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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIF L A '
EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
SEP o 7 2017

ety

> " ’.{;
Clreuit Qhsrk, 51 Judiclal Cirenijt Edgar County

RIDES MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT,

Plaintiff,
vs. No: 2016-L-16
DONALD WISEMAN, EDGAR COUNTY
TREASURER, in his official capacity, and the
EDGAR COUNTY BOARD

St e it ottt v vt vt vt ot vt p”’

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS® MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF THEIR
MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT

NOW COME the Defendants, DONALD WISEMAN, in his official capacity as Edgar
County Treasurer, and the EDGAR COUNTY BOARD, by Giffin, Winning, Cohen & Bodewes,
P.C., through Edgar County State’s Attorney Mark [saf, as Special Prosecutor, and in support of
their Section 2-619.1 Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint respectfully
state as follows:

BACKGROUND

On August 8, 2016, Plaintiff Rides Mass Transit District (“Rides™) filed a two-count
Complaint against Defendant Donald Wiseman, the Edgar County Treasurer, in his official
capacity. Count I asserted a breach of contract and alleged that a resolution passed by Lidgar
County and a separate resolution passed by Rides created a contractual relationship that
Defendant Donald Wiseman breached by failing to pay $152,150.49 to Rides. Count II
incorporated all of the above allegations and requested a Writ of Mandamus ordering Defendant

Wisemnan to pay $152,150.49 to Rides.
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de Dahald Wiseman et al. Edgar County Case No. 16-L-16

Defendant Wiseman filed his Motion to Dismiss on September 19, 2016. At the hearing
on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss on January t1, 2017, this Court dismissed both counts of
Plaintiff’s Complaint ruling that “both counts of the complaint must be stricken for failing to
state a claim for breach of contract or mandamus.” Transcript of January 11, 2017 Hearing, p.21-
22. A copy of the relevant transcript pages is attached hereto as EXHIBIT A and incorporated by
reference. With respect to Count 1, this Court held that “the county’s resolution was not an offer.
The plaintiff’s resolution was not an acceptance of an offer, and based on those circumstances,
there is an inadequate showing of consideration.” EXHIBIT A, p. 21. The Court dismissed
Plaintiff’s mandamus count “[b]ecause the plaintiff has not cstablished a clear affirmative right
under breach of contract or otherwise to the requested relief a writ of mandamus.” EXHIBIT A,
p.22-23. Plaintiff was given leave to amend its Complaint.

On February 9, 2017, Plaintiff filed its two-count First Amended Complaint alleging
promissory estoppel {Count I) and breach of unilateral contract (Count II). Each Count names
Wiseman and the County Board as Defendants. Defendants filed their Motion to Dismiss
Plaintff’s First Amended Complaint on March 15, 2017 and Plaintiff filed its Response to
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss. Before a hearing was held on Defendants® Motion to Dismiss, a
Joint Motion was filed and an Order was entered granting Plaintiff leave to file a Second
Amended Complaint. Plaintiff filed its four-count Second Amended Complaint on August 3,
2017,

Plamtiff’s Second Amended Complaint alleges the following. Prior to July 1, 2013, the
East Central Illinois Mass Transit District (“ECIMTD™) provided services to Edgar and Clark
Counties. On or about April 18, 2013, ECIMTD approved an ordinance or resolution wherein

ECIMTD determined that it should terminate its existence and services so that Edgar and Clark
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Counties could join a contiguous mass transit district (“Ordinance 0413”). A copy of Ordinance
0413 is attached hereto as EXHIBIT B and incorporated by reference. Ordinance 0413 specified
that ECIMTD would be dissolved effective June 30, 2013,

On June 17, 2013, the Edgar County Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution which
stated that Edgar County would be annexed into the Rides Mass Transit District on July 1, 2013
(“Edgar Resolution”). A copy of the Edgar Resolution is attached hereto as EXHIBIT C and
incorporated by reference. The Edgar Resolution also stated that all assets received by Defendant
upon dissolution of the ECIMTD shall be transferred, assigned and conveyed by Defendant to
Rides as Edgar County’s contribution to the Rides Mass Transit District. The Edgar Resolution
was to have an effective date when the resolution was approved by a two-thirds (2/3) vote of the
Rides Mass Transit District Board. Subsequently, Rides adopted a distinct and separate
resolution on June 20, 2013 approving the annexation of Edgar County into its district
(“Resolution 153”). A copy of Resolution 153 is attached hereto as EXHIBIT D and
incorporated by reference. Thereafter, on June 30, 2013, ECIMTD ceased providing public
transportation services, and Rides began providing public transportation services in Edgar
County on July 1, 2013.

On or about July 28, 2014, a cashier’s check for $150,775.97, which represented
proceeds from the liquidation of the ECIMTD, was sent to Defendant Wiseman. On October 6,
2014, a cashier’s check in the amount of $1,374.52 was sent to Defendant Wiseman as final
payment for the liquidation of the ECTMTD’s assets.

Plaintiff further alleges that in reliance on the money to be transferred to the Rides Mass
Transit District from the liquidation of ECIMTD, the Rides Mass Transit District purchased

property in Paris, Illinois, at the cost of approximately $635,000 and employed fifteen (15)
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individuals at an annual cost of approximately $730,186 in salary and beneflis, to provide mass
transit services to Edgar County. Defendant has not remitted the $152,150.49 from the

liquidation of the ECIMTD assets o the Rides Mass Transit District.

ANALYSIS

Defendants bring this Motion pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-619.1, which provides that
“[m]otions with respect to pleadings under Section 2-615, motions for involuntary dismissal or
other relief under Section 2-619, and motions for summary judgment under Section 2-1005 may
be filed together as a single motion in any combination.”

A 2-615 motion to dismiss may assert, among other things, “that a pleading or portion
thereof be stricken because substantially insufficient in law,” a necessary party was not joined, or
an incorrect party was misjoined. 735 ILCS 5/2-615(a). In considering a 2-615 motion to
dismuss, “all well-pleaded facts, as well as the reasonable inferences which may be drawn from

those facts, are taken as true.” McClellan v. Banc Midwest, N.A., 164 111, App. 3d 304, 307 (4th

Dist. 1987). “However, a plaintiff cannot rely simply on conclusions of law or fact unsupported

by specific factual allegations.” Sherman v. Ryan, 392 Iil. App. 3d 712, 721 (1 Dist. 2009).

A 2-615 motion to dismiss attacks the legal sufficiency, not the factual sufficiency, of a

complaint, See Albright v. Seyfarth et al., 176 Ill. App. 3d 921, 926 (1 Dist. 1988). In light of a

2-615 motion to dismiss, “a reviewing court must determine whether the allegations of the
complaint, when interpreted in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, are sufficient to establish

a cause of action upon which relief may be granted.” Connick v. Suzuki Motor Co., 174 Tl 2d

482, 490 (1996).

Whereas, a 2-619 motion for involuntary dismissal admits the legal sufficiency of the
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plaintiff’s claim and asserts an affirmative matter outside the four corners of the pleading that

defeats the claim. 735 TLCS 5/2-619(a)(9); Czarobski v. Lata, 227 IIl. 2d 364, 369 (2008). In

constdering a 2-619 motion, the court “must construe the pleadings and supporting documents in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Czarobski, 227 IIL. 2d at 369. In response to a
2-619(a}(9) motion, “[t]he plaintiff must establish that the defense is unfounded or requires the
resolution of an essential clement of material fact before it is proven.” 735 ILCS 5/2-619(c);

Kedzie & 103rd Currency Exch. v. Hodge, 156 1Il. 2d 112, 116 (1993).

BASES FOR DISMISSAL COMMON TO ALL COUNTS

A, THE LACK OF A PRIOR APPROPRIATION DEFEATS ANY OBLIGATION OF
FUNDS ON BEHALF OF A COUNTY (SECTION 2-619)

The Counties Code mandates that “no contract shall be entered into and no obligation or
expense shall be incurred by or on behalf of a county unless an appropriation therefor has been
previously made.” 55 ILCS 5/6-1005. “An appropriation involves the setting apart from public

revenue a certain sum of money for a specific object.” Illinois Mun. Ret. Fund v. City of Barry,

52 1Il. App. 3d 644, 646 (4th Dist. 1977). Counties are required to adopt an annual budget (55
ILCS 5/6-1001), which “shall contain: * * * (e) A schedule of proposed appropriations itemized
as provided for proposed expenditures included in the schedule prepared in accordance with the
provisions of paragraph (d) hereof, as approved by the county board or the board of county
commissioners. Said schedule, when adopted in the manner set forth herein, shall be known as
the annual appropriation ordinance.” 55 ILCS 5/6-1002. “After the adoption of the county
budget, no further appropriations shall be made” except in very limited circumstances, all of
which require action by the county board. 55 TLCS 5/6-1003. Supplemental budgets are not
allowed, with the exception of circumstances not present here. 55 ILCS 5/6-1004. Additionally,

“[n]either the county board nor any one on its behalf shall have power, either directly or
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indirectly, to make any contract or do any act which adds to the county expenditures or liabilities
in any year anything above the amount provided for in the annual budget for that fiscal year.
Finally, “[a]ny person who violates, or who neglects or fails to comply with, the terms of this
Division commits a Class B misdemeanor, 55 ILCS 5/6-1008.

