscal Commission, The Financial Condition of the Illingis Public
Retirement System, February 1994.
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APPENDICES

TABLE A.1: CHICAGO AREA GOVERNMENTS~—TAX RATES AND PERCENTAGE OF CITY TAX DOLLAR BY GOVERNMENT UNIT
1983-1992 (PER $100 EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUE)

TAX YEAR:
UNIT OF GOVERNMENT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1887 1988 1988 1880 1991 igez
CITY OF CHICAGO $2.769 §2.768 $2.536 $3.088 §2.718 $2.871 $2.848 $2.570 $2.183 $2.210
% OF TOTAL 27.68% 27.244%  28.10% 29,64% 28.12% 20.72% 27.93% 258.79% 23.45% 23.26%
BOARD OF EDUCATION $3.777 $3.720 $3.721 $3.776 $3.783 $3.773 $4.088 $4.246 $4.222 §4.267
% OF TOTAL 37.64% 36.61%  38.28%  36.48%  39.16% 36.01% 40.08% 42.61% 45.34% 44.91%
SCHOOL FINANCE AUTH $0.442 $0.492 $0.472 $0.399 $0.304 $0.266 $0.253 $0.238 $0.204 $0.190
% OF TOTAL 4.41% 4.84% 4.86% 2.85% 8.15% 2.88% 2.48% 2.40% 2.19% 2.00%
CITY COLLEGES #508 $0.371 $0.377 $0.363 $0.527 $0.471 $0.481 £0.478 $0.420 $0.3098 £0.380
% OF TOTAL 3.70% 3.71% 3.73% 5.00% 4.88% 4.85% 4.69% 4.22% 4.27% 4.10%
PARK DISTRICT $0.987 $1.082 $1.061 $0.883 $0.854 $0.771 $0.861 50.816 $0.718 $0.735
% OF TOTAL 8.84% 1045%  10.92% 9.50% 8.84% 7.77% 8.44% 8.19% 7.71% 7.74%
COOK COUNTY . $0.865 $0.928 $0.847 $0.858 $0.918 $1.128 $1.048 $1.068 $1.040 $1.176
% OF TOTAL 8.62% 2.14% 871% 8,20% 9.45% 11.36% 10.28% 10.72% 11.17% 12.38%
METRO WATER RECLM DI  $0.715 $0.604 $0.612 $0.6365 50.517 $0.536 $0.522 $0.525 $0.482 $0.470
% OF TOTAL 7.12% 6.83% £.30% 6.13% 5.35% 5.40% 5.12% 5,27% §.18% 4.95%
FOREST PRESERVE $0.116 $0.118 $0.107 $0.106 §0.102 $0.101 $0.009 $0.080 $0.064 $0.063
% OF TOTAL 0.98% 1.16% 1.10% 1.02% 1.06% 1.02% 0.97% 0.80% 0.69% 0.86%

10:042;..7 ;789719 $10:362  $9.660. $9927  .$10.497 ... 69964

NOTES: Not shown are the Special Sarvice Area tax rates within the City of Chicago, nor the consolidated elections
tax rate which is only appilicable to the suburban townships in Cook County. The School Finance
Authority was created in 1980 due to a Board of Education financial crisis and is considered
togesther with the Board of Education tax levy. SOURCE: Cook County Clerk

TABLE A.2: TOTAL PROPERTY TAXES BILLED AND UNCOLLECTED IN COOK COUNTY
TAX YEARS 1933 — 1062, AS OF 1/3/93 ($000'S)
(1) {2)

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL % OF
PROPERTY PROPERTY REFUNDS PROPERTY PROPERTY

TAX TAX TAX AND TAX TAX
YEAR EXTENSION COLLECTED RESERVES UNCOLLECTED _ UNCOLLECTED
1983 3,085,927 3,060,451 44,964 25,476 0.8%
1984 3,224,983 3,208,466 44,573 16,517 0.5%
1985 2,313,240 3,218,832 57,777 {5,692) ~-0.2%
1986 3,703,974 3,648,135 58,956 54,839 1.5%
1887 4,009,043 3,981,502 45,949 27,541 0.7%
1988 4,550,489 4,487,924 41,693 62,565 1.4%
1989 4,832,168 4,785,593 38,373 36,575 0.8%
1500 5,273,957 5,234,369 37,988 39,588 0.8%
1991 5,725,384 5,675,824 35,895 49,560 0.9%
1992 6,058,901 16,795 152,471 2.5%
TOTAL . $43,778,066 "$422,963 $450,440 1.0%

SOURCE: Office of the Treasurer, Cook County

NOTES:

{1) Total Property Tax Extension includes railroad and tax increment financing levies.
{2) Uncoliected is the difference betwaen property tax extended and collected
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TABLE A.3: PERCENTAGE OF PROPERTY TAX COLLECTED BY CHICAGO MAJOR GOVERNMENTS (1)
TAX YEARS 1983 — 1992, AS OF 1/3/93

CHICAGO AREA TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR TAX YEAR
GOVERNMENT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1891 1992

fo i 99.2% 99.4% 100.0% 98.3% 98.8% 98.0% 98.4% 97.9% 94.3% 95.9%

99.2% 99.4% 100.0% 98.3% 98.8% 98,0% 98.4% 97.9% 87.7% 95.9%

99.2% 99.4% 100.0% 98.3% 98.8% 98.0% 98.4% 98.0% 97.7% 96.0%

98.1% 98.2% 99.9% 97.3% £8.3% 97.1% 98.1% 98.1% 97.6% 95.6%

98.1% 101.7% 99.4% 98.9% 105.7% 97.8% 97.4% 02.8% 95.5% 94.2%

98.1% 98.2% 99.9% 97.3% 98.3% 87.1% 98.1% 97.8% 97.6% 95.6%

98.1% £8.2% 99.9% 97.3% 98.3% 97.1% 98.1% 97.8% 97.6% 95.6%

98.1% 98.2% 99.9% 97.3% 98.3% 97.1% 98.1% 97.8% 97.6% 95.6%

s 98.1% 98.2% 99.9% 97.3% 98.3% 97.1% 98.1% 97.8% '97.6% 95.6%

LL GOVERNMENTS 98.5% 99.0% 99.9% 97.8% 99.3% 97.5% 98.1% 97.3% 97.0% 95.5%

SOURCE: Office of the Treasurer, Cook County
(1) Gross collections, not including refunds.
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TABLE A.4: SUMMARY OF 1992 REAL ESTATE ASSESSED VALUES IN CITY OF CHICAGO AND SUBURBAN CQOK COUNTY BY CLASS OF PROPERTY

($000'S)
LEGAL
% OFMRKT —-—-—- CHICAGO - —————— —-—SUBURBAN COQOK—- -~ —-~—-TOTAL COOK COUNTY~-—-
VALUE 1992 ASSESSED % OF 1992 ASSESSED % OF 1992 ASSESSED % OF
CLASS ASSESSED VALUATION TOTAL VALUATION TOTAL VALUATION TOTAL
|- ~VACANT LAND 22.0% $183,608 1.3% $439,481 23% $623,089 1.9%
ii— —RESIDENTIAL 16% $5,073,399 35.1% $9,892,004 51.9% $14,965403  44.7%
- —RENTAL RESID(7 UNITS+) 33% $1,896,807 18.1% $1,052,042 5.5% $2,048,849 8.8%
IV- —NOT FOR PROFITS 30% $27,402 0.2% $75,587 0.4% $102,989 0.3%
VA— - COMMERCIAL(EXCEPT BELOW) 38% $6,035,043 41.8% $4,769,221 25.0% $10,804,264  32.2%
VB - ~INDUSTRIAL(EXCEPT BELOW) 36% $1,086,819 7.5% $2,723,981 14.3% $3,810,800 11.4%
VIA-INDUSTRIAL WITH REDEVELOPMT 30% $3,956 0.0% $48,174 0.3% $52,130 0.2%
TAXINCENTIVE
VIB— —INDUSTRIAL (IN ENTERPRISE ZONE) OR 186% $28,150 0.2% $41,007 0.2% $69,247 0.2%
MANUFACTR WITH REDEVL TAX INCENTIVE
Vi~ —~COMMERCIAL TAX INCENTIVE 16% $8,385 0.1% $0 0.0% $8,385 0.0%
IN SPECIAL AREAS
Vill- - ADDED VALUE DEVELPMT INCENTIVE 16% $0 0.0% $5,328 0.6% $5,328 0.3%
COMM/INDUST IN BLIGHTED AREAS
(X~ -APTS WITH INCENTIVE FOR REHAB FOR 16% $3,903 0.0% $136 0.0% $4,039 0.0%
LOW/MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS(4)
FARM HOMESITE/DWELLINGS/BLDGS 16% $0 0.0 $2,997 0.0% $2,097 0.0%
OTHER FARM LAND(1) - ) 0.0% $11,626 0.1% $11,626 0.0%
RAILROAD(2) 16% TO 38% $100,417 0.7% $3,256 0.0% $103,673 0.3%

TOTAL PARCELS(3) 672,593 870,722 1,543,315

1. Other farm land is assessed by a special farmland formula and does not conform to the reguler classification system in Cook County.

2. This is the portion of railroad EAV assessed by the county. There is a much smalier portion which is assessed by the state, The locally agsessed railroad property varies in
the percentage it is assessed at depending on the zoning of the property (whether it is commercial, residential, ete.}

3. Does not include exempt parcels.

4. Class iX is a new class which is to be used o encourage rehab of multi —family apartment bldgs for low/moderate income households. Qualifying properties will be
assessed at 16% rather than the normal 33% of value that larger apartment bldgs are normally asssed at.

NOTE: Commercial and Indusirial property which fits special qualifications for economic development can get tax abatements. If a property qualifies, it would be in class VI,
Vil or VIl and would be assessed at lower than the normal industrial 36% or commercial 38% for a specified number of years.