Assuming arguendo that there was an enforceable contract or promise to pay pursuant to
the Downstate Public Transportation Act as Plaintiff asserts, the contracts would be void due to
there being no prior appropriation. As discussed above, counties are required to budget money
for contracts and to appropriate said amounts before entering into contracts. “Neither the county
board nor any one on its behalf shall have power, either directly or indirectly, to make any
contract or do any act which adds to the county expenditures or liabilities in any year anything
above the amount provided for in the annual budget for that fiscal year. * * * Except as herein
provided, no contract shall be entered into and no obligation or cxpense shall be incurred by or
on behalf of a county unless an appropriation therefor has been previously made.” 55 IL.CS 5/6-
1005. Where a county board contracts or adds to the county expenditures without the necessary
prior appropriation, those acts are void. See 55 ILCS 5/6-24008 (stating that any contract, verbal
or written, made in violation of the prior appropriation rule “shall be null and void as to said
county, and no moneys belonging to that county shall be paid thereon”). These requirements are
similar to the requirements for budgeting and appropriation that are imposed by statute on other

public bodies, including municipalities', townships?, and school boards’. Collectively,

' “no contract shall be made by the corporate authorities * * * unless an appropriation has been previously made
concerning that contract or cxpensc. Any contract made, or any expense otherwise incurred, in violation of the
provisions of this section shall be null and void as to the municipality, and no money belonging thereto shall be paid
on account thereof” 65 TLCS 5/8-1-7{(a).

* Townships are required to comply with the Illinois Municipal Budget Law. 60 [LCS 1/80-6.

3 “No contract shall be made or cxpense or liability incurred by the board * * * unless an appropriation therefor has
been previously made. Neither the board, nor any member or committee, officer, head of any department or bureay,
or employee thereof shall during a fiscal year expend or contract to be cxpended any money, or incur any liability,
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Defendants will refer to these statutes which require an appropriation be made by the appropriate

authorities prior to entering a contract as the “Voiding Statutes.”

With the exception of section 8-1-7 of the Illinois Municipal Code (65 ILCS 5/8-1-7),
there are not many reported cases involving governments contracting without prior
appropriation. “Section 8-1-7 has been consistently construed to render null and void any

contract made by a city without a full prior appropriation by the city council.” Nielsen-Massey

Vanillas, Inc. v. City of Waukegan, 276 Til. App. 3d 146, 152--53 (2nd Dist. 1995) (citing cases).

Edgar County made no such apprepriation in its annual budget and/or appropriation
ordinance for fiscal year 2013, which cover the relevant time period when the resolutions of
Edgar County (dated June 17, 2013) and RMTD (dated June 20, 2013) were adopted. See Edgar
County Appropnation Ordinance attached and incorporated herein as EXHIBIT E. See 735 ILCS
5/8-1001 (stating “[e]very court of original jurisdiction * * * shall take judicial notice of * * *
[a]ll ordinances of every county within the State”). In the absence of a prior appropriation and
consistent with the Voiding Statutes identified above, even if the resolutions would have
otherwise constituted a valid and enforceable promise or contract, which they do not, the contract
or promise would fail for lack of a prior appropriation. For the reasons stated herein, Plaintiff’s
Second Amended Complaint must be dismissed with prejudice pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-619
because of the lack of a prior appropriation.

B. EDGAR COUNTY RESOLUTION DATED JUNE 17, 2013 IS VOID 4B INITIO
AND CANNOT FORM THE BASIS FOR RELIEF (SECTION 2-619)

The Edgar Resolution adopted by the Edgar County Board was unsupported by the

neccssary statutory grant of authority. “[An] ordinance adopted without express statutory

or cnler into any contract which by its terms involves the expenditure of money for any of the purposes for which
provision is made in the budget, in excess of the amounts appropriated in the budget. Any contract, verbal or
written, madc in violation of this Section is void as to the board, and no moneys belonging thereto shall be paid
thercon.” 105 ILCS 5/34-49,
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authority is void.” Vill. of River Forest v. Midwest Bank & Trust Co., 12 TlI. App. 3d 136, 139

(1st Dist. 1973). Edgar County is a non-home-rule unit of local government pursuant to Sections
1 and 7 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois. IIl. Const. art. VIL § 1, 7. As a non-
home-rule unit of local government, Edgar County is governed by Dillon’s Rule. Vill, of Sugar

Grove v. Rich, 347 IIl. App. 3d 689, 694 (2d Dist. 2004) (“non-home-rule units of local

government are governed by Dillon's Rule™). Further, “...a non-home-rule unit, has only those
powers granted to it by law, and certain powers enumerated in article VII, section 7, of the

Ilinois Constitution.” Pesticide Pub. Policy Found. v. Vill. of Wauconda, 117 Ill. 2d 107, 111

(1987). When examining statutes, “[a] court may not add provisions that are not found in a
statute, nor may it depart from a statute's plain language by reading into the law exceptions,

limitations, or conditions that the legislature did not express.” Schultz v. [llinois Farmers Ins.

Co., 237 1. 2d 391, 408 (2010)

The Local Mass Transit District Act regulates the discontinuance process, i.e., winding
down, of a transit district. At the time the resolutions were drafted, Section 9 of the Local Mass
Transit District Act provided that:

Whenever the Board of Trustees of any District shall determine that there is no
longer a public need for its transportation services or that other adequate services
are or can be made available, and that it should terminate its existence and
services, it may by resolution so certify to the participating municipalities and
counties which created it. If the participating municipalities and counties approve
of such discontinuance, they may by ordinance or resolution, as the case may be,
authorize the District to discontinue its services and wind up its affairs. A copy of
such ordinance or resolution or both, shall be filed with the county or municipal
clerk or clerks and the Secretary of State. After payment of all its debts and
settlement of all obligations and claims, any funds remaining after the sale and
disposition of its property shall be disposed of by payment to the treasurer of the
county or municipality which created it, or if created by 2 or more municipalities
or counties, by payment to the several treasurers, first, to repay in whole or pro
rata, funds advanced to the authority, and the balance, if any, pro rata according to
the length of scheduled transportation route miles operated in the several
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municipalities and unincorporated areas of the several counties during the
preceding calendar year.

70 ILCS 3610/9 (Formerly Ill.Rev.Stat. 1991, ch. 111 %3, 9 359.Laws 1959, p. 1635, § 9, eff. July
21, 19539.). This statutory provision does not authorize the transfer of proceeds from the
discontinuance of a local mass transit district to any other entity; nor does Plaintiff allege that it
does. Section 9 was complied with when the money from the sale and disposition of the
ECIMTD’s property was paid by the ECIMTD to the relevant treasurers, including the Edgar
County Treasurer. However, there is no authority in the Local Mass Transit District Act, the
Counties Code, or the Illinois Constitution that authorizes those proceeds to be paid to another
mass transit district after the discontinuance of a mass transit district. Therefore, when Edgar
County passed its resolution dated June 17, 2013 (Exhibit C) authorizing the discontinuance of
the district and transferring proceeds from the discontinuance of ECIMTD to RMTD, it
“authorized” the transfer without express statutory authority. “[An] ordinance adopted without

express statutory authority is void.” Vill. of River Forest v. Midwest Bank & Trust Co., 12 IIl.

App. 3d 136, 139 (1st Dist. 1973). See also Vill. of Lisle v, Vill. of Woedridge, 192 Ill. App. 3d

568, 576 (2d Dist. 1989) (“a contract entered into by a municipality which lacks the authority to
do so is ultra vires and void.”). Accordingly, the Edgar County Resolution dated June 17, 2013
1s void.

Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint alleges that Section 3.01 of the Local Mass
Transit District Act (70 TLCS 3610/3.01) provides authority for a county government and a mass
transit district to enter into an annexation agreement and, thus, also authorized the transfer,
assignment, and conveyance of all assets received by the Edgar County Treasurer from the
dissolution of ECIMTD to Rides. However, that is simply not what the language of Section 3.01

provides for. In relevant part, Section 3.01 provides as follows:

Page 9 of 27



.« d Wiseman et al.. Edgar County Case No. 16-L-16

Any municipality or county may be annexed to a Disirict * * * formed pursuant to
Section 3 when the District has no tax levy in effect and has no bonded
indebtedness if a petition for annexation is adopted by an ordinance or resolution
approved by a majority vote of the corporate authorities of such municipality or
the county board of such county and such ordinance or resolution is approved by a
2/3 vote of the members of the board of trustees of the District. Upon the approval
of such a petition of annexation by the board of trustees of a District, a certified
copy of the ordinance of annexation shall be filed by the secretary of the board in
the same manner as provided for upon creation of the District.

70 ILCS 3610/3.01. As is immediately apparent, Section 3.01 does not provide authority for (1)
the transfer of assets between a county and a district or (2) the entry into an “annexation
agreement” by and between a municipality and district. In the absence of these authorities, any
ordinance or resolutions that attempts to undertake such transfers or enter into “annexation
agreements” is void.

The authority contained in Section 3.01 is limited to the annexation of a county into an
existing district. Section 3.01 does not authorize an existing district to transfer its assets or
proceeds from the winding down of that district to a county and then subsequently authorize that
receiving county to transfer those same assets or proceeds to a new district as part of an
anmexation.

Moreover, Section 3.01 requires a “petition for annexation” that is separate and apart
from the ordinance or resolution by which that petition is to be adopted. It is clear from the plain
language of the statue that for any annexation to be valid, the county must have adopted a
petition for annexation by an ordinance or resolution. In turn, the district must then adopt the
ordinance or resolution adopting the initial petition. Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint is
devoid of any mention of a petition for annexation adopted by ordinance. There is a clear set of
statutory steps that must be followed in order for a county to be annexed to a local mass transit

district. Plaintiff fails to allege that all the statutory steps were completed. Specifically, there is
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no allegation of a petition for annexation that was adopted by Edgar County. Absent compliance

Edgar County Case No. 16-L-16

with each of the statutory steps] the statute does niot authorize-annexation, Therefore, because
Plaintiff has not alleged compliance with this statute it must not be permitted to rely on the
statute as authority for any of its causes of action.

Notably, Plaintiff cites to Section 3.01 for authority to enter into “annexation
agreements” and then constructs its claims around enforcement of such an agreement with
casclaw that is exclusive to annexations of territory to municipalities. Sec paragraphs 45 and 47
of Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint (citing respectively Cammings v. City of Waterloo,

683 N.E.2d 1222, 1230 (5™ Dist. 1997) and First Bank & Trust Co. Of Illinois v. Village of

Orland Hilis, 338 Ill. App.3d 35, 40 (2003)*. However, “annexation agreements” in the municipal
annexation context are specifically authorized by statute at Section 11-15.1-1 of the Illinois
Municipal Code (65 ILCS 5/ 11-15.1-1). Moreover, these annexation agreements are separate
and apart from any ordinance or resolution. For these reasons, Section 3.01 of the Local Mass
Transit District Act can hardly stand as authority for Edgar County to pass an ordinance that
discontinued one district, liquidated that district’s assets and transferrcd the proceeds therefrom
to Edgar County, and simultancously upon Edgar County’s receipt of those proceeds required
transfer of the same to Rides.

Consequently, the Edgar Resolution that provides for the transfer of “all assets received
by Edgar County Treasurer * * * to Rides Mass Transit District as the County’s contribution to
Rides Mass Transit District,” and which forms the basis of Plaintiff’s Second Amended
Complaint, is void because it was adopted without express statutory authority and is therefore in

violation of Dillon’s Rule.

* The quotation cited in paragraph 47 that is attributed to this casc does not appear in the opition.
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In spite of the lack of authority and the mandate of Dillon’s Rule that a non-home-rule
unit of local government only undertake that which it is expressly authorized to do by the
constitution or statute, Plaintiff seeks to have this Court aid its recovery of funds that would have
been otherwise illegally obtained. The Illinois Supreme Court has refused this position and held
that “[t]he general rule of law is that a contract made in violation of a statute is void, and that,
when a plaintiff cannot establish his cause of action without relying upon an illegal contract, he

cannot recover.” Ellison v. Adams Exp. Co., 245 IlL. 410, 416 (1910).

For the reasons stated herein, Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint must be dismissed
pursuant to 735 [LCS 5/2-619 because it is based upon a void resolution of Edgar County,

C. IN THE ABSENCE OF STATUTORY AUTHORITY, THE TRANSFER FROM
EDGAR COUNTY TO RIDES MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT CONSTITUTES AN
IMPERMISSIBLE GIFT (SECTION 2-619)

In addition to being void becauseit would violate Dillon’s Rule, the transfer of funds
sought by Plaintiff, in the absence of statutory authority, is an impermissible gift. A county

“holds property in trust for the benefit of the inhabitants of the county,” so “a grant or donation

of county funds to an organization...is not authorized by law.” See 1974 Ill. Atty. Gen. Op. S-

839. See also Vine St. Clinic v. HealthLink, Inc., 222 fll. 2d 276, 283 (2006) (*"Well-reasoned

opinions of the Attorney General interpreting or construing an Illinois statute are persuasive
authority and are entitled to considerable weight in resolving a question of first impression,
although they do not have the force and effect of law.”).

As indicated in Plaintiff’s Seconded Amended, “[a]ny * * * county may be annexed to a
District * * * formed pursuant to Section 3 when the District has no tax levy in effect and has ne
bonded indebtedness if a petition for annexation is adopted by an ordinance or resolution

approved by a majority vote of the * * * county board of such county and such ordinance or
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resolution is approved by a 2/3 vote of the members of the board of trustees of the District” (70
ILCS 3610/3.01). The statute does not require any sort of contribution by a county to effectuate
such an annexation. Accordingly, anncxation into the Rides district does not require a
contribution on the part of the party being annexed. Additionally, the statute does not authorize a
contribution. Therefore, any such contribution would be gratuitous.

Where a unit of government proposes to donate a portion of its funds that it receives
pursuant to statute to another unit of government to assist the latter, the former does so without
authority and any agreement to that end is invalid. See 1978 Ill. Atty. Gen. Op. S-1389 (opining
“that the [unit of local government] does not have the authority to enter into the proposed
agreement [to share sales tax revenue between the city and county] and that, as a result, such an
agreement is invalid.”). Further, the [llinois Supreme Court has held that:

{a unit of local government] is bound to administer such property faithfully,

honestly and justly, and if it is guilty of a breach of trust by disposing of its

valuable property, without any, or for a nominal, consideration, it will be regarded

in the same light as tf it were the representative of a private individual, or of a

private corporation; that the mere fact in such a case, that the forms of legislation

are used in committing such breach of trust, will make no difference in the

character of the act.

Shertock v. Village of Winnetka, 59 Ill. 389, 39899 (1871). Since the contribution of proceeds

from the discontinuance and winding down of ECIMTD to Rides is neither required nor
authorized by statute, it is nothing more than a gift. Notably, Rides’ June 20, 2013 Resolution
153 fails to even mention a contribution. Therefore, the transfer of funds to Plaintiff
contemplated in the Edgar Resolution and sought in Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint
would be nothing more than an impermissible gifi.

Plaintiff has previously argued that because none of the “seed money” for ECIMTD was

provided by Edgar County and the funds received by Edgar County would continue to be used
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for the same mass transit purpose, that the transfer does not constitute a gift. That the “seed
money” allegedly did not come from Edgar County is irrelevant. Section 9 of the Local Mass
Transit District Act directs those funds to be paid to the county treasurer making them lawful
property of the county. Though units of local government may be authorized to contract with one
another by the constitution and statutory provisions related to intergovernmental cooperation,
where one unit is not obligated to provide the other unit with anything as consideration for the
proposed agreement, that untt is donating to the other unit. Such an agreement is invalid. See
1978 Ill. Atty. Gen. Op. S-1389 (1978) (Illinois Attomey General opined that an agreement
between a city and a county was invalid where “neither the [City’s] intergovernmental
cooperation powers nor its home rule powers authorize it to donate a portion of its [revenue] to
the county as proposed in the agreement.”).

For the reasons stated herein, Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint must be dismissed
with prejudice pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-619 because any alleged agreement to transfer the funds
to Rides as requested would constitute an impermissible gift.

BASES OF DISMISSAL SPECIFIC TO COUNT I — PROMISSORY ESTOPPEL

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE FACTS SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT A CLAIM
FO STOPPEL (SECTION 2-615).

Count I is based upon promissory estoppel. “To establish a claim based on promissory
estoppel, the plaintiff must allege and prove that (1) defendant made an unambiguous promise to
plaintiff, (2} plaintiff relied on such promise, (3) plaintiff's reliance was expected and foreseeable

by defendant, and (4) plaintiff relied on the promise to its detriment.” Matthews v. Chicago

Transit Auth., 2016 IL 117638, 9 95. “Plaintiff’s reliance must be reasonable and justifiable.”

Quake Consl., Inc. v. Am. Airlines, Inc., 141 Ill. 2d 281, 310 (1990). The elements of estoppel

“must be supplemented here with the additional restriction that a public body will be estopped
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only when that is necessary to prevent fraud or injustice, and that is especially true when public

revenues are involved.” Rockford Life Ins. Co. v. Dep’t of Revenue, 112 1il. 2d 174, 185-86

(1986) (internal citations omitted). Finally, “fun]der Iilinois law, a promissory estoppel claim
will succeed where the other elements of a contract exist (offer, acceptance, and mutual assent),
but consideration is lacking.” Matthews, 2016 IL 117638, 4 93.

Plaintiff’s claim of promissory estoppel is deficient in several respects. First, estoppel
claims can only succeed where all of the elements of a contract exist other than consideration
(see Matthews, 2016 IL 117638, § 93). Here, as the Court previously concluded in its January 11,
2017 ruling, the resolutions do not form the basis of either an offer or acceptance. EXHIBIT A,
p. 21. Because these elements of contract do not exist, Plaintiff cannot state a claim for
promissory estoppel. Sce Matthews, 2016 IL 117638, 9 93 (stating that a claim for promissory
estoppel requires that the elements of offer, acceptance, and mutual assent exist, but
consideration 1s lacking).