SOURCE: Cook County Assessor



TABLE A.5: CHICAGO AND COOK COUNTY EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND ESTIMATED FULL VALUE
TAX YEARS 19831992 ($000'S)

————————————————————— CITY OF CHICAGO =~ — == —m e mmm e
EAV EAV 1 EQUALIZED
WITHIN WITHIN TOTAL ANNUAL  ESTIMATED  ANNUAL ASSESSMNT

TAX YEAR COOK DUPAGE EAV % CHANGE  FULLVALUE % CHANGE RATIO

1983 $14,602,279 $14,605,553 3.2% $47,469,194

1984 $15,181,245 $15,184,529 4.0% $49,461,048

1985 $15,604,112 $15,607,229 2.8% $51,193,280

1986 $16,284,410 $16,287,495 4.4% $58,036,788

1987 $18,993,636 $18,997,720 16.6% $60,126,675

1988 $21,693,816 $21,697,922 14.2% $67,031,890

1989 $21,711,267 $21,715,331 0.1% $68,825,425

1990 $23,104,106 $23,108,164 6.4% $82,394,517

1991 $27,397,830 $27,400,308 18.6% $91,031,582

==

)

ANNUAL ESTIMATED

TAX YEAR EAV % CHANGE FULL VALUE
1983 $19,023,257 =-0.1% $69,286,72¢9
1984 $19,585,186 3.0% $72,555,085
1885 $20,885,276 6.6% $73,438,465
1986 $23,100,413 10.6% $79,726,571
1987 $23,898,402 3.5% $86,417,693
1988 $24,717,933 3.4% $91,907,383
1988 $28,395,263 14.9% $102,268,326
1990 $32,068,760 12.9% $112,426,163

ANNUAL
% CHANGE

EQUALIZED
ASSESSMNT
RATIO

2.2%
4.7%
1.2%
8.6%
8.4%
6.4%
11.3%
8.9%

———————— SUBURBS — ~———~mm e

——————————————— COOK COUNTY TOTALS =~ == == - m o e —m— o
(1 EQUALIZED STATE

TOTAL  ANNUAL  ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ASSESSMNT  MULTIPLR

TAX YEAR EAV % CHANGE FULLVALUE % CHANGE RATIO FOR EAV
1983 $33,625,536 1.83%  $116,755,928 2.0% 28.7%  1.9122
1984 $34,766,431 8.4%  $122,016,138 4.5% 28.3%  1.8445
1985 $36,489,388 5.0%  $124,631,745 2.1% 28.4%  1.8085
1986 $39,384,828 7.9%  $187,763,359  10.5% 28.4%  1.8486
1987 $42,892,038 8.9%  $146,544,368 6.4% 20.1%  1.8916
1988 $46,411,748 8.2%  $158,839,274 8.5% 20.0%  1.9266
1989 $50,106,530 8.0%  $171,098,751 7.6% 29.0%  1.9133
1990 $55,172,867  10.1%  $194,820,680  13.9% 28.3%  1.9946
$59,978,007 8.7%  $214,962,152 27.8%  2.0523

1891

NOTE:
Full value calculations are based partly on assessment sales ratio data supplied by the lllinois
Department of Revenue and on data supplied by the Cook County Assessor.

The assessment/sales ratio calculation used here is the sales data of the year prior
the assessment year compared to the EAV,
{1) Full value figures do not include Railroad or DuPage County full value. In 1992, the DuPage
full value was approximately $7,639,400.

20909,383":

10.3%
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TABLE A.6: TAXES EXTENDED WITHIN COOK COUNTY BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT (1)
19831992 ($000'S)

1983 1984 1985 1966 1987
WITHIN  QUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN  QUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN OUTSIDE  TOTAL WITHIN  OUTSIDE  TOTAL WITHIN  OQUTSIDE TOTAL
GOVERNMENT UNIT  CHICAGD CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENOED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED
COOX COUNTY $126.310  $184551  $200.861 $141,034  $181,946  $322980 132,167 5176898  $309,085 $139,720  $198,202  $aa7 922 $173412  $218,192  $391,604
FOREST PRESEAVE $16,939 $22,067 $39,006 $17,914 $23111 $41,024 $16,696 $22,347 $35,044 $17,261 $24,457 $41,718 $19,374 $24,376 $43,750
MWRD $104,4068  $130,405  $234,801 $105,3586  $130,433  $235,791 $05.497  $122970  $218,487 $103,408  $140,974  $244,380 $88,157 3118758  $216,053
CITY OF GHICAGO (2} $405,548 $405,546 $420,217 $420,217 $395,720 $395,720 $409.606 $499,608 $515,867 $515.867
CHGO PARK DIST $144,124 $144,124 $161,225 $161,225 $165,560 $165,580 $160,076 $160,076 $162,208 $162,2086
CITY COLLEGES 54,152 $54,152 $57.211 $57.211 $56,615 $56,615 $85,777 $85,777 $60,421 $89,421
BOARD OF EQUC $551,528 $551,528 $564,742 $664,742 $580,629 $580,629 $614,899 3614,899 $718,529 $718,52¢8
CHGO SCHL FIN AUTH $64,542 $64,542 $74,652 $74,692 $73,651 $73,651 $64,975 $64,975 $57,741 357,741
5. COOKMOSQUITO $214 $0808 1,122 $204 $e7¢ $1,081 $209 $916 $1,128 $190 $1,027 $1.27 $248 $1,166 $1,415
ABATEMENT DIST
SUBRBN T.B. SAN $2,283 $2,283 $2,350 $2,350 $2,207 $2,267 $2,310 $2,310 $2,390 $2,350
CITIES & VIELAGES $236,165  $236,165 $249,322  $249,322 $270,831 $270,831 5201581  $201,581 $307,637  $307,637
TOWNSHIPS (4) $35,584 §35,584 $35,041 $36,041 $39,458 $39,458 $45.720 $45,720 $48 632 $48,632
SANITARY DISTS $1,063 $1,063 $1,047 $1,047 $1,092 31,002 $1,355 $1,355 $1,438 $1,435
MOSQ ABTMNT DISTS $1,576 $1,576 $1,560 $1,580 $1,479 $1,478 $2,729 $2,729 $3,131 $3,131
ELEM/UNIT SCH DIST $470,002  $470,002 3492490  $402,490 $531,376  $531,376 $602,915  $602,915 $6r2621  Se7zE21
HIGH SCHOOLS $403,026  $403,928 $411,587  $411,587 $446,441  $446,441 $502,699  $502,699 $533,207  $533,207
JUNIOR COLLEGES $46.733 446,733 $47,605 $47,605 $58,713 358,713 $64,230 $64,230 $72,303 $72,993
PARK DISTRICTS $60,865 $60,665 $64,699 $64,699 $71.203 $71,203 380,597 $80,597 $88,953 468,953
FiRE PROTECT DIST $16,377 $16,377 $16,862 $18,862 $17,936 $17,938 $20,523 520,523 $23,226 $23,226
PUBLIC LIBRARIES $14,863 $14,6563 $17.941 517,941 $20,162 $20,162 $23,282 $23.262 $25.887 325,887
SPECIAL DIST (3} $10,966 $10,008 54,899 $4,899 $13,061 $13,081 $5,180 $5,180 $11,654 $11,654

TOTAL EXTENSIONS

1888 1989 1960 1999 1982
WITHIN  OUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN  QUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN  QUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN  OUTSIDE TOTAL WITHIN  CUTSIDE TOTAL
GOVERNMENT UNIT  CHICAGO CHICAGC EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED CHICAGO CHICAGO EXTENDED
COOK COUNTY $244,706 3278818  $523,525 $227,534  $297,582  $525116 $246,752  $342494  $580,248 $284,037  $338,834  $623,771 $328,658  $423,304  $752,162
FOREST PRESERVE 2101 $24,965 $46,876 521,494 $28,111 $49,605 $18,483 $25,655 $44,138 $17.535 $20,851 $30,286 $17.617 $22,677 $40,294
MWRD $116,279  $127.965 5243665 $113,333  $142,524  $255,857 $121,207  $161,911  $283,208 $132,058  $151,029  $oas087 $131,431 3162608  $294,040
CITY OF CHICAGO (2) $622,820 $622.629 $618,337 $618,337 $503,776 $503,776 $598,005 $598,085 $613,007 $618,007
CHGO PARK DIST $167,259 $187,259 $185,034 $166,934 $168,530 $188,530 $196,716 $196,716 3205,538 $205,536
CiTY COLLEGES $104,309 $104,309 $103,748 $103,748 $97,008 597,008 $109,043 $102,043 $109,060 $109,060
BOARD OF EDUC $618,508 $818,508 $687,557 $887,557 $961,000 $981,000 $1,156,736 $1,156,738 $1,193,229 $1,193,22¢
CHGO SCHL FIN AUTH $57,708 $57.706 $54,930 $54,930 $55,219 $55,219 $55,892 355,892 $55,132 $55,132
8. COOKMOSQUITO $249 $1,214 $1,463 $233 $1,170 $1,403 $110 3648 $756 269 $1,448 $1,717 $248 $1,341 $1,587
ABATEMENT DIST
SUBABN T.8. SAN $2,472 $2,472 $2,556 $2,556 $2,565 $2,568 $2,606 32,808 $2,880 $2,680
CITIES & VILLAGES $333, 117 $333.117 $348.244  $348,044 372,176 $372,178 $389,502  $399,802 $493,696 5493696
TOWNSHIPS (4) $49,823 $49,833 $53,230 $53,230 $46,520 $46,520 $61,354 $61,35¢4 $65,533 $665,533
SANITARY DISTS $1.870 $1,870 $1,809 $1,800 $4,569 $4,509 $2,060 $2,069 $1,960 $1,9680
MOSQ ABTMNT DISTS $1,912 $1,912 $2,075 $2,075 32124 $2,124 $2,165 32,165 $2,482 $2,482
ELEM{UNIT SCH DIST $733,607  $733,607 $818,1756  $818,175 $927,416 8927416 $1,012,753  $1,012,753 $1,062,791  $1,062,791
HIGH SCHOOLS $574,193 8574193 $610,609  $510,009 $703,442 5703442 $754,964  $754964 . $790,059  $790,050
JUNIOR COLLEGES $79,765 $79,765 $87,051 $87,951 $99,400 $99,409 $107,892  $107,892 $100,188  $109,188
PARK DISTRICTS $94,568 $94,568 $104171  $104171 $148,180  $145189 $127.091 3127991 $133,258  $133,258
FIRE PROTECT DIST 526,028 $26,028 $27,795 $27,795 $32,661 832,661 $35,018 $35,018 $36,155 $36,155
PUBLIC LIBRARIES $28,046 $28,046 $31,706 $21,706 $36,190 $36,190 $40,333 $40,333 $41,821 $41,821
SPECIAL DIST (3) $161 $161 $10,032 $10,032 $1,045 $t29 32,074 $2,030 $7,603 $9,713 $1,517 3167 $1,604

TOTAL EXTENSIONS $2.3

NOTE: {1} Source: Cook County Clerks Office. Tax Extergions ¢o not include tax in t fi ing levies or sf service area levies.
{2) Includes Chicage Public Library tax levy
{3) Includes River Conservancy, Street Lighting, C ligate d Elects {for odd bered years when suburban efections only are taxed by County), Bond Districts, brainage Districts, Home Equity

Districts {In Chicago as of 1990), DuPage Water Disirict and Mass Transit Districts. Until 1091 Special Police Dists were in this category 0o, As of 1891, these Police Diste are under Townghlps.
(4) Township Includes lownship road and bridge, general assistance, menta! health, public heaith and owmship police districts,



Table A.7

73



L

TABLE A.8: COMPARATIVE NOWINAL AND EFFECTIVE PROPERTY TAX RATES IN THE 21 LARGEST MUNICIPALITIES IN THE SIX GOUNTY
CHICAGO METROPOLITAN AREA IN 1992 (OVERALL RATES AND EDUCATION RATES)

Overall
Overall School * Effective
Nominal Nominal Taxrate
COUNTY/CITY Taxrate Yaxrate for HOME
COOK::
: 7.489t09.29 3.808to 5.266 1.281to 1.589
10.7141t0 11,342  ©6.086 to 6.637 1.750to 1.853
9.501 4,457 1.848
7.343 to 8.491 3.806 to 4,954 1.256to 1.453
9.603 1o 10,407 5.064 1.643t0 1.780
11,122 to 11.520 6.637 1.903 10 1.972
7.206 to 10.057 3.23 1.248to 1.721
7.679 10 8,842 3.806 to 4,954 1.314t0 1.513
8.903 to 10.963 4.733t0 6,793 1.454to 1.791
12.731 7.963 2.08
9.733t0 10.023 5.624 1.674 to 1.715

Notes:
* Education rate here méans the total taxrate for ptimary and secondary education and in Chicago it includes the School Finance Authority rate,
** These two communities have a significant portion of their tax base in more than one county.