Second, Plaintiff has not alleged that Defendants made an unambiguous promise to
Plaintiff. Rather, Plaintiff initially recites the portion of the Edgar Resolution that provided “that
all assets received by Edgar County Treasurer upon the dissolution of the [ECIMTD] shall be
transferred, assigned and conveyed by the County Treasurer to [RIDES] as the County’s
contribution to [RIDES],” which is tantamount to a statement of policy. However, “[t]he
presumption is that laws do not create private contractual or vested rights, but merely declare a

policy to be pursued until the legislature ordains otherwise.” Unterschuetz v. City of Chicago,

346 Il App. 3d65, 71 (1st Dist. 2004),
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BASES OF DISMISSAL SPECIFIC TO COUNT I - BREACH OF CONTRACT

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE AN ENFORCEABLE CONTRACT BETWEEN
EITHER THE TREASURER OR THE COUNTY AND PLAINTIFF (SECTION 2-615)

“To recover the breach of a contract, a party must establish the following elements: ‘(1)
the existence of a wvalid and enforceable contract; (2) performance by the plaintiff;
(3) breach of coniract by the defendant; and (4) resultant injury to the plamntiff.” Henderson—
Smith & Associates, Inc. v. Nahamani Family Service Center, Inc., 323 ll.App.3d 15, 27, 256
Ill.Dec. 488, 752 N.E.2d 33, 43 (2001). Included in the formation of a valid contract

are offer and acceptance, consideration, and definite and certain terms. Van Der Molen v,

Washington Mut. Fin., Inc., 359 Tll. App. 3d 813, 823, 835 N.E.2d 61, 69 (2005). Here, the court

has already found no offer and acceptance. Therefore, no valid contract can exist.

Moreover, the Edgar Resolution is not an enforceable contract, nor does Plaintff allege
that it is. Instead, Plaintiff alleges that the Edgar Resolution is tantamount to an “annexation
agreement” and that annexation agreements should be treated as enforceable contracts. Plaintiff

contends that the June 17, 2013 resolution (Exhibit B to Plaintiff's Complaint), wherein the

Edgar County Board of Commissioners directs that all assets received by the Edgar County
Treasurer “upon dissolution of the East Central [llinois Mass Transit District shall be transferred,
assigned and conveyed by the County Treasurer to Rides Mass Transit District as the County’s
contribution to Rides Mass Transit District” was an offer to contract. Plaintiff claims it accepted

the offer by passing a resohution (Exhibit C to Plaintif’s Complaint) authorizing the annexation

of Edgar County into its district and that the funds from the winding up of the ECIMTD was the
consideration. Finally, Plaintiff alleges that the consideration received by Edgar County is the
provision of mass transit services by Rides. Conversely, the consideration received by Rides is

“[permission from Edgar County for] Rides to take over all mass transit obligations in Edgar

Page 16 of 27


jmkraft
Highlight


adid Wiseman et al,. Edgar County Case No. 16-L-16

County.” However, this Court’s ruling at the January 11, 2017 hearing on Defendant’s original
Motion to Dismiss held “[t]he county's resolution was not an offer,” and “[t]he Plaintiff's
resolution was not an acceptance of an offer.” EXHIBIT A, p. 21.

“When determining whether an ordinance or statute creates a contract, it is well settled:
[TThe presumption is that a law is not intended to create private contractual or vested rights but
merely declares a policy to be pursued until the legislature shall ordain otherwise. A party who
asserts that a State law creates contractual rights has the burden of overcoming the presumption

that a contract does not arise out of a legislative enactment.” Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v.

City of Chicago, 335 Ill. App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist. 2002} (internal citations and punctuation

omitted). “Further, ‘[i]n determining whether a statute was intended to create a contractual
relationship between the State and affected party, the court must examine the language of the

statute.” Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v. City of Chicago, 335 IIl. App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist.

2002) citing Fumarolo v. Chicago Board of Education, 142 111.2d 54, 104 (1990). In making its

examination, “It is well established that a contract forms when there has been an offer,

acceptance of that offer, and consideration.” Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v. City of Chicago,

335 TH. App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist. 2002).

The Edgar Resolution passed by Edgar County does provide for a transfer of assets
received by Edgar County Treasurer to Rides Mass Transit District as a “contribution” to Rides
Mass Transit District. However, Plaintiff also reltes upon Resolution 153 (Exhibit C to Plaintiff’s
Complaint} as the basis for its claim. Resolution 153 “[authorizes] the annexing of contiguous
counties into the Rides Mass Transit District,” but makes no mention of the transfer of assets.
Moreover, since RMTD’s resolution fails to mention the contribution, assets received upon

dissolution of ECIMTD, or any standard recital such as “for other good and valuable
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consideration, the reccipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged,” that resolution

can hardly be construed as an acceptance of the alleged offer of Edgar County to make that
contribution as part of some bargained-for exchange. When examined together, the Edgar
Resolution and Resolution 153 fail to reflect any bargained-for-exchanged involving the transfer
of assets, The only corresponding terms in both the Edgar Resolution and Resolution 153 are
those that direct Plaintiff to pursue grants and operating assistance.

Moreover, according to Plaintiff, the Local Mass Transit District Act, 70 ILCS
3610/3.01, provides the authority for the alleged agreement between Plaintiff and the ECIMTD.
Plaintiff has not alleged an enforceable contract because, as discussed above, the alleged
“contract” does not comply with the requirements of the Local Mass Transit District Act, in that
a separate petition for annexation was never adopted by Edgar County by ordinance or resolution
to then be approved by Rides.

For the reasons stated herein, Count I of Plaintiff’s Complaint must be dismissed
pursuant to Section 2-615 for failure to state a claim.

BASES OF DISMISSAL SPECIFIC TO COUNT IIT — UNILATERAL CONTRACT

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE FACTS SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT A CLAIM
FOR AN ENFORCEABLE CONTRACT (SECTION 2-615)

The Edgar Resolution does not form the basis of an enforceable contract, nor does
Plaintiff allege that it is. “When determining whether an ordinance or statute creates a contract, it
is well settled: [T]lhe presumption is that a law is not intended to create private contractual or
vested rights but merely declares a policy to be pursued until the legislature shall ordain
otherwise. A party who asserts that a State law creates contractual rights has the burden of

overcoming the presumption that a contract does not arise out of a legislative enactment.”

Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v. City of Chicago, 335 Ill. App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist. 2002)
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]
(internal citations and punctuation omitted). “Further, ‘[i]n determining whether a statute was

intended to create a contractual relationship between the State and affected party, the court must

Y

examine the language of the statute.”” Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v. City of Chicago, 335 Il

App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist. 2002) citing Fumarolo v. Chicago Board of Education, 142 111.2d 54,
104 (1990). In making its examination, “It is well established that a contract forms when there
has been an offer, acceptance of that offer, and consideration.” Chicago Limousine Serv., Inc. v.
City of Chicago, 335 Ill. App. 3d 489, 495 (1st Dist. 2002).

Plaintiff asserts that a unilateral contract was formed between Rides and Edgar County.
Specifically, in paragraph 63 of its Second Amended Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that “[t]he
June 17, 2013 Edgar Resolution was an offer for a unilateral contract extended to
Rides that could only become binding upon a 2/3 acceptance of the Rides District Board.” In
paragraph 64, Plaintiff alleges “[o]n June 20, 2013, Rides’ board passed Resolution 153 which
accepted the Edgar Resolution and annexed Edgar County into its district effective July 1, 2013.
Then in paragraph 65, Plaintiff concludes that “By Rides annexing Edgar County into Rides
Mass Transit District with the passage of Rides Resolution 153, the offer extended by the Edgar
Resolution became an effective unilateral contract on June 20, 2013.” Based upon these
allegations, Plaintiff’s position is clearly that the Edgar Resolution and Resolution 153 form the
offer and acceptance, respectively, of the alleged contract. However, this Court has previously
held that they do not form the basis of an offer and acceptance.

These allegations fail to establish a claim for the formation of a unilateral contract for
several reasons. First, Plaintiff has merely alleged legal conclusions which are insufficient to
support a cause of action. Second, this Court has previously held that the resolutions in question

do not constitute an offer and acceptance of that offer. Third, even assuming arguendo that the

Page 19 of 27



COPY

—Dorald Wiseman et al.. Edgar County Case No. 16-L-16

Edgar Resolution was an offer, it was not an offer that invited acceptance by rendering
performance. Finally, even if the Edgar Resolution were an offer that invited acceptance by
performance, Plaintiff failed to allege that the acceptance was in accordance with the terms of the
offer. Each of these defects will be addressed in turn below.

1. Plaintiff impermissibly relies on legal conclusions for the basis of a unilateral
contract,

Illinois is a fact-pleading jurisdiction. A plaintiff must allege facts, not mere conclusions,

to establish his or her claim as a viable cause of action. Napleton v, Village of Hinsdale, 229

I11.2d 296, 305 (2008). Plaintiff’s allegations contained at paragraphs 63 through 63, are nothing
more than legal conclusions that the elements of offer and acceptance of a contract have been
satisfied. However, “plaintiff cannot rely simply on conclusions of law or fact unsupported by

specific factual allegations.” Sherman v. Ryan, 392 Ill. App. 3d 712, 721 (1 Dist. 2009).

Additionally, it is worth noting that contrary to the allegation at paragraph 64 of Plaintiff’s
Second Amended Complaint, the resolution does not accept the Edgar Resolution. In fact, the
word(s) “accept” or “accepted” do not appear in the body of the resolution. Furthermore, these
legal conclustons are directly contrary to this Court’s ruling at the January 11, 2017 hearing on
Defendant’s original Motion to Dismiss wherein this Court held “[t}he county's resolution was
not an offer,” and “[t]he Plaintiff's resolution was not an acceptance of an offer.” EXHIBIT A, p.

21.

2. The Edgar Resolution did not constitute an offer that invited acceptance by
rendering performance.

A unilateral contract is a contract wherein “an offer invites an offeree to accept by
rendering a performance and does not invite a promissory acceptance,” and is “created when the

offeree tenders or begins the invited performance or tenders a beginning of it.” Restatement
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(Second) of Contracts §45 (1981) (emphasis added). “An offer can be accepted by the rendering

of a performance only if the offer invites such an acceptance.” Restatement (Second) of
Contracts §53 (1981) (emphasis added). The Edgar Resolution does not contain an invitation to
accept by performance. Moreover, Plaintiff does not allege that the Edgar Resolution contained
such an invitation to accept by performance. Instead, Plaintiff alleges that it was the passage and
approval of the Edgar Resolution not the resolution itself that was the offer of unilateral contract.

3. Resolution 153 does not constitute acceptance by rendering of performance.

Even assuming arguendo that the Edgar Resolution constitutes an offer that invites
acceptance by rendering performance, “[t]he offeror’s duty of performance under any option
contract so created is conditional on completion or tender of the invited performance in
accordance with the terms of the offer.” Restatement (Second) of Contracts §60 (1981)
(emphasis added). Additionally, “[i]f an offer prescribes the place, time or manner of acceptance
its terms in this respect must be complied with in order to create a contract.” Restatement
(Second) of Contracts §60 (1981) (emphasis added). If the Edgar Resolution were to be
considered an offer, its own terms provide that “[t]he resolution shall be effective when adopted
by an official vote of the Edgar County Board and have an effective date when such resolution
and ordinance is approved by 2/3 vote of the Rides Mass Transit District Board.” In other
words, following approval by the Edgar County Board, the only manner of acceptance by the
terms of the resolution would be for the Rides Mass Transit District Board to approve or adopt
the Edgar Resolution. Instead, Plaintiff adopted a completely different Resolution that contained
none of the provisions in the Edgar resolution and made no mention of the Edgar Resolution, the
Edgar County Board, the Edgar County Treasurer, or the transfer of funds referenced in the

Edgar Resolution. The only corresponding terms in both the Edgar Resolution and Resolution
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153 are those that direct Plaintiff to pursue grants and operating assistance. “An acceptance
requesting modification or containing terms which vary from those offered constitutes a rejection
of the original offer, and becomes a counterproposal which must be accepted by the original

offeror before a valid contract is formed.” Zeller v. First Nat. Bank & Trust Co. of Evanston, 79

IIl. App. 3d 170, 172 (1st Dist. 1979) (citing Brook v. Oberlander, 49 I1l.App.2d 312 (1964);

Johnson v. Whitney Metal Tool Co. (1950), 342 1ll. App. 258 (1950). Therefore, even if the

Edgar Resolution were considered an offer, Plaintiff has failed to allege that it accepted the offer
in accordance with the terms of the resolution or in the manner provided. Consequently, no valid
contract could have been formed.

For the reasons stated herein, Count III of Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint must be
dismissed pursuant to Section 2-615 for failure to state a claim.

BASES OF DISMISSAL SPECIFIC TO COUNT IV - MANDAMUS

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO STATE A CLAIM FOR MANDAMUS (SECTION 2-615)
“Mandamus is an extraordinary remedy traditionally used to compel a public official to

perform a ministerial duty.” People ex rel. Madigan v. Snyder, 208 I11.2d 457, 464 (2004). A

petition for mandamus will be granted “only if a plaintiff establishes a clear, affirmative right to
relief, a clear duty of the public official to act, and a clear authority in the public official to

comply with the writ.” Hadley v. Montes, 379 Ill.App.3d 405, 407 (4th Dist. 2008) (quotation

omitted). “A plaintiff must set forth every material fact necessary to show he or she is entitled to
a writ of mandamus, and the plaintiff bears the burden to establish a clear, legal right to it.”

Lucas v. Taylor, 349 Ill. App. 3d 995, 998 (4th Dist. 2004).

Here, Plaintiff cannot allege or show that it can establish any of the above factors. As

discussed above, Plaintiff cannot establish there is a contract between it and Defendant (or Edgar
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County for that matter) as this Court has already found there was no offer or acceptance. More
damaging to its claim for mandamus, Defendant does not have a duty to act. First, Plaintiff has
not even alleged that Defendant has been presented with an order to pay by the County Board
and then refused to pay. Moreover, necither Defendant nor Edgar County have authority to

transfer or give these funds to Plaintiff. See Redmond v. Novak, 86 Ill. 2d 374, 382-83 (1981)

(holding that “counties are likewise under no duty to perform acts not specifically authorized by
statute or necessarily arising by implication from a statute.”). As stated, non-home rule counties
only have the authority given to them by statute. The statute governing dissolving mass transit
districts requires that the money go to Edgar County after the liquidation of the ECIMTD’s
assets. 70 ILCS 3610/9 (“The funds remaining after the payment of all debts and settlement of all
obligations and claims shall be paid over on a pro rata basis based on area as follows: *** (2) to
the Treasurer of each county in which any unincorporated area of the county was within the
boundary of the District™). Additionally, the statute governing annexation into mass transit
districts does not provide authority to give the money to Plaintiff. 70 ILCS 3610/3.01. Because
no statutory authority for Edgar County to give the money from the liquidation of the ECIMTD
to Plaintiff, it is illegal to do so. Moreover, as discussed above, it is illegal for a county to gifi the
money it holds in trust for its inhabitants. The Illinois Supreme Court has long held that “a writ
of mandamus will not be ordered, directing the performance of an act which the respondents

have no authority or duty to perform and which would be illegal. People ex rel. Yarrow v.

Lueders, 287 11l. 107, 115 (1919); see also Hill v. Butler, 107 Ill. App. 3d 721, 727 (4th Dist.

1982) (stating that mandamus will not issue for the performance of an illegal act).
Further, our Supreme Court has stated that it is clear that mandamus will not lie when the

only claim asserted is for a breach of contract. Walter v. Bd. of Educ. of Quincy Sch. Dist. No.
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172, 93 11l 2d 101, 107 (1982). Here, Plaintiff’s other counts, besides the count for mandamus,
all sound in contract and are only brought against the County Board rather than Defendant
Wiseman, Therefore, Count IV of Plaintiff’s Complaint must be dismissed.

For the reasons stated herein, Count IV of Plaintiff’s Complaint must be dismissed
pursuant to Section 2-615 for failure to state a claim.

COUNTS I AND IV ARE BARRED BY LACHES (SECTION 2-619)

The doctrine of laches applies to petitions for promissory estoppel and mandamus.

Ashley v. Pierson, 339 TIl. App. 3d 733, 739 (4th Dist. 2003). “The doctrine of /aches is

grounded on the principle that courts are reluctant to come to the aid of a party who knowingly

slept on rights to the detriment of the other party.” Monson v. Cty. of Grundy, 394 IIl. App. 3d

1091, 1094 (3rd Dist. 2009). To establish the doctrine of laches applies, the party seeking its
application must generally prove two elements: (1) the petitioner lacked due diligence in

bringing his or her claim; and (2) the party asserting laches was thereby prejudiced. Ashley, 339

1ll. App. 3d at 739,

“[TThe plaintiff’s lack of due diligence is established by a showing that more than six
months elapsed between the accrual of the cause of action and the filing of the petition, unless
the plaintiff provides a reasonable excuse for the delay.” Ashley, 339 1ll. App. 3d at 739. See

also Monson v. Cty. of Grundy, 394 TIl. App. 3d 1091, 1094, (3 Dist. 2009) (The general rule is

that a delay of six months or longer is per se unreasonable (emphasis added)). Plaintiff’s lack of
diligence is easily established in this case. Plaintift claims that the checks from the liquidation of
the ECIMTD were received by Treasurer Wiseman in July and October 2014 and that money

was supposed to be turned over to Plaintiff after Treasurer Wiseman’s receipt of said money.

Yet, Plaintiff failed to file its suit until August 2016, no less than twenty-two (22) months after
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Defendant Wiseman is alleged to have received the second check from the liquidation of the
ECIMTD.