8.578to 8.632
6.8926 to 10.591

7.76% to 8.432

7.626 to 8.189
7.39010 8,216
5.609t0 7.623
5.083t0 7.294
. §.926 1o 10.591
6.304 to 10.52

6,743 10 7.428
8.875to 9.241

8.543

5.624 to 5.6968
2.972 10 6.637

3.862 10 4.525

4.691
4,483 to 4.852
4.096 to 5.563
2.913to 4.083
4.024
4,307

4.307 to 4.691
4.8810 4.923

4.944

1.468to 1.477
1.185%0 1.812

2.158 to 2.342

2.215t0 2.393
2.071 to 2.402
1.59402.185
1.441 1o 2.042
1.849to 2.382
1.831t0 3.056

190610 2,198
2.43610 2.573

2.3

Overall Ovaerall Edueation Education Education Education
Effeclive Effective Effective Effective Effective % of
Taxrate Taxrate Taxrate Taxrate Taxrate Total Proprty
for COMMRCL _for INDUSTRL for HOME for COMMACL for INDUSTRL Taxbill
5418 to 6.721 5.52{06.85 651 to 901 2,754 10 3.81 280510 3.881 50.8% to 56.7%
6.844 to 7.246 7.585t0 8.03 891 to 1.084 3875t04.24 4.29510 4.899 56.8% 1o 58.5%
4.314 5.851 0.7252 2.024 2,745 46.9%
531210 6.143 541210 6.258 651 1o .848 2.754 to 3.584 2.805to 3.651 51,8% to 58.2%
6.947 to7.529 7.078 10 7.670 0.866 3.654 3.782 48.7% to 52.7%
B.046 to B.341 8,197 to B.497 1.135 4.802 4.802 57.8% 0 58.7%
5278to0 7.276 5377t0 7.412 .553 to .74 2.3587to 4.121 2.381104.198 44.3% to 56.6%
5.555 to §.397 5.66to 6.517 65110 848 2.754 to 3.584 2.805 to 3.651 49.6% to 56%
5.687 to 7.003 6,303 to 7.762 F73to 111 3.024104.34 3351104803 532%t062%
8.133 9.013 1.301 5.087 5.638 62.5%
7.078 t0 7,252 7.21 to 7.388 062 4,069 4.145 56.1% to 57.5%
6.207 to 6.245 6.323 to 6.362 96210 974 4,069 to 4.121 414510 4.198 65.2% t0 66.4%
5.011 to 7.662 5105 to 7.806 .508%0 1.135 2.15t0 4,802 219 1o 4.892 42.9% to 62.7%
2,43to0 2637 2.43t0 2.637 1.073 to 1.257 1.208to 1.415 1.208t0 1.415 49.7% t0 53.7%
2.482 to 2.679 2.482% 2678 1.563 te 1.371 1.527 to 1.535 1.527 t0 1.535 57.3% 10 61.5%
2.33to 2.69 2.33t0 2,69 1.256 to 1.419 1.413t0 1.589 1.413to 1.5890 58.1% to 60.7%
1.787 to 2.451 1.787 {0 2.451 1.161 to 1.504 1.304 to 1.789 1.304 to 1.789 730%
1.6191t0 2.298 1.618to 2.298 82610 1.143 828 to 1.285 928 to 1.286 56% to 57.3%
2.187 to 2.673 2.187 to 2.673 1.411 1.584 1.584 59.3% lo 72.4%
2.052 to 3,424 2.052 to 3.424 1.251 1.402 1.402 40.9% to 68.3%

2.1421t0 2.458
2.74 10 2.806

2.609

214210 2.458
2.74t0 2.896

2.609

1.218 to 1.388
1.359 to 1.382

1.387

1.368 to 1.552
1.529 to 1.555

1.51

1.368 to 1.552
1.529 to 1.555

1.51

in many of the communitfes the tax retes given are ranges because there are different school distriicts and other special districts it different parts of these muqicipalities.
In some municipalities there was one prevalent tax rate given by the County Clerk so that rate was used.
The effective property tax rates calculated by the Civic Federation are based on the 21 municipalities nominal property tax rate tanges from the county clerks and on the assessment safes ratic
data compiled by the llinois Department of Revenue on 1992 post appeals assessments compared to 1991 property sales.
The township level assessment sales ratios for Lake, Dupage, Will and Kane Counties and the assessment sales ratios by property class for each of the three assessment districts
in Cook County, i.e., the City of Chicago, North Suburbs, and South Suburbs are used in this analysis.

63.2% to 63.9%
52.8% to 56.7%

57.9%
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TABLE A.9: TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICTS (1992)

% INC
TFf  ——————— e TIF TAXES PAID~ =~ ——————— =
#OF FROZEN TIF TF FROZEN TIF TIF %TQ % TO
GOVERNMENT DIST EAV EAV INCREMENT EAV INCREMENT  REGULAR TOTAL INC REG

2 3,352,206 16,424,775 072, ,246, 0, 557,2

1 4] 12,698,272 12,699,279 1,133,157 1,133,157 100%
Calumet Park 1 1,778,408 2121121 342,713 19% 43,141 223,866 267,007 16% 84%
Chicago 21 144,747,092 451,611,421 306,864,329 212% 29,813,689 14,202,088 44,015,776 68% 32%

3 2,661,739 5,578,880 2,917,141 110% 441,772 403,094 844,866 52% 48%

Chicago Height:

5.

Des Plaines 2 20,621,330 34,006,781 13,385,451 1,021,808 1,573,098 2,595,908 39% 61%
Dixmoor 1 975,865 1,181,770 215,905 22% 32,040 144,818 176,859 18% 82%
Eimwood Park 1 3,687,658 4,610,517 922,859 25% 86,352 345,054 431,406 20% 80%
Evanston 3 9,877,631 24,674,174 14,796,543 150% 1,665,278 1,113,311 2,778,589 60% 40%

Hazelcrest 1 106,917 , 2678, 25 328,21 3,

Hillside 1 10,975,465 12,684,547 1,709,082 16% 150,947 969,362 1,120,309 13%
Hodgkins 1 10,813,145 13,771,100 2,957 955 27% 264,855 968,209 1,233,064 21% 79%
Hoffman Estates 2 5,236,815 95,016,010 89,779,195 1714% 6,843,019 394,616 7,237,635 95% 5%
Homewood 5 3,939,466 29,888,278 25,948812 659% 3,288,165 497,216 3,785,380 87% 13%
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TABLE A.9: TAX INCREMENT FINANCING DISTRICTS (1992)

% INC
TFf  —m—m—m— - TIF TAXESPAID -~ =~ ——— e — e —
# OF FROZEN TIF " TIF FROZEN TF HF %TO %TO
GOVERNMENT DIST EAV EAV INCREMENT EAV INCREMENT REGULAR TOTAL INC REG

b

Markham 2 3,879,108 4,249,673 270,565 7% 37,906 557,473 5,379
Matteson 2 3,060,208 3,952,060 891,852 29% 100,280 344,090 444,370 23% 77%
Maywood 1 15,967,334 18,671,080 3,703,746 23% 582,932 2,548,470 3,131,401 19% 81%
Melrose Park 3 4,682,593 19,170,845 14,488,252 309% 1,199,084 1,660,850 72% 28%
Mount Prespect 2 7,576,159 13,366,611 5,790,452 76% 511,123 1,179,871

N

Orland Hills 1 716,124 7.579,308 6,863,184 958% 854,958 73,354 728,312 90% 10%
Palos Heights 2 602,129 8,970,366 8,368,237 1390% 783,160 55,335 838,495 93%
Park Forest 1 11,710,716 16,020,342 4,309,626 7% 685,748 1.862.409 2,549,157 27%
Prospect Height 1 842,154 §,402,915 8,560,761 1017% 791,699 77,882 869,582 91%
i 8,070,970 1 ©

838, 405, =66, ' 121, 4,119,614 76%
South Holland 4 15,185,643 19,979,800 4,794,157 32% 517,924 1,638,308 2,156,231 76%
Summit 1 3,335,069 5,281,235 1,946,166 58% 224,219 384,065 608,284 63%
Thornton 1 1,550,667 2,616,136 1,065,469 69% 122,573 178,445 301,019 59%
Wheeling 1 12,681,639 21,894,088 9,212,449 73% 799,364 1,100,386 1,899,750 58%
Worth 1 o 0 0] 0 0 0

TOTAL 124  BD4,098,563 1,936,587,105 1,132,488,542 141% 101,476,132 80,568,281 182,044,413 56% 44%



TABLE A.10: COMPARISON OF GROWTH IN TIF EAV AND MUNICIPAL EAV — 1992

1082
% % TIF %
# OF TIF GROWT  TOTAL GROWTH OF TOTAL
GOVERNMENT UNIDIST EAV OVER®1 MUNIEAV  OVER 91 MUNI EAV

Bridgeview 2 16,424,775 21% 260,356,565 2% 6%
Burbank 1 12,609,279 2% 198,547,335 % 8%
Calumet Park 1 21521121 —3% 45,323,751 1% 5%
21 451,611,421 27% 27,964,127,826 2% 2%

3 244

Des Plaines 2 34,006,781 16% 1,195 280 201 13%

Dixmoor 1 1,191,770 4% 17,720,342 2%

Elmwood Park 1 4,610,517 ~5% 223,257,084 17%

Evanston 3 24,674,174 15% 1,017,945,267 16%
2 2,363,290 193,425 818

Evergreen Park

Lin LAty
6,117,119

Hazele| , 783, .

Hillside 1 12,684,547 150,238,627 2% 8%
Hodgkins 1 13,774,100  —10% 87,972,538 7% 15%
Hoffman Estates 2 95,016,010 157% 695,164,488 19% 12%
Homewood 5 29,888,278 203,736,237

Markh, 9,

Matteson 2 3,852,060 5% 247, 531 31 9
Maywood 1 19,671,080 114,719,769
Meirose Park 3 19,170,845 405,090,881
Mount Pr 2 913,693,108

ar
Orland Hills 1 7,579,308 46,873,421
Palos Heights 2 8,970,366 180,991,905 3%
Park Forest 1 16,020,342 91,744,267 1%
Prospect Heights 1 9,402,915 224,092,842 15%
Ri

Skokie 3 50,405,221 18% 1,252,011,134 16% 4%
South Holland 4 18,979,800 1% 261,023,186 2% 8%
Summit 1 5,281,235 -1% 70,489,575 2% 7%
Thornton 1 2,616,136 4% 42,857,675 -1% 6%
Wheeling 1 21,894,088 15% 613,907,743 16% 4%
Worth 1 o ERR = 88,620,160 2% 0%
TOTAL 125 1,936,587,105 21% 47,640,797,361 5% 3%

77
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TABLE B.1; OTHER REVENUE SOURCES FOR COOK COUNTY AREA MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
1883~ 1992 (000'S)

GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1088 1087 1088 1089 1600 1001 e
ALLGOVERNMENTS (excludingRT) T T T T T T T T T T T T e e e L
Other Local Tax Revenue $805,084 $930,589  $1,004712  $1,054780  $1,167677  $1,184,100  $1,243828  §1.3022
oy e -187, 1184, 241, ,302,220 1,334,
Local Non—Tax Revenue $1,07¢016  $1,156061  S1.202314  $1,232805  $1,218049  §1,332313  $1,728417  $1.041164 :1 :g;;;g s: ,382,335
intergovernmental Revenue $1,720,129 $1,713,746 $1,770,138 $1,910854 $1,005 849 $1,854184 £2.087.108 s 2:273:71 M 52'194'200 :2.23&%
TOTAL ALL GOVERNMENTS $3,601,220  $3,804206  $3076564  $4,198538  $4.352775  $4.410507  $5057455 1?5;;;9 Py
GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1885 1988 1687 1988 1989 1890 1991 1082
COOK COUNTY (1) h -
Other Local Tax Revenue $163211 $180,887 $210,628 $217.588 $210,354 $210.565 $252 511 2731
s, s . , , o8
Local Non—Tax Revenus $266,035 281,543 $200,081 $288,117 §255213 $280,083 $326.780 :352 2% iif;ﬁii 3274,939
Intergovemmental Revenue $30,720 $54.651 $41,125 $40,070 $28,001 $21,865 $22,461 $48.171 553 208 $475.272
From Federal $21,089 $24,748 $23,652 521,949 $1,356 $862 £678 it am $s0.200 :43.567
o s Local bfpead o $16,560 $18,920 $24,708 $10,274 $10,868 $30,932 $25,657 $36470
rom Uther Locals - $904 $1,.201 ’ ' .
——= SERCcE=EE=IESSE 5337 $1 ’Zio __31‘915 ___._sf.'i)l?:____, -32-503 3871
TOTAL COOK COUNTY $459,006 $517,081 $541,834 $545,775 $501,468 $522,413 $611,761 $704,621 —__§7;E,;50T‘===:7::;7=:
Other Locat Tax Revenue includes: PPAT, Inheritance, New Vehicle, Sales, Whesl, Income, Alcocholic Beverage
Gasoline, Cigarette, Motor Fuel.
Local Non—Tax Revenue includes: Fees andLicenses, interest on Investmeits, Miscellaneous, Patient
Service Revenues.
Federat Revenue includes: General Revenue Sharing, Grants.
State Revenue includes: Motor Fuel Tax, Daley Center Rental, Grants.
Revenue from other Local Governments includes: Motor Fuel Tax, Grants.
{1) Includes revenue of Cook County Health Facilities.
GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1087 1988 1980 1000 1061 1992
CITY OF CHICAGO (2) T T - -= - -
Cther Local Tax Revenue $557,885 $648,416 $679,280 §716,075 $810,146 $821,723 $845,682 8
Local Nan—Tax “f;""“’ 2522-27; :570-735 $700,644 $731,534 $764310  '$858126  $1,003568 s1so§§' 706 sﬁgﬁg% s ggg'gg;
Intergovernmental Revenue 747,01 083,650 $683,062 $727,388 $772,052 $710,506 20' oaf S 1G5,
From Federal $820,705 $898,521 $843,117 $812.548
From State
From Other Locals
=== = wE=== sE==E EEENcRETsxo=o=om [ —
TOTAL CITY OF CHICAGO $1,035,169 $1,982,802 $2,063,886 $2,173.997 $2,346,508 §2,399,444 $2,670,045 $2,831,393 $2,027,878 $3‘0_;l1 812

Other Locat Tax Revenue includes: PPRT; Utikity; Sales; Transportation; Property Transaction;

Employer's Expense; Recreation; Other taxes.

Locat Non—Tax Revenue includes: Internal Service Earnings; Licenses & Permits; Fines; Interest on
Investments; Charges for Services; Rents & Concessions; Sale of Land

& Buildings; Miscellaneous.

Intergovernmental Revenue includes Federal and State Grants and State Shared Taxes.

{2) 1991 figures were adjusted lo reflect restated 1991 figures in the ¢ity’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.
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TABLE B.1;: OTHER REVENUE SOURCES FOR COOK COUNTY AREA MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
18831092 (000°S)

METROPOLITAN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT (MWRD)

Other Local Tax Revenue $11,540 $14,285 $15,477 $17,446 $19,549 $19,165 $19,176 $18,032 $16,993 $19,221
Local Non-Tax Revenue $42,345 $50,472 $54,217 $55,524 $56,252 $50,082 $63.,842 $71,640 $74,645 $73,7182
Intergovernmental Revenue $47,536 $44 862 $42,768 $49.556 $32,369 $33,864 $54,088 $97,025 $69,611 $84,178
From Federal $47,406 $44,601 $40,015 $41,314 $32,248 $20,625 $52,434 $70,667 $48,013 $57,902
From State $40 $261 $2,751 $8,242 121 $4,339 $12,554 $26,358 $21,598 $26,276
TOTAL MWRD $101,421 $109,619 $112,460 $122,526 $108170 $103,111 $148,006 $186,706 $161,249 $177,181
Other Local Tax Reveniue includes PPRT.
Local Non—Tax Ravenius includes: User Charge, industrial Surcharge, Land Rentals, Interest on
Investments, Premium/interest Bond Sales, Miscellaneous.
Federal Revenue inchides Federal Grants.
State Revenue includes State Grants.
GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1088 1987 1988 1989 1980 1994 1992
BOARD OF EDUCATION (3)
Other Local Tax Revenue £56,850 $65,108 $72,003 $76,618 $87,633 $92,516 $92,273 $86,512 $82,336 $80.180
Local Non—Tax Revenue $61,563 $74,609 580,021 $78,439 $60,271 $63,449 S22 61 8342745 $81,050 $87.902
intergovernmental Revenue $815,469 $867,800 $921,421 $1,007,921 $1,045,377 $1,030,054 $1.6 2 $1,138,232 $1,134,339 $1,173,838
From Federal $195,595 $205,281 $194,388 $207,052 $211,266 $2148,580 233,822 $247,587 $284,089 $319.790
From State $623,874 $662,519 $727,033 $800,859 $834.511 $811.454 $852.240 £890,645 $840,350 $854,048
TOTAL BOARD OF EDUCATION $937,882 $1,007,518 $1,074,345 $1,162,978 $1,193,281 $1,185029 $1,482,406 $1,567,789 $1,298,634 $1,342 010
Other Local Tax Revenue includes PPRT.
Local Non—Tax fevenue includes: Lunchroom Sales, Investment Income, Other, Other Financing Sources, and SFA investment income.
Federal Revenue includes: ESEA School Lunch, CETA, Other.
State Revenue includes: Distbutive Fund Speciat Education, Bilingual, Other, SFA state aid.
{3) Includes School Finance Autharity reverue.
GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1969 1990 1991 1992
CHICAGO PARK DISTRICT
Other Local Tax Revenue $9,164 $14,843 $18,275 $18,815 $22,287 $22,154 $23,002 $20,489 $18,262 $19,355
Locat Non-Tax Revehiue 548,368 $47,234 $41,707 $44,033 $47,002 $41,860 $48,200 $52,512 $48,445 $51,579
Intergoverinmental Revenue $1,522 $32 $762 $130 $136
From Federal
From State
TOTAL CHICAGO PARK DISTRICT $57,532 $62,077 $59,982 $62,848 $69,280 $65,536 $71,234 $73,743 $66,837 $71,070

Other Local Tax Revenue includes PPRT.
Local Non-Tax Revenue includes: Investment income, Parking Stations, Concessions, Rent, Reimbursements,
Goif Fees, Miscellaneous.
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TABLE B.1: OTHER REVENUE SOURCES FOR COOK COUNTY AREA MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
1983~ 1992 (000'S)

GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1986

1987

= . — " 1088 1989 1990 1991 1092
FOREST PRESERVE DISTRICT (FPD) - - I -
Other Local Tax Revenue $2,912 $2,861 $3,100 $3,494 $2,59
$ : 5 . ,599 $2,506 $2,498
Local Non—Tax Revenue $5,317 $5,008 $6,152 $6,231 $6,415 $6.773 .08 3:(2):13(3); $1$§.;77 $2,478
Intergovernmental Revenue $1,113 $288 $200 $0 $251 s627 o1 ’060 1‘;363 ,622 $10,649
From Federal $1,113 $288 $200 $0 $251 $627 $1.060 e $501 $650
From State ' 6 $501 $650
====== ==== S PP PP PP P R P P R T P p— - N .
TOTALFPD $8,742 $0,147 $9.452 $0,725 $9,265 $9,906 $11,024 $12,709 $13,300 12777
Other Local Tax Revenue includes PPRT.
Local Non-Tax Revenue includes: Interest on Investment, Fees, Miscellaneous, and Bid Deposits,
Federal Revenue includes Federal Grants,
E?Eiﬁhﬁe_ﬁgﬂf ________ _ bvain 1984 1985 1986 1087 1988 1089 1990 1991 1992
CITY COLLEGES - - - s - -~
Other Local Tax Revenue $4,122 $4,188 $5,349 $5,753 $6,409
y ' X 3 X $8,471 6,7
Local Non—Tax Revenue $22.117 $29,369 528,502 $29,017 $20.486 $31,040 sﬁn ot sigﬂg Soris i
Intergovernmental Revenue $74,278 $82,405 580,664 $85,919 $88,899 $86,647 01 '710 $95I642 :93'.2’(1}3 $48,603
e o $20400 $21,158 $22,585 $18,737 $18,177 $18,280 $19,627 $23.730 s20817
Pomsn, $54,746 $60,643 $59,072 $62,063 $60,881 $68,301 $73,208 $76,015 $69,479 $60,7
romOther Locals $427 $943 $434 337 $281 $169 $132 50 "s0 * ;3
TOTAL CITY COLLEGES $100517 116052  $114605  $120680  $124706  $124158  $142887  $145080  $142.876  $144990
Other Local Tax Revenue includes PPRT.
Local Non—Tax Revenue includes: Investment Income, Student Tuition, Fees and Charges, Miscellaneous.
Federal Revenue includes Government Grants.
State Revenue includes:; ICCB Credit Hour Grant, ICCB Equalization Grant, Vocational Education,
Special Projects Grants.
Revenue from Locals includes local government grants.
GOVERNMENT UNIT el e e 1083 1984 1985 1986 1987 1088 1989 1990 T 1082
RTA (including CTA METRA, PACE) E - e e e s i e e
Other Local Tax Revenue $342,441 $366,579 $386,439 $
= : : 3 418,752 $420,088 $444,110
Local Non—Tax Revenue $448135 $491.607 $498,607 $522 757 v ot o $425,173 $445,801
Intergovernmental Revenue (4) $0 $0 $0 ’ $0 % $552,774 $581,077
té?:t‘: ::L’:;‘: $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 55,033 ssoﬁé‘,
Federal Funds $64830  $00264  $95805  $102701  $123384  $150501  S144462  $143784
_____ . e 858260 856675 $54,276 $49,878 $49,867 $50,110 $40,405 849,541
TOTALRTA $938675  $1,012125  $1,040307  $1,000088  $1,143061  $1.214925 51’17&;1—;—:; S

Other Local Tax Revenue includes: Retail Sales Tax

Local Non—Tax Revenue includes: Interest, Passenger Fares, Miscellaneous.