“As to the prejudice prong, although a party asserting laches generally must prove that he
was prejudiced by the other party’s delay, in cases where a detriment or inconvenience to the
public will result, prejudice is inherent.” Ashley, 339 Ill. App. 3d at 739 (quotation omitted).
Here, if Plaintiff were successful on its claim that Edgar County was required to turn over the
more than $150,000 of its money to Plaintiff, Edgar County’s budget would be significantly
impacted. As discussed above, almost two full fiscal years (the 2014 and 2015 budget years)
have ended since the alleged cause of action accrued and before Plaintiff filed this suit.
Therefore, forcing the County to pay this amount of money to Plaintiff now would be highly

prejudicial because these funds Plaintiff seeks are part of Edgar County’s budget history. See

Monson v. Cty., 394 Ill. App. 3d at 1095 (stating that “{t]o require defendant to pay VACGC'’s
claims after its budget was exhausted and after fiscal year 2006 came to a close would be ‘highly

prejudicial.’”); see also PACE. Suburban Bus Div. of Reg’l Transp. Auth. v. Reg’l Transp.

Auth., 346 Ill. App. 3d 125, 144 (2nd Dist. 2003) (stating that “f{Jaches does apply, however, to
Pace’s request for a monetary award representing subsidies that Pace alleges it should have
received in the years 1996 through 2001. When Pace filed its complaint, these budget years had
concluded, and, presumably, the funds at issue were no longer available. It would be highly
prejudicial to require the RTA to pay these ‘back subsidies’ long after these funds have become a
part of the RTA’s budget history. Therefore, we conclude that Pace may not recover ‘back
subsidies’ for the years 1996 through 2001.”). Similarly, Edgar County has gone through several
budget years since Plaintiff’s alleged claims would have first accrued and, therefore, Plaintiff

should not be able to recover any of the funds sought.
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For the reasons stated herein, Counts I and IV of Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint

must be dismissed pursuant to Section 2-619 as it is barred by laches.

WHEREFORE, Defendant prays this Court enter an Order:

A. Dismissing Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint with prejudice; and

B. For any and all such further and equitable relief that the Court deems just.

Respectfully Submitted,

DONALD WISEMAN, in his official capacity as
EDGAR COUNTY TREASURER, Defendant

Qﬁ/

Jason Brokaw, Reg. No, 6305541
Christopher Sherer, Reg. No. 6275910
Matthew R. Trapp, Reg. No. 6284154
GIFFIN, WINNING, COHEN & BODEWES, P.C.
1 W. Old State Capitol Plaza

Myers Building, Suite 600

Springfield, IL 62701

(217) 525-1571
ibrokaw(@,gitfinwinning.com

csherer@giffinwinning.com

mitrapp@giffinwinning.com
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PROOF OF SERVICE

Service of the foregoing document was made by mailing a copy thereof, in a sealed
envelope, postage fully prepaid, addressed to:
Robert C. Wilson
Jackson & Wilson, L1.C

PO Box 544
Harrisburg, IL 62946

and by depositing same in the United States Mail from the office of the undersigned on this 26%

day of September, 2017.

C) 2% —
7

Jason Brokaw, Reg. No. 6305541

GIFFIN, WINNING, COHEN & BODEWES, P.C.
1 W. Old State Capitol Plaza

Myers Building, Suite 600

Springfield, I, 62701

Phone: (217) 525-1571

Fax: (217) 525-1710

jbrokaw@giffinwinning.com
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Transcript of 1-11-17 MTD Hearing

SUCCESSOR MASS -~ MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT. THERE DOCES
HAVE TO BE A LEGITIMATE PURPOSE FOR EXERCISING THAT
AUTHORITY BUT I DO FIND THAT IT IS, AND IT'S BASED ON
THE AUTHORITY THAT'S BEEN SUBMITTED, THAT IT IS
WITHIN THE COUNTY'S POWERS TO DO S0O. THIS COMPLAINT,
HOWEVER, DOESN'T DESCRIBE WHAT THE ACTUAL PURPOSE IS,
WHY THE COUNTY DID THAT, AND T'LL DISCUSS THE
RESOLUTIONS IN A MOMENT, BUT FOR A PROPER PURPOSE,
THAT CAN HAPPEN, AND IF IT IS5 DONE FOR THAT
LEGITIMATE PURPOSE, EXERCISING THAT AUTHORITY AS THE
COUNTY DID IS NOT TANTAMOUNT TO AN IMPERMISSIBLE
GIFT. THE COUNTY SIMPLY TOOK MONEYS INTENDED FOR USE
IN PROVIDING MASS TRANSIT SERVICES FOR ITS CITIZENS
AND DIRECTED THAT IT CONTINUE FOR SUCH USE.

THAT SAID, HOWEVER, IT'S THIS COURT'S
DETERMINATION TODAY THAT THE COUNTS -- BOTH COUNTS OF

21

THE COMPLAINT MUST BE STRICKEN FOR FATLING TO STATE A
CLAIM FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT OR MANDAMUS, SO FOR
THOSE REASONS, THE MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO
SECTION 2-615 IS ALLOWED. 1IN COUNT I, IT'S THIS
COURT'S VIEW THAT THE PLAINTIFF HAS -- THE PLAINTIFF
FATLS TO SUFFICIENTLY SET FORTH THE OFFER, THE
ACCEPTANCE, AND CONSIDERATION. 1IN THIS COURT'S VIEW,
THE COUNTY'S RESOLUTION WAS NOT AN OFFER. THE
PLAINTIFF'S RESOLUTION WAS NOT AN ACCEPTANCE OF AN
OFFER, AND BASED ON THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES, THERE IS AN
INADEQUATE SHOWING OF CONSIDERATION, ALSO THE
PLAINTEFF FAILS TO SUFFICIENTLY LINK THE ACTUAL
DEFENDANT IN THIS CASE, THE COUNTY TREASURER, TO ANY
Page 17

EXHIBIT

A




COPY

i4
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

WO N Y W B W g

[~ T T S S S WS Sy S G
N - L Y VTR R SO Y

Transcript of 1-11-17 MTD Hearing
SUCH CONTRACTURAL RELATIONSHIP. IF A CONTRACTURAL

RELATIONSHIP WAS IN FACT ESTABLISHED, IT WAS BETWEEN
THE PLAINTIFF AND THE COUNTY, NOT THE PLAINTIFF AND
THE COUNTY TREASURER. THE -- I WILL NOTE IN RESPOMNSE
TO ONE OF THE ARGUMENTS, HOWEVER, THAT THE COUNTY IN
THIS COURT'S VIEW DID AUTHORIZE AND DIRECT THE
DEFENDANT COUNTY TREASURER TO TRANSFER THOSE MONEYS.
BY VIRTUE OF THOSE RESOLUTION, THOSE MONEYS WERE
ACTUALLY RECEIVED. I DON'T FIND WHERE THEY
NECESSARILY NEEDED TQ BE APPROPRIATED IN A BUDGET.
THEY WERE RECEIVED BY -- BY THE COUNTY FROM THE

DISSOLUTION OF THE EAST CENTRAL ILLINOLS MASS TRANSIT
DISTRICT. I REALIZE UNDER THE LAW THE MONEY GOES TO
THE COUNTY, BUT AS T INDICATED AND AS IS EVIDENT FROM
THE ARGUMENTS THE MONEY WAS RECEIVED FOR THE -~ FOR
THE USE OF A MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT AND CAN BE TURNED
OVER FOR THAT CONTINUED USE, SO THAT THERE ISN'T A
STOPPAGE IN THOSE SERVICES, SO THAT WAS AUTHORIZED,
BUT THE NAMED DEFENDANT, THE COUNTY TREASURER, DID
NOT TRANSFER THOSE MONEYS AS DIRECTED, AND THE REASON
COULD BE BECAUSE THE LLACK QF -- LACK OF A CONTRACT.
THIS COURT FINDS THAT MAYBE THE RESOLUTION DOESN'T
CREATE A CONTRACT, AND PERHAFS IF IT HAD BEEN DRAFTED
BY COUNSEL FOR THE PLAINTIFF, IT WOULD HAVE
ESTABLISHED THE -~ THE NECESSARY CONSIDERATION, BUT
SOMETIMES THERE'S MEMORANDA OF UNDERSTANDINGS,
CERTAIN WRITTEN CONTRACTS OUTSIDE THE RESOLUTIONS
WHICH ACTUALLY PRESENT THE OFFER, PRESENT THE
ACCEPTANCE OF THE OFFER AND SHOWS THAT IT'S IN

CONSIDERATION FOR DOING CERTAIN THINGS, FORFEITING
page 18
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Transcript of 1-11-17 MTD Hearing
CERTAIN THINGS, TURNING OVER CERTAIN THINGS, AND
PERFORMING SERVICES. THE COMPLAINT DOES NOT STATE
THAT THOSE THINGS WERE DONE.
BECAUSE THE PLAINTIFF HAS NOT ESTABLISHED A
CLEAR AFFIRMATIVE RIGHT UNDER BREACH OF CONTRACT OR

OTHERWISE TO THE REQUESTED RELIEF A WRIT OF MANDAMUS
WOULD ALSO NOT BE APPROPRIATE, SO FOR THOSE REASONS,
THE MOTION ~- THE MOTIGN TO DISMISS IS ALLOWED
PURSUANT TO SECTION 2-615. BOTH COUNTS OF THE
COMPLAINT ARE STRICKEN AND I NEED TO ASK YOU THEN,
MR. HUNN, DO YOU WISH TO STAND ON THAT OR DO YOU WISH
TO SEEK LEAVE TO AMEND?