Revenue from Federal includes: Federal Operating Assistance Grant; Unified Work Program;

Other Federal Grants.

Revenue from State includes: Public Transportation Fund; Reduced Fare; Additional State Assistance,
Revenue from Locals includes: Contributions from Cook County to the CTA

(4) Combined statements of revenues unavailable before 1985.

Provision for depreciation is notrecognized.

Injury and damage expense in excess of budgeted provision is not recognized beginning in 1992,

Pension expense in excess of pension contributions and early retirement incentive expense in excess of payments are not recognized.

Source: Each Government Unit's annual reports and Cook County Clerk Tax Extension Office.
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TABLE C.1: EXPENDITURES OF CHICAGO AREA MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

1984— 1992 (0O0'S)

Govemnment Unit:

1984

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

CITY OF CHICAGQ -
General Govemnment $516.622 $548,656 $617,888 $570,192 $695,892 $757,670 $751,701 $815.024 $064,672
Health $47.341 $49.215 359,310 $61,733 $66,183 $70,454 $76.066 $90,448 596,626
Public Safety $650,904 $662.506 $730,746 $7608,757 $793,540 $778,753 $814,499 $883,314 $931,670
Slreets & Sanitation $246,223 $229.539 $240.112 $262,861 $253.217 $252,429 $289,733 301,776 $290.527
Public Works $124,965 $122,750 $111,533 $113.079 $103,088 $112,934 $113,.092 $126.551 $125.524
Aviation 47,622 $1,133 $1.208 $1,142 $1,566 $1,795 $1,887 51,074 $987
Cuktural/Recreational 42,011 542,442 $50,385 559,414 $63.717 $70,203 $66,252 $71,177 267,600
Pensions $160,910 $168,770 $180,807 $201,154 $198.099 $219.926 $224.910 $232.799 $249,703
Olher $5,107 $5,342 5,926 $3,882 $2,71 $5.,363 $6.248 $2,015 36.119
Debt Service $132.311 $127.869 $121,406 $244,334 $391,785 3445881 $483,191 $421,002 $420,534
Capital Projects 877979 £71,746 $216.,676 $199,219 $200,154 $251.800 $275,152 $254,646 $215,507

sub—total $2.012,103 32,059,998 $2,335,199 2,585,027 $2,711,970 $2,967,608 $3,102,731 33,199,826 $3,289,472
Enterprise Funds: Water $144,249 $144.491 $157,899 $168,575 $169,599 $186,369 $175.790 195,650 $200,146
Sewer 351,196 $49,180 $51,124 $54,968 359,614 571,859 $79.534 584,118 394,626
Chi—Cal Skyway $5.602 $7.086 $8.835 $8,724 $8.920 $8,339 $10.398 $8,147 B7.646
O'Hare $101,202 $132.858 $131,381 $175.398 $174.932 $198,320 §221.228 $230,622 5228,.696
WMidway $5,155 $6,522 $8.685 $12,285 $15371 $16,833 322,837 $23.851 $25,297
TOTAL CITY OF GHICAGO $2.919,509 $2.400,135 $2,693,126 $3,006,777 $3.140,606 $3,449,028 $3,612,838 23,742,214 $3,853,803
84-92 % Change 65.2%
Annusal % Change 3.5% 12.2% 11.6% 4.5% 9.8% 4.7% 3.6% 3.0%
Govemment Unil: 1984 1985 1988 1987 1988 1989 195C 1991 too2
COOK COUNTY (1)
Environemental Controt $2.541 $2,753 $2.609 $2.938 $2.923 $2,900 $3.137 $3,803 $3,086
Protes. Persons/Prop. $290.194 $309.553 $328.826 $396,299 $421,362 $468.531 $5465,546 $509.016 £544.414
Econ/Human Dev. $30,041 $80.260 $26.217 $28.770 $22.611t $22,909 $29.,982 $28,256 $23.087
Debt Service $62,664 $59.410 363,381t $58,293 $54,621 $79,082 $208.438 $234,233 $196.672
Education $1.375 $1,520 $1,572 51,752 $1,761 $1.854 51,951 $1.895 $1.505
Protect, Health/Wellare £313.908 $353.733 $350,119 $372,409 $429.931 $458,952 $498,230 gs18.821 $518,326
Assess/Coliec Taxes $24,476 $25,233 $24.445 $27.110 $29.512 331,028 $30,683 $35,056 $32,446
Election $16.272 39,946 $14,903 $10.205 10,602 $11,502 $20.265 5114855 $21.105
Transportation $73.252 $73.055 377,042 77,400 $80,214 $085.155 $61.406 $78,140 368,187
Govt MgmtfSuppon $43,745 $47.251 $49,686 $54,346 $57.255 $63,063 $68.060 $62,302 $60,185
Capital Outlay $3.070 $186,159 £141.914
TOTAL COOK COUNTY $858.498 $912.714 $969.609 $1,030.552 $1,118,991 $1,225.276 1,496,758 $1,618.236 $1,611.827
8402 % Change 85.5%
Arnwaal % Change 6.3% 6.2% 6.9% B8.6% 8.5% 22.2% 8.1% —0.4%

{1) Includes operating expenses: Cook County Health Facilitles
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TABLE C.1: EXPENDITURES OF CHICAGO AREA MAJOA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS . )
1984=1992 (000'S) .

Government Unit: 1984 1505 1986 1987 1988 1500 1990 1991 1952

BOARD OF EDUCATION

Administration $2.906 $2049 31,0972 £2.392 32,453 $2.512 35653 F2,766 $3.506
Instruction $859,549 $915,781 $997.114 $1,045,044 $1,080,127 $1.159.127 $1,183,369 $1.270,456 $1,398,428
Pupil Services $121,720 $129,052 $142,082 $153432 $150,771 $169.665 $175,785 $191.000 8282396
Support Services $207,195 $216,213 $243,197 $256,709 $254,127 278,731 $453,605 $485,332 $492,836
Food Senvices $73.851 $78.267 588,377 384,841 $87,108 $87.512 353,484 97,179 595,889
Community Services $14,231 $14,106 $16,364 517,500 321,167 522,608 $30.261 236,136 $45.,485
Capital Qutlay $8,454 $7.179 $8.95¢ $10,045 3,825 $2,113 $15,206 $14,639 10,099
General Chatges $111.625 $£127.024 $131,068 $137,879 $127,128 2150723 $79.716 $76.413 $66.490
Capital Projects 32,199 $12,722 $16.608 $34318 $37.878 332,477 $15,291 311,108 38,700
Debt Service $78.269 $76,840 969,191 $66,747 859,460 $206.808 $322,207 558,745 $56.092
TOTAL BD OF ED $1.480,060 $1,579,225 31,714,924 $1,800,967 $1,838,064 $2,107,456 $2,374,657 32,243,786 $2,342,222
8492 % Change £8.3%

Annual % Change 6.7% 85% 55% 1.6% 14.7% 127% ~5.5% 4,4%
Gavemment Unit; 1984 1985 1986 1587 19683 1989 1990 19914 1992
SCHOOL FINANCE AUTHORITY

Operational Expenses $69 $85 3116 $131 $117 118 $105 3120 3176
Consultants/Services $552 5262 $178 $196 $400 3856 750 5878 $1.079
Administrative 3111 $110 $96 $370 $133 $423 5362 $198
School Construction 366 $1.691 $8,759 $8,543 $5,902 $4,254 $5.445 $1.944
School Rehab 30 $4.824 $20,761 322,179 $16,172 $5,784 $2.035 5779
Debt Service $73.573 $66,395 372205 $63,121 $58.967 $55.719 $69.306 $53.283 $63,150
TOVAL SFA $74,194 366,920 $79.121 $93,064 $90,597 $78.896 580,622 62,123 $67,266
84—52 % Change —-16.3%

Amnual % Change ~9.8% 18.2% 17.6% -2.7% ~129% 22% -22.9% 8.3%
Govermnment Unit. 1964 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 4991 1992

BO OF ED AND SFA COMBINED

Administration £4.527 $2.508 $2.373 52,815 £3,351 39,619 56,931 $4,125 $4,899
Instruction $859.549 3015,781 $997,194 $1.045.044 $1,080,127 $1,159,127 $1,183,369 %1,270,468 $1,339,428
Pupil Services $121,720 $125.052 $142,082 $153.432 $159,771 $169,665 5175785 $191.000 $222,396
Support Services $207.185 8216218 $243,197 $256,709 $254,127 $279.731 $453,605 $485,332 $492,836
Food Senvices $73.681 $78,267 380,377 84,841 387,108 587,512 553,404 297,179 $95,889
Commundy Sarvices $14,231 $14,106 $16,364 $17,530 821,167 $22.698 $30,261 $36,126 $45,486
Gapital Qutlay $8.494 7171 $8,951 $10.045 £8.825 $2.113 515,208 $14,639 310,099
General Charges $111.625 $127,024 $131,068 $137.879 $127,128 $150,723 $79.716 376,413 $66.490
Capital Projects $2.199 812,788 $28,123 $63.838 268,600 554,551 $25,329 $18,588 $11,423
Debt Servica $151,842 $143235 $141,206 $120,868 $118,447 $262,613 $391,593 542,028 $121,542
TOTAL BD OF ED & SFA $1,554,263 - 31,645,145 $1,794,045 $1,502,001 $1,928,651 52,186,352 52,455,279 $2,305,908 52,400,488
84~92 % Change 48.4%

Annual % Change 5.9% 9.0% 80% 1.4% 13.4% 12.0% ~6.1% 4.5%
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TABLE C.1: EXPENDITURES OF CHICAGO AHEA MAJOR LOCAL GOVEANMENTS

1984 -~ 1982 (000'S}
Qovernmeni Unlt;

CITY COLLEGES
tnafruction

Academlic Support
Sludani Services

Public Service
DalaProcessing
Opamilon & Malnienance
Ganetal Adminkiration
Insliiutional Buppport
Weages/GranlsfLoans o Sludenk
Caplal Qutlay

Trabt Seivice

TOTAL CITY COLLEGES
84-02 % Change
Annual % Change

Govarnmont Unit:

FOREST PRESERVE DISTAICT
Adminkiretion
Forestiy
Consarvation
Ganarsl Malntenance
Goll{SpoitsfMise

Law Enforeamaent
Fixed Charges
Inlerest {TAN"e)
Acqukition ol Land
Dbl Service

Capital Profacls

TOTAL FPD
84-52 % Chapge
Annupl % Chonge

1684

1984

1085
LI A A R L E-T. L T8 3.1 1 b 31 7 01T 1.0 1T 70 1] -BH-ﬂE-BH!-HIﬂl!H!-ulll'llllHH-ﬂﬂgup:“;-.l:II1-BB--Lp-a:h---Inn--u‘wo;'inn-ul-----Lpf----lnu—--'-o;“l)lﬁqp-unﬂu--'ﬂpfi-ﬂd-l—-nnnﬂlolof-ﬂﬂhnﬂ
$686.233 $70.547 $71.312 £7335%0 £73.201 $£88.608 $£87 635 $04,9
$8.908 $6.451 $8,726 $10837 $11,700 $13.3608 $15308 sva.ogg :?;g::
£$8,440 $7. 7% $8,280 £8,770 $8,065 $0.788 $11.534 $13.080 513:655
$14 $20 50 $1.093 $1.144 $1.,490 $1,044 $1.242 $1.400
$3,204 $3.742 $3.970 $3,765 $4,000 $3,040 3565 $2728 $3.901
$18,050 $£17,151 $17,758 $10,444 $19,019 $21,174 $22,110 $23.453 sza.'iaa
$6,620 $5.0097 $6,401 $7.278 $1.24 $8.820 $0.930 $13.775 50042
$15025 $16500 $18,712 $21,036 $23,200 $16,479 $23,246 $16752 $24,624
$15,748 $£16,558 $18,324 $18,000 $18,728 $17,42¢% $59,010 $16.767 §20,083
$7,,63 $5,005 $6,069 $8.650 £2,060 $3.529 $9.004 $11,233 §7.72%
$16,970 $15470 $16,178 $16,785 $30,200 $38,194 $308198 $31.907 $20,745
O RN NN oc e mked e T OSSN TR O EE AT RO --uul:nulun::.uﬂﬁ==4u==ﬂ=—-u----—cu-uinuuu-vnnn--u\--nun\---uungnu-nhn-n--nu-'-n--n-------ll--s---h-—----—n
$161.010 $105.008 $173,449 $107,006 107,827 $225 539 $212,008 $241.205 $247.500
53.2%
2.1% 5. 1% B.3% 5.9% 14.0% 2.3% 3.6% 2.6%
1985 1908 1987 iva8 1980 1650 1901 1002
e N O NN I I O O I e e IO N A AT E NN IO SN R AR I NIRRT (b -4} I RsRasdas It EERSSYTEREOxIEndEadooDEaEROED
$2510 $2,403 $2.070 $2,750 $2.084 $2.862 $3,065 41,062 $1.217
$£1.414 31,404 $18614 $1,732 $£1,818 1,058 $1,076 $1.628 $2.217
1857 £63) $900 $1,102 £1,168 $1,207 £1,820 $1,287 $1,700
$8.245 $8,481 $6.,471 $0,200 $10,272 s10874 $12,008 $11.732 11,071
$2.469 $2.700 $2,066 $£2.043 $3,024 $0,285 $3,674 $4.202 £4.020
$2,557 $2,009 $2,600 $2,655 $3.007 $3,523 $0.448 $3.625 §4,604
$2920 $3.007 £2,451 2,017 83,428 $4,011 $5.662 $5.501 $4.073
$400 sats $240 £311
$2.204 $3,145 $2an2 $1.801 $1.531 $3,498 $1.449 $1,823 $8,854
$0,051 $7.511 $9.017 $8.277 £7.051 $6,168 $6.001 $3.773 $1.,458
$1.4688 $3.225 $2,083 3,610 $5.005 $2,960 $3.241 £4,260 $8.821
LCES Y - E X T F- P30 F I -1 0 E 8- R R 0 0 L F-R-D 1 0 L 0 R - % 8 -3 B YT B -0 § 0 £ R-7 -0 1 & T0 B -3 0 -3 3.0 LR B D R B R _1 D 0 B 3 0 1 + E- D J0.B L D T O 0 I B LE L A0 E J L R £ 0 0 71 F.F 0 0P 0 F B P b 2 R 22 0 B0 & 0 L L3 LT R T 0 30 L X0 3 -0 -1 0 -7 1% 7]
$37.118 $30.605 300,312 $37.2080 $3p,724 £41,710 $43,220 $30,201 $40,055
5.9% '
—-q.r% -1.5% 2.7% 6.5% 5.0% 3.0% -9.1% 18.7%
1985 1086 1087 1960 . 1069 1900 1001 1902

Govetnment Unh:

1854
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MWRD

Baaid ol Commbkslonars
Genetal Adminktration
Resanrch & Davalopment
Purehatlng

Personng!

Law

Finence

Englnaedng

Malntensnca & Oparalions
Pemston Cosls
Clalms/Judgement
Caplial Oullay

Cab! Service

S koSO CANSEONEOECAEI AN O AT T

TOTAL MWRO
84-02 % Change
Annual % Change

$1.437
$4,967

$8,907 .’

£2.003
§6.084
£1.704
$4.118
$1,552
$92,553
510278
$1,043
§107 424
£110.620

$356,200
82.3%

$1.453
$5.824
$9.055
$3074
$7.015
$1971
$3,102
$173
$907,296
$15322
$2,450
$67.165
$116,207

£351244

=11%

$1.505
$6.140
$10,485
$3 462
$0.240
$1,854
$2.531
$1.040
$101,842
$13,151
32,709
387,002
$87.000

$320.773

-0.1%

$1.001
§8.863

¢ $13,531
$3.258
$10.001
$1.905
$3,440
$1.947
$104,704
$13.601
$1,857
$115729
$110,705

$307,18¢

20.4%

$1,670
$9.585
$12578
$1.655
11,710
$i.079
$3,401
$2.350
$108,120
$12.498
$1.870
$126,420
$117,803

£415,658

4.7%

$1,940
$0,000
$14,072
$4,920
$13.002
$2 900
$2,755
$2.121
$112,732
$12,259
$a st
$155501
$110,138

$445011

TO0%

2L T PR PTET T T A N T N R Y T 0 P TN M N K 3 a3 iy T DR RN Ty 4 N e Ry M O EX XD

$1,782 $1,055
$0,844 $11.272
$17,838 $10,495
$5.6807 $5012
$15378 $17.811
$3,1%0 43087
$2.602 $3.054
$2.854 $2.373
$117,800 £123,510
$14,760 518,700
§2,234 $2,277
$217,705 $172,820
$110,143 517,882
$530,050 $500,054
10.9% -5.8%

$2,040
$10815
$10.120
35,082
$10.491
$3.060
$2.972
$2,034
$120,608
$18,20%
$2,295
$2a7.124
£131,210

ImpEanoeoEaES I OE R oSt Ao o e

£581.847

104%
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TABLE C.1: EXPENDITURES OF CHICAGO AREA MAJOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
15841992 (000'S)

Govemnment Unit: 1984 1985 1566 1987 1088 1989 (2} 1960 1991 1992

RTA (including cta, metra, and pace)

Service Boards . $662,100 $903,000 $936,900 $977.500 $1,022,800 $1.091,600 $1,148,100 $1,153,300
RTA Operating 310,945 $11,988 $6,684 $11,999 $13,395 $13,667 $17,776 $11,581
RTA Debt Service & Related Expenses $2,566 $7.077 $20,446 $95,858 $26,656 $8,848 $12,735 $29,005
ATA Capital Provislon and Other $35,647 $63,779 848,714 $44.706 $26,143 $54,895 $27,066 $11,637
TOTAL RTA £931,279 $085.644 $1,014,744 $1,070,400 $1,087.994 $1,169.010 $1,205.677 $1,205.523
85-92 % Chenge 29.4%

Anrual % Change 5.9% 2.9% 5.5% 16% 7.4% 3.1% 0.0%

(2) In 1989, he RTA atered the way in which revenues and expenditures are reported.
Revenue in 1989, and the years which fallow, includes service board operating

expenditures.
Government Unit: 1984 1985 1985 1987 1968 (3) 1989 1990 1991 1992
CHICAGO PARK DISTRICT (3
Administration 56,006 $7.062 $8.245 $7,959
Finance & Management Services $11.6519 $12.862 $12,801 $14,474
Recreation & Quitur Activities $22.881 $24.273 $25,528 $28,940
Culttural Institsions $2.052 $2,326 $2,447 $2,470 .
Op & Facifities Support $60.508 364,145 $69,398 $68,792
Engineering $1,749 $1,795 $2.938 $2.205
Special Operations $1.650 51,859 $1.974 $1,854
Gengral Financing $8.725 $8.823 $11.584 $23.543
Underground Priqy: operations 57,012 $7,999 38,652 $5,669 36,273 $5,589 $7.204 $7.631 $6.709
Stardock Harbor: operations $139 158 $138 st62 3156 $296 $169 $180 $196
General and Administrative 531,482 $26.721 $25,991 $27,602 42,326
Special Sevvices:
:.,to parking $1.462 $630 $1,594 $1.947 51,624
zoological ahd marke $4,334 35.081 $5.791 $6518 $6.209
soldier field 8205 .
goif courses $1,487 $1,406 $1,543 $1.648 $1,719
aquarium and museum $25,101 $29.666 $24,549 328,994 $31,047
other special services $2,648 34,335 $3.918 35049 511,045
Parks and Recreation:
host & regional parks $39,344 $71.616 368,865 $75.6659 561,472
program support & ping. - $14,152 $2,432 $2,047 $2.569 $o12
engineering & operational $60,774 $47.901 354,747 $49,663 51 g
Capited Projects $18.612 $22.973 $24,298 $23.036 $25,078 $22 441 $31,961 $45,638 $5§-mg
Debt Service $21.551 $33,991 $33,889 343,674 $42,088 241,51 $45,071 $43.699 $47.
Miscellaneous $799 $44 $2.789
TOTAL CPD £162,512 $188.267 $201,004 $221,778 $254.673 $250.645 $274,539 $297,341 $317.208
8492 % Change 95.2%
Annual % Change 15.8% 6.8% 10.5% 14.6% 2.0% 5.7% 8.4% 6.7%
(3) reflects CPD reorganization
TOTAL ALL GON'TS 1984 - 1985 1586 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
: $3,855.883
City of Chicago $2,319,509 $2,400,135 $2.603,126 $3,006.777 $3,140,606 $a,449.528 33,612,838 83,742,214 55,
Ocrik mrc:;g $858,498 $912.714 $969,609 $1,030,532 $1,118,991 $1,225,276 $1,496.768 $1,618,236 $1.61 1-2253
Board of Ed & SFA $1,554,263 $1,645,145 $1,794.045 $1,002,00% $1,928,651 $2,186,352 $2,455,279 52,305,909 széggg.sm
City Colleges $161,610 $165,006 $173,449 5187805 $197,827 $225.539 $232,888 $241,205 gt
FFD $37.118 $36,865 $36,9312 $37,286 $30.724 41,710 $43,229 $39,291 565
MWRD $356,200 $351,244 $320.773 $397,156 $415,858 $445,011 £$590,950 $500,054 35235 yoid
ATA 30 $831.279 $965,644 $1.014.744 $1,070,493 $1,087.994 $1,169,010 $1,205,677 $1,205,
cPD $162,512 $188,267 $201,094 $221,778 $254,673 $259,645 $274,309 $257,341 $317,208
TOTAL $5,449,711 6,631,654 £7,183.542 7,798,110 6,166,824 $8,920.855 $9,815,301 $0,949,927 $10.276,011
84—-092 % Change 82.6%