MR. HUNN: WE WOULD ASK LEAVE TO AMEND, YOUR
HONOR.

THE COURT: HOW MUCH TIME WOULD YOU NEED?

MR. HUNN: 21 DAYS.

THE COURT: ANY OBJECTIONS, MR, BROKAW?

MR. BROKAW: NGO, YQUR HONOR.

THE COURT: HOW MUCH TIME AFTER THAT WOULD
YOU WANT TC FILE A RESPONSIVE PLEADING?

MR. BROKAW: 1I'M NOT QUITE AS FAMILIAR WITH
IT. I THINK MR. HUNN'S FIRM HAS BEEN INVOLVED FROM
THE BEGINNING. IF I COULD HAVE 30 DAYS TO RESPOND TO
THAT?

THE COURT: ANY OBJECTIONS, MR. HUNN?

MR. HUNN: NO CGBIECTION, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: OKAY. WE WILL SHOW THEN THAT
THE MOTION TO DISMISS IS ALLOWED. BQTH COUNTS OF THE
COMPLAINT ARE STRICKEN. THE PLAINTIFF IS GIVEN
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RESOLUTION 0413
ORDINANCE 0413

This Resclution and Ordinance authorizes the dissolution of the East Central Hlinois Mass
Transit District of Clark County and Edgar County, Illinois.

WHEREAS, Clark County, [linois end Edgar County, Illinois formed the East Central Tilinois
Mass Transit District by Resolution and Ordinance of Incorporation herein attached as Exhibit] .
and 1, and

WHEREAS, East Central lllincis Mass Transit District is no longer able to provide mass transit
transportation services on a cost efficient basis in Clark County and Edgar County, and

WHEREAS, adequate services ere or can be made available to Clark County or Edgar County by
joining a larger Mass Transit District, and

WHEREAS, East Central Jllinois Mass Transit District has determined that it should terminate
its existence ad services in order to provide Clark County aud Edgar County an oppeortunity to
join a contiguous Mass Transit District,

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained and resolved by the governing board of East Central llinois
Mass Transit District:
1. That adequate mass transit services are or can be made available to Clark County and

Edgar County.

2. That the East Central Illinois Mass Transit District should terminate its existence and
services,

3. That East Central [llinois Mass Transit District should certify to Clark County and Edgar
County that it shall discontinue services on June 30, 2013 and wind up its affairs.

4. A copy of this Resolution and Ordinance shall be filed with the County Clerk of Clark
County and the County Clerk of Edgar County and the Secretary of State of the State of
Hlinois.

5. Any assets of East Central Illinois Mass Transit District remaining after payrnent of its
bills shall be distributed by assignment to the Treasurer of Clark County and Treasurer of
Edgar County.

6. This Resolution and Ordinance is made pursuant to the provisions of 70 ILCS 3610/9.

7. That Bast Central Tllinois Mass Transit District shall be dissolved effective June 30, 2013.

PRESENTED and ADOFPTED this 18th day of April, 2013

Pageiof2




On the following vote: |
AYES q ABSENT i
£
NAYES
East Sjentral Dlinois ass Transit District
f' .
{ 7£ AN
East‘Cenﬁﬁl Blinois Mass Transit District
Board Chairman
Date: 04718/13
ATTEST:

The undersigned Joan Mattingly being the duly elected Secretary of East Central Iilinois Mass
Transit District does herewith certify that the above Resolution and Ordinance was adopted the
18™ day of April, 2013 by the Governing Board of East Central llinois Mass Transit Disirict.

Dated this 18th day of April, 2013.

—

S)ﬁ—ﬂ: +2. %?ﬂ%d@éi/ ‘
§€cretary of Bast Cenfél Hitnois Mass Transit District

KAMASS TRANSIT DISTRICTAEAST CENTRAL ILLINOIS MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT\RESQLUTION and ORDINANCE docx

Certified Copy

L certify that the original of this Resolution iz on file in the records of
the office of East Central T'llimois. Mdss Eréwdit Distriet.

IN WITRESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto affixed my offilclal signature this
18th-Day oﬁ\June, 2013.

%, .
1 Y ° ™,
: fi.‘m«mﬂx;\_!-w_f‘”‘i-%f.- — AR AR EAAS
Karén) Vinyard { \ | 3 OFFICIAL SEAL A
: KAREN VINYARD

NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLNGiS
WY COMMBSION BxpiRESasaons o

ey

AW

Page2of2
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RESOLUTION AND ORDINANCE INCORPORATING

‘“i; P COUNTY CLERR EAST CENTRAL ILUINCIS MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT

- Ze it ordained and resolved by the Board of Commissioners of the Countles of Edgar and
Ciark thag East Central tfinols Mass Transit District be and hereby is incorporated as

follows:

. ‘ * f"

v

ARTICLE 1, Name.

The name shall be Fast Centraf lllincis Mass Transit District.

ARTICLE Il  Pufposé.

The Mass Transit District shall have any and all autharity conferred on Mass Transit
Districts by the faws of the State of liinals.

ARTICLEN,  Board of Trustaes.

A. The Board of Trustees of the East Central iinois Mass Transit District shall be

composed of:
Four Trustaes to be appointed by the Chairperson of the Edgar County Board,

‘Two Trustees to be appainted by the Chalrperson of the Clark Gounty Bosrd,

A Trustes will be appointed by the Chairperson of each County Board annexed
into the district based on the county’s federal and state funding appropriations

for transportation services.

B. The term of appointment shall be four (4) years with the exception of the Initial
terms which shall be staggered as foliows:

Appointment® Initial Term
Edgar County 1 trustee 1vears
Clark County 1st trustee 2yaars
Edgar County 2™ trustee 2 years
Clark County 2™ trustee 4year
Edgar County 3" trustes 3 yeats
Edgar County 4™ trustee 4 years
¢ Votng Each Trustee shall be entitled to one vofe on gach matter
submitted to the Board of Trustees. '
\ ......
nann smahn @ QIRIDEA " LosPeovLIz XVA Kd EPIC CT02/LT/70
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Resignation.  Any trustae may resign by filing a written resignation with
Secretary of the Ezst Central lllincls Mass Transit District whergupon the sppointing

authority wilf make atother sppointment to fill the unexpired term,

1=

Manner of Acting. ~ The act of & majority of genersl members present at a meeting
st which & guorum is present shall be the sct of the membership.

F. Quorum. A quorum shall consist of 1 more than half ¢f the appointed
trustees,

G, Powers, The Beard of Trusters may adopt such By-Laws and establish such
rules and regulations and take such other actions a3 may be necessary to achiave
the purpose for which the East Central ilinols Wiass transit District is formed,

- ARTICLE V.  Tramsfer of Title.

All property held by each County acquired by the Section 5311 2008, 2007 & 2008
pasalidated Vehicle Procurement Rolling Stock Capital Assistarice Program included in the East
antral Mlinols Mass Transit District shall be transferred 1o the District on the date this

rdinance is effective or 2t the end of the current grant pariod, whichever is [atar,

3 O

ARTICLEV,  Effective Date.

This ordinance shall be effective when adopted by an official vote of the Edgar, and
Clark County Boards and shall have an effective date which shall be the date the last of sald

County Boards adopt this erdinance.

% Appointees for Edgax (ouatys
© Kevin Trogdon - County Board Rep - 4 years
Joan Mattingly -~ Senior Center Rep - 2 years

King Sutton - Senlor Centey Rep~ 3 yes&ts
Kifsten Harden — Transportation Coordinator for HRC Rep - 1 year

SRR Kok LOEFEBYLTIT XV4 Nd Vi€ €T0Z/LT/%0
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F move for the adoption of the foregeing Resolutionddy SDEAR Caunty RifoiNTESS -

1l oy
o

| second the motion for the adoption of the foregoing Resolution.4 ut éfﬁﬁa.(:'wdn; Btenrecs.

PANS YR

4h
PASSED this / o= day of % :u.g ,21.'3‘53‘ .

LA& Sl
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

2000/8000% QLRIOH Logvteviie IVd Hd L¥:C £102/41/F0
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RESCLUTION AND ORDINANCE INCORPORATING

EAST CENTRAL ILLINOIS MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT
Be itordained and resolved by the ‘éoarci of Commissigness of the Counties of Edgar end
Clark that East Centrat lfinois Mass Transit District be and hereby is incorporated ag
foilows:

ARTICLE | Name.

The name shall be East Central linois Mass Transit Districk.
ARTICLE i, Purpnse,

The Mags Transit District shall have any and ali avthority conferred on Mass Transit
Districts by the laws of the State of [linois.