Annual % Change 21.7% 8.5% 2.6% 47% g.2% 10.0% 1.4% 3.3%
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TABLE D.1: MATURATION SCHEDULE FOR GENERAL OBLIGATION DEBT SHOWN BY GOVERNMENT

AS OF 1/2/93 ($000°S)

CITY OF COOK CHGOBD  SCHOOL CHGO CITY CHGO PARK METRO FOREST PUBLIC
YEAR CHGO COUNTY OF ED. FIN.AUTH. - COLLEGS DISTRICT SAN.DIST PRESERVE 8LDG COMM TOTAL
1993 $51 25(; $49,475 $11,450 $18,280 $5,750 $17,610 $4,450 $1,250 $23,954 ___;1—83,439
1994 $61,665 $51,925 $5,575 $19,915 $20,070 $69,185 $1,400 $30,700 $260,435
1995 $28,845 $65,190 $0 $21,165 $0 $22,010 $69,305 $0 $28,515 $224,920
1996 $33,145 $53,800 $0 $22,550 $7,565 $24,845 $65,870 $0 $20,385 $228,160
1997 $36,465 $56,805 $0 $24,015 $8,095 $20,100 $64,595 80 $15,000 $225,165
TOTAL
1993-97 $211,140 $267,195 $17,025 $105,925 $21,410 $104,725 $273,495 $2,650 $118,554 §1,122,119
PERCENT 19.94% 22.01% 100.00% 22.09% 16.30% 38.81% A2.73% 100.00% 20.63% 24.51%
1068 $33,575 $48,300 S0 $25,600 $8,655 $22,400 $61,695 $0 $15,345 $215,660
1909 $35,220 $50,765 50 527,345 $9,295 $23,460 $62,166 $0 $16,585 $224,835
2000 $37,955 $44,375 $0 $20,225 $9.960 $17,535 $53,530 $0 $17,945 $210,555
2001 $40,760 $47,920 $0 $31,255 $10,720 $18,575 $49,700 $0 $19,460 $218,390
2002 $41,300 $50,385 80 $33,440 $11,550 $19,700 $38,000 $0 $21,100 $215,475
TOTAL
1999-2002 $188,810 $241,835 $0 $146,865 $50,210 $101,6870 $265,000 $0 $90,435  $1,084,915
PERCENT 17.83% 19.92% 0.00% 31.05% 38.24% 37.68% 31.72% 0.00% 15.73% 23.70%
2003 $44, 510 $45,615 $0 $35,790 $12,460 $17,635 $36,200 $0 $22,905 $215,115
2004 $44,325 $35,375 $0 $25,010 $13,460 $10,785 $36,000 $0 $24,850 $189,805
2005 $47 598 $36,100 $0 $26,925 $14,535 $5,565 $38,250 $0 $27,460 $196,433
2006 $50,495 $38,630 $0 $44,365 $19,240 $5,955 $40,700 30 $10,000 $209,885
2007 564,726 $41,555 $0 $27,450 $0 $6,355 $48,200 30 $38,305 $214,591
TOTAL
20032007 $241,654 $197,275 $0 $160,040 $59,605 $46,2056 $199,350 $0 $121,520  $1,025,829
PERCENT 22.82% 16.25% 0.00% 33.82% 45.46% 17.16% 23.86% 0.00% 21.14% 22.41%
2008 558,576 $44,475 $0 $11,360 30 $5,350 $40,800 $0 $14,140 $174,701
2009 $63,762 $47,480 0 $48,840 30 $5,700 $26,400 $0 $15,145 §207,327
2010 $50,246 $36,805 $0 $0 $0 $6,100 $12,150 $0 $16,220 $121,611
2011 $53,742 $23,875 $0 $0 50 $0 $18,350 $0 $17,375 $113,342
2012 $45,037 $25,430 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,615 $89,082
TOTAL
20082012 $271,364 $178,15% $0 $60,200 $0 $17,150 $97,700 30 $81,495 $706,064
PERCENT 25.62% 14.68% 0.00% 12.73% 0.00% 6.36% 11.69% 0.00% 14.18% 15.43%
203 $20,300 $25,725 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 30 $19,940 $65,0685
2014 $21,835 $27 415 $0 $0 S0 $0 50 $0 $21,360 $70.810
2015 $23,535 $29,225 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $21,310 $74,070
2016 $25,340 $31,155 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,695 $79,190
2017 $10,440 $33,205 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 80 $24,170 $67,815
TOTAL
2013-2017 $101,450 $148,725 30 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $100,475 $357,650
PERCENT 9.68% 12.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 19.05% 7.81%
2018 $10,085 $35,365 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 80 $25,740 $72,090
2019 $11,265 $37,845 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $27,540 $76,450
2020 $12,130 $30,090 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,120
2021 $10,295 $42,490 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,785
2022 0 27295 0 0 ] 0 0 ¢ $27,206
TOTAL
2018-2022 $44 675 $182,785 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,280 $280,740
PERCENT 4.22% 15.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.27% 6.13%
GRAND
TOTAL $1,050,093 $1,213,970 $17,025 $473,030 $1311. 315 $269,840 $835,6835 $2,650 $574,759  $4.577.317
(% OF TOTL 23.14% 26.52% 0.37% 10.33% 2.87% 5.90% 18.26% 0.08% 12,56% 100.00%
PER GOVT)

Note: Maturation schedule is based on calendar year and hot governments’ fiseal years.



TABLE D.2: MARGINS OF BORROWING POWER IN 1992 FOR THE MAJOR CHICAGC
AREA LOCAL GOVERNMENT UNITS WHICH HAVE STATUATORY DEBT LIMITS ($000'S)

ALLOWABLE

DEBT 1992 DEBT MARGIN

LEVEL DEBT APPLICABLE DEBT % CHANGE
GOVERNMENT UNIT (% OF EAVY) LIMIT DEBT MARGIN 1991-92
BOARD OF EDUCATION 13.800% $3,859,050 $1,138,524 $2,720,526 7.9%
FOREST PRESERVE 0.345% $220,660 $2,650 $218,010 7.4%
CHICAGC PARK DIST. 2.300% $643,175 $280,425 $362,750 5.9%
Park Improvement Bonds 1.000% $279,641 $183,292 $96,348 13.2%

METRO WATER RECLM DIST. 5.750% $3,597,299 $823,016 $2,774,283 8.4%

NOTE: Three major government units do not have such limitations on their borrowing power: the City of Chicago,
Cook County, and the City Colleges. The School Finance Authority has a limit on the total dollar amount of debt
it can extend which is not based on the EAV, but rather on the total dollar amount the State Legislature mandatec
to assist the Chicago School Board as a result of its financial crisis in 1979—80. The Park District debt
limitation is on bonded debt alone and does not include other forms of general obligation debt like PBC leases.
The Forest Preserve’s and the MWRD's margins of borrowing power shown above are for long term debt. Each
also has a limit for tax anticipation notes. The value of the tax anticipation notes issued by these Districts must
not exceed 85 percent of their current year tax levies. This table shows the margin of borrowing power for each
government according to its own fiscal year. The margins are calculated based on the 1992 EAV for each
government.
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TABLE D.3 OVERLAPPING LONG TERM DEBT WITHIN CHICAGO IN 1992

(As of 01/02/93)
1992
TOTAL (1) {2) U.S.CENSUS (3)
LONGTERM  PERCENT OVRLPNG 9% OVERLAP PER CAPITA % OVERLAP % TOTAL % CHANGE

DEBT EAV DEBT DEBT TO DEBT DEBT TO OVRLPNG OVRLPNG
GOVERNMENT ($000s) IN CITY ($000s) CITY EAV  (ACTUAL $s) FULL VALUE DEBT DEBT 91-—-92
CHICAGO $1,072,260 100.00% $1,072,260 3.8% $387.31 1.1% 30.6% 13.2%
BD OF ED $465,847 100.00% $465,847 1.7% $168.27 0.5% 13.3% 3.2%
SFA $473,030 100.00% $473,030 1.7% $170.86 0.5% 13.5% -1.8%
PARK DIST. $296,540 100.00% $296,540 1.1% $107.11 0.3% 8.5% -7.7%
CITY COLLEGES $251,825 100.00% $251,825 0.9% $90.96 0.3% 7.2% —3.7%
COOK COUNTY $1,306,970 43.72% $571,430 2.0% $206.41 0.6% 16.3% 37.8%
FOREST PR DIST $2,650 43.72% $1,159 0.0% $0.42 0.0% 0.0% -34.5%
MWRD $835,635 44.70% $373,516 1.3% $134.92 0.4% 10.7% -~3.7%
TOTAL $4,704,757 $3,505,606 12.5% $1,266.26 3.7% 100.0% 7.3%

NOTES:
(1) Al EAV and Estimated Full Value amounts are 1992 figures— —~the latest available as of 5/94.

(2) Overlapping debt is the poition of the debt outstanding at the end of the day, 1/2/93 for the govis. included here paid for by the
prop. taxpayers within Chicago. Itincludes all long term debt (principal only——no interest payments) which local govis. are pay with
prop. tax. Includes PBC lease payments on the princ. outstanding on PBC bonds, Cook County’s const. tender notes ,$93 million,
the City of Chicago’s daily tender notes with maturities longer than 18 months that are not used to pay for regular operating expenses

(3) Fuli value refers to the total full market value of property in the City of Chicago as calculated by the Civic Federation based on
figures from the State Department of Revenue and the Cook County Assessor's Office.



TABLE D.4: REVENUE BONDS OUTSTANDING: MAJOR CHICAGO GOVERNMENTS 1983—1992, ($000°S)

GOVERNMENT
UNIT 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1892 .
CHICAGO
WATER $174,200 $157,395 $156,760 $195925 $186,360 $176,320 $248,094 $237,475 $225,145 $223,610
WASTE WATER $34,865 $34,720 $34,560 $70,000 $68,805 $67,550 $142,460 $196,070 $193,700 $225,860
TOLL BRIDGE $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $101,000 $90,195  $90,195
AIRPORT $175,000 $624,550 $1,087,610 $1,085,010 $1,079,535 $1,318,750 $1,316,980 $2,026,545 $2,031,190 $2,317,930
TOTAL CITY $485,065 $917,665 $1,379,930 $1,451,935 $1,435,700 $1,663,620 $1,809,434 $2,561,090 $2,540,230 $2,857,595
CHGO PARK DIST
PARKING $19,300 $17,800 $16,300  $14,600  $12,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
HARBOR FACILIT. $2,220 $2,150 $2,075 $1,990 $1,895 $1,795 $1,685 $1,560 $1,420 $1,275
- TOTAL PARK DIST $21,520 $19,950 $18,375 $16,590 $14,795 $1,795 $1,685 $1,560 $1.420 $1,275
MWRD (SEWERS)
PUBLIC BLDG COMM $417, 935 $384,150 $355 400 $413 950 $450,895 $415,635 $510,835 $617,914 $598,035 $45,150

TOT $ OUTSTNDNG

$924, 520 $1,321,765 $1, 753 708 $1, 882 475 $1,901,390 $2,081,050 $2,321,954 $3, 180,564 $3,139,685 $2,904,020

NOTES: This bond information is by each government's fiscal year which is not necessarily January through December. PBC revenue bonds
are issued for building construction or rehabilitation and are paid off by the property tax ext. of the govt. units which commissioned the projects.
A the end of 1932 the principal owed on the PBC bonds by each government unit is:
City of Chicago: $13,167,500; Board of Cducation $5,282,500;
Park District: $26,700,000; Chicage City Colleges: $0.
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TABLE D.5: NET BONDED INDEBTEDNESS: MAJOR CHICAGO AREA GOVERNMENTS 1983—1992 ($000'S)

% OF % OF % OF % OF % OF
GOVERNMENT UNIT 1983 TOTAL 1984 TOTAL 1985 TOTAL 1986 TOTAL 1987 TOTAL
CITY OF CHICAGO $459,960 18.8% $451,200 18.8% $615920 22.4% $762,940 26.4% $952,570 32.0%
COCK COUNTY $310,100 12.7% $290,550 12.1% $361,050 18.2% $340,350 11.8% $313,250 10.5%
BOARD OF EDUCATION  $285,260 11.7% $253,070 10.5% $220,290 8.0% $188,350 6.5% $156,485 5.3%
SFA $541,575 22.2% $524,325 21.8% $633,195 23.1% $648,855 22.4% $637,265 21.4%
CITY COLLEGES #508 $5,950 0.2% $2,950 0.1% $2,200 0.1% $1,450 0.1%  $30,700 1.0%
CHICAGO PARK DISTRICT  $91,020 3.7% $129,270 5.4% $176,405 6.4% $209,670 7.3% $216,275 7.3%
MWRD $720,500 29.5% $729,600 30.3% $708,000 25.8% $709,210 24.5% $647,390 21.8%
FOREST PRESERVE $26,550 14%  $26,150 1.1%  $26,600 1.0%  $30,350 1.0%  $22,450 0.8%
TOTAL $2,440,915 $2,407,815 $2,743,660 $2,891,175 $2,976,385
GOVERNMENT % OF % OF % OF % OF % OF
UNIT 1988 TOTAL 1989 TOTAL 1990 TOTAL 1991  TOTAL 1992 TOTAL
CITY OF CHICAGO $1,159,425 37.0% $889,195 30.2% $882,930 27.8% $928,763 26.1% $1,059,053 26.5%
COOK COUNTY $400,355 12.8% $510,605 17.3% $617,480 19.5% $814,643 22.9% $1,213,970 30.3%
BOARD OF EDUCATION $129,470 41%  $75,440 2.6%  $48,425 1.5%  $30,300 0.9%  $17,025 0.4%
SFA $540,870 17.3% $512,600 17.4% $497,005 15.7% $481,735 13.5% $473,0380 11.8%
CITY COLLEGES #508 $27,925 0.9%  $20,225 0.7% $141,390 4.5% $135,580 3.8% $131,315 3.3%
CHICAGO PARK DISTRICT $209,015 6.7% $244,990 B.3% $236,520 7.5% $287.480 8.1% $269,840 6.7%
MWRD $648,715 20.7% $682,085 23.1% $739,390 23.3% $876,305 24.6% $635,635 20.9%
FOREST PRESERVE $14,550 0.5%  $13,300 0.5% $7,225 0.2% $3,875 0.1% $2,650 0.1%
TOTAL UNMATURED BON $3,130,325 $2,948,420 $3,170,365 $3,558,691 $4,002,518
$1,970,900 $2,059,225 $2,287,435 $2,629,928 $2,943,465

Notes:; This table does not inciude the City's Special Service Area bonds. This table shows the gross long term general obligation
bonded indebtedness of each of the major local government units for their individual fiscl years 19821991,



TABLE E.1: TEST FOR SCOLVENCY

QUICK LIABILITY RATIOS FOR LOCAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
FY 1992 ($000's)

1 2 3 4 5
ACCUMULATED NEEDEDFOR  QUICK LIABILITY
NET PRESENT RETIRED CONTRIBUTIONS  TERMINATION RATIO
RETIREMENT SYSTEM ASSETS LIABILITY OF ACTIVE MMBRS 2 +9 (1/4)
COOK $2,112,357.8 $548,838.1 $521,424.2 $1,070,263.3 197.4%
FOREST $71,579.5 $23,379.9 $15,353.0 $38,732.9 184.8%
LABOR. $797,641.2 $311,642.8 $161,298.9 $472,941.7 168.7%
TEACHER $4,299,936.0 $1,738,280.0 $857,624.4 $2,595,904.4 165.6%
MWRD $536,682.9 $279,794.0 $100,963.3 $380,757.3 141.0%
MUNIC. $2,546,997.0 $1,331,738.2 $714,169.4 $2,045,907.6 124.5%
PARK $360,549.3 $193,727.1 $117,457.4 $311,184.5 115.9%
POLICE $1,795,962.0 $1,518,967.0 $580,878.8 $2,094,845.8 85.7%
FIRE $597,316.6 $620,585.3 $238,769.8 $854,355.1 69.9%
TABLE E.2: BREAKDOWN OF LOCAL PENSION FUNDS' EXPENDITURES
FY 1992 ($000'S)
TOTAL
BENEFITS REFUNDS ADMIN, EXPS, EXPENSES
COOK COUNTY $65,763.4 $14,433.0 $6,286.4 $86,482.8
% of Total 76.0% 16.7% 7.3% 100.0%
FOREST PRESERVE $2,676.9 $292.3 $292.9 $3,262.1
% of Total 82.1% 9.0% 9.0% 100.0%
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES’ $161,209.4 $18,237.6 $11,404.7 $190,851.7
% of Total 84.5% 9.6% 6.0% 100.0%
LABORERS' $38,101.3 $2,789.3 $3,911.7 $44,802.3
% of Total 85.0% 6.2% 8.7% 100.0%
FIREMENS' $79,739.8 $1,326.0 $4,392.4 $85,458.2
% of Total 93.3% 1.6% 5.1% 100.0%
POLICEMENS' $148,666.3 $3,274.0 $6,142.8 $158,083.1
% of Total 94.0% 2.1% 3.9% 100.0%
PARK EMPLOYEES’ $23,170.2 $2,019.5 $1,813.6 $27,003.2
% of Total 85.8% 7.5% 6.7% 100.0%
MWRD $25,625.5 $2,645.7 $2,645.7 $30,916.8
% of Total 82.9% 8.6% 8.6% 100.0%
SCHOOL TEACHERS' $177,657.0 $8,603.2 $20,710.6 $206,970.8
% of Total 85.8% 4.2% 10.0% 100.0%
NINE FUNDS' AVERAGE $80,290.0 $5,957.8 $6,400.1 $92,647.9
% of Total 86.9% 6.2% 6.9% 100.0%
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TABLE E.3: FISCAL YEAR 1992 PENSION FUND DATA WiTH COMPARABLE 1991 YEAR END TOTALS ($000's)

&
(1} PERSONAL (5) 1 99))2
EMPLYR PROPERTY EST.OF PROPERTY ) (3) ) (4) 1891 1992 MARKET
PENSION TAX UNCOLLECT. REFLCMNT EMPLYEE INVSTMT ANNUAL OTHER TOTAL TOTAL  YEAREND ACCRUED FUNDEDFUNDEDFUNDED
PENSION MULTPLR EXTENSN TAXES TAX  CONTRBTN INCOME YIELD INCOME INCOME OUTLAYS ASSETS LIABILITY RATIO BRATIC RATIO
FOREST PRES. 1.30 $1,835 {$39) $215 $2,229 $5,744  8.8% $38 $10,122 $3.262 $71,580 $68,720 115.9% 104.2% 111.6%
LABORERS 1.37 $13,311 ($666) $3535 $i3,025 $66,500 9.0  $148 $95853 544,802 $797,641 $T77885 9B.1% 1026% 117.1%
COOK COUNTY 1.54 $82,461 ($1.649) $9,173 $73653 $168703 8.%% $1,498 $333838 $86,483 $2,112,358 $2,350,677 94.0% 89.9% 89.9%
MWRD 219 $15,901 (398 $1,888 $11,225 $50,598 10.4% $0 $79315 $28916 $536683 $656033 884% B1.8% 88.1%
PARK 1.10 $8,427 {$457) 0 $10.624 $30,944 9.3% $131 $49.668 $27,533 $360,549 $430,154 81.8% B838% 89.6%
TEACHERS' 1.00 $5.761 0 0 $89,704 $317.382 7.9 $69,691 $48253% $200,855 $4,290,936 $5215602 821% 824% 89.4%
MUNICIPAL 1.69 $106,079 ($5,304) $17.121 $83,374 $188,039 8006 $1,956 $391,264 $190,852 $2,546,997 $3,645,744 694% 69.9% 75.6%
POLICE 2.00 $72,568 ($3.628) $12,807 $47,321 $172,890 10.6% $3210 $305168 $159,638 $1,795,962 $3,248,083 50.6% 553% 59.9%
FIREMENS 2.26 $33,473 {$1,674) $5,907  $20.811 $51,748 9.3% $53  $110319 $86,145 $507,317 $1,268,150 46.5% 47.1% 52.1%
1992 9,916 13,814 50,74 1,96 082,556 8, 76,725 $1,858,095 $837,486 $13,119,022 $17,660,548
1991 $300,587 ($23,716) $47,349 $331,335 $1.043,482  9.4% $84,203 $1,794,051 $761,357 $12,085,050 $16,528,069
NOTES:

{1) Small portion of some pension funds’ final levies exterxed to DuPage County not included.
{2} Includes contrbutions made by the employer on employee’s behalf.
{3) Average Yield = (Investment fncome)/((1/2(Beginning Assets + Ending Assets — Investment income)}
{4) Assets determined at book value.
{5) The funded ratio represents the extent to which fund assets cover total accrued liability.
*NOTE: The total funded ratios shown at the bottom of the column are computed separately, dividing total assets by total liabilities.
{6) Market value of assets used to show market level of funding.
(7) The Public Scheol Teachers' Fund received about $58.8 million from the State of lllinois in 1992,

SOURCE:
Property Tax Contributions from Tax Year 1992 Levy Summary, Cook County Extensions Office.
All other information derived from pension funds' 1592 Actuarial Statements and Annual Reports.



CHICAGO INFLATION INDEX
1982—1984= 100*

INFLATION ANNUAL
YEAR INDEX # % CHANGE
1983 100.0 4.0%
1984 103.8 3.8%
1985 107.7 3.8%
1986 110.0 2.1%
1987 114.5 4.1%
1988 119.0 3.9%
1989 125.0 5.0%
1990 131.7 5.4%
1991 137.0 4.0%
1992 141.1 3.0%

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
This index is based on the Consumer Price Index for the Chicago area.

*In 1988, the Department of Labor recalibrated the index based
on a new base year, 1983,
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To join the Civic Federation or receive more information on Federation
programs, please call 312 263-3237, or fill out and return the form below and send it
to:

THE CIVIC FEDERATION
203 N. Wabash, Room 918
Chicago, Hlinois 60601

A Federation representative will contact you.

Request for Further Information on The Civic Federation

NAME TITLE

COMPANY

ADDRESS

ZIP

TELEPHONE

The Civic Federation is a 501(c)3 nonprofit taxpayer research organization. Membership dues
and other contributions are tax deductible to the full extent allowed by law.
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