ARTICLE 1,  Board of Trustees,

A. The Board of Trustees of the Fast Central linois Mass Transit District shall be

composed of:
Four Trustees 10 be appointad by the Chairperson of the Edgar Counsy Board,

Two Trustees to be appointed by the Chalrperson of the Clark County Board.
A Trustee will be appointed by the Chairperson of each County Board annexed
into the district based on the county’s federal and state funding appropriations

for transportation services. .

B. The term of appointment shall ba four (4) vears with the exception of the initial
terms which shall be staggered s foliows:

Appointment Initial Term
Edgar County 1™ trustee lyears
Clark County 1st trustee Iyears
Edgar County 2" trustee * 2years
Clark County 2™ tristee , 4 yaar
Edgar County 3% trustee 3 years
Edgar County 4% trustea 4 years
{. VYoting. Each Trustee shall bé entitled to one vote on each matter

submitted to the Board of Trustees,

FAATIT ALY PARFRANELITY WUT T OAF*9 HTa=T rlT /EA

AAAN fTAhA R
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D.  Resigmation. Any trustee may resign by filing a written resignation with
Secretary of the East Centrat lllinois Mass Transit District whereupon the appointing
authority will make another appointment to &l the unaxpired term. -

E. Manner of Acting, - The act of 3 majority of genersl members present at a meetiag
at which & quorum is present shalf be the act of the membership.

F.  Quorum. A quorurn shall consist of 4 more than half of the appointed
trustees.

G. Powsers, The Board of Trustees may adopt such By-Laws and establish such
rvles and regulations and take such other actions as may be necessary to achieve
the purpose for which the Bast Central ilinois Mass transit District [s formed.

ARTICLEIV.  Transfer of Title,

Al property held by each County acquired by the Section 5311 20086, 2007 & 2008

bnsolidated Vehicle Procurement Rolling Stock Capital Assistance Program included in the East

Central illinois Mass Transit District shall be transfarred to the District on the date this

o

rdinance is effective or at the end of the current grant period, whichever [s later,

ARTICLEV.  Effective Date.

This ordinance shall be effective when adopted by an offictal vote of the Edgar, and

Clark County Boards and shall have an effective date which shall be the date the last of said

County Boards adopt this ordinance.

QnMn /znlmm
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2008,

AL
PASSED THIS /S DAY OF Ma v
, /
aves:  /

NAYES: &2

ABSENT: &

2008,

APPROVEDTHIS _ /S 2 pavor A a/-{}f

ATTEST:

CHAIRMAN

dImyoH

CLARK COUNTY BOARD

W) )
SRR
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RESCLUTION ~ EAST CENTRAL ILLINCIS MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT - RIDES IWVEASS
TRANSIT DISTRICT

Be it ordained and resclved by the Membess of the Edgar County Board that East Central I1lincis
Mass Transit District is authorized to discontinue its services and wind up its affairs pursizant to

— resolution by said District efective June-20", 2013,

Beit Qrdained and resolved by the Members of the Edgar County Board that the County of Edgar
be annexed into the Rides Mass Transit Disirict on July 1st, 2013,

As a county member of the Rides Mass Transit District, Edgar County will have representation
on the District Board according to the Local Mass Transit District Act { 70 ILCS 3610} and the
Rides Mass Transit District By-Laws, one Trustee to be appointed by the Chairpsrson of the
County Boerd.

Further be it ordained and resolved that all assets received by Edgar County Treasurer upon the
dissolution ofthe East Central lilinois Mass Transit District shall be fransferred, assigned and
conveyed by the County Treasurer to Rides Mass Transit District as the County’s contribution to
Rides Mass Transit District.

Further be it ordained and resolved thet Rides Mass Transit District is herewith given immediate
authority to apply for any and all Grants and Operating Assistance for public transportation
services in the County for periods on and after July 1, 2013 the date of annexation of the County
to Rides Mass Transit District.

The resolution shall be effective when adopted by an official vote of the Edgar County Board
and have an effective date when such resolution and ordinance is approved by 2/3 vote of the
Rides Mass Transit District Board.

On roll ¢call vote this RESOLUTION NO. was passed and approved this €7 day

ofg EE;._% ,2013.

"EXHIBIT

Page k of2 ‘ !
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On the following vate:

AVES f ABSTAIN &
NAYES <
FDGAR coumr?f BOARD OF COMMISSIONER
L @.‘—-\ \ C‘*
ATTEST:

County W&orém

KAMASS TRANSIT DISTRICTVEAST CENTRAL MASS TRANSIT DISTRICT\Resclution Edgar County.doex

Page 2 of 2



COPY

REROLUTION _153

Resolulion authorizing the annexing of conliguous counties into the Rides Mass Transit Digtrict

WHEREAS, (he regionalism of public fransit service is essential to the franspartation of persons
in the non-urbanized arew; and

~

WHEREAS, the Downstate Opezating Assistance Program mkes furids available to help offsat
expenditures of eligible systems; and

WHEREAS, grants for said funds will impose certain obligations upon the recipient, including
the provision to provide locel share necessary 10 Cover costs 5ot covered by the Downstate
Operating Assistance Program and section 5311 of the Federal Transit Act of 1991,

NOW, THEREFORE, BEIT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE Rides
Mass Transit Districn

Section 1. That by a 2/3 vole of the Rides Mass Transit District Board the Edgar County be
ammexed into the Distrier on July 1, 2013,

Gy

Ayes A
Nays o
Abstzin _ £

PRESENTED and ADOPTED this _ 20%hday of __TUmE L2013,

. J
A .
Secretary Unairman
3

e :
Date: 4 :?Z“/@ ‘ Date: L/w; / 2&/2-@:'3

Cerlified Copy
1 certify that the original of this Resolution is on {ile in the records of the office

Rides Mass Transit Disirict in my custody.

| do fatther certify that the foregoing Resolution reraains in full force and effect and has
not been rescinded, as amended or altered in any manner sinca the date of its adoption.

TN WITNESS WHEREOF, T have bereunto affixed nyy official signatore this
20th Day of June 2013, . :

~

EXHIBIT

D
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
ANNUAL BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS
And
ANNUAL TAX LEVIES

For The Year Endipg November 30, 2013

FILED
NOV 07 2012
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CERTIFICATE OF BUDGET

CERTIFICATION OF BUDGET
AND APPROPRIATION ORDINANCE/RESOLUTION

The undsrsigned, being the Clerk and the Chief Fiscal Officer, respectivaly, of
the taxing district hereinafter named, do hereby certlfy that attachsd hersto Is a true and
correct copy of the budget and appropriation of said dlstrict for its 2012-2013  fiscal
year, adoptedon the _21 dayof__ November _ 2012 .

We further certify that the estimate of revenuss, by sotrce, anticlpated fo be
received by said taxing district, either set forth In sald ordinance/resolution as "Estimatad
Recealpts" or sttached herefo by separate dosument, Is a frus statement of sald estimate.

This certification ls mads and filed pursuant to the requirements of Public Act
83-881 (Sec. B43 of the Revantie Act, as armended) and 6n behalf of The County of

Edgar , Edger County, ilinols:

.o

=dg rGounty

I P ortynn

ﬁ'ﬁﬁéﬁ'rerhha?b'réﬁf’ef Fiscél dfﬂcer _

Data /“/Eﬂf«- Z'(f ;'Ja{:;):

COUNTY CTF OF BUDGET2012,2013.0Q%
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EDGAR COUNTY. ILLINOIS

ANNUAL BUDGET AND APPR

CPRIATIONS

For the Year Ending November 20, 2013

LIST OF FUNDS

COUNTY GENERAL FUND - 100

COUNTY GLERK - 025
COUNTY TREASURER - 026

CIRCUIT CLERK — 027

SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS - 028
PROBATION OFFICE - 029

STATE'S ATTORNEY - 030

CIRC COURTS/JURY COMM — 031
SHERIFF ~ 032

PUBLIC DEFENDER ~ 033

BOARD OF REVIEW - 034

COUNTY BOARD ~ 035

ANIMAL SHELTER — 036

ESDA - 087

AIRPORT — 038

BLOG/GRQUNDS ~ 039
ADMINISTRATION - 040

COUNTY CORONER ~ 046

JOSEPH E MEYER - 900

COUNTY HIGHWAY FUND.— 200

FAS FUND~ 203

CATB FUND - 204 |
OPERATIONS & EQUIPMENT FUND — 208
PUBLIC BOARD OF HEALTH 500
SPECIAL S8ERVICES AMBULANCE FD — 800
COUNTY FARM FUND ~ 831
IMRFRETIREMENT FUND = §10
FICAFUND —931

TORT IMMUNITY FUND ~ 940

EXTENSION EDUCATION FUND - 075
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH FUND ~ 985
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Novambe! B, 2012
1225 Ph

Fund 408 COUNTY GENERAL FLUND
Deparimant

BUDGET & AP‘?RoPR[Aﬂ_ows FCRFY 2013

Edgar Counly, Il

Perad Bnding Date: Nevember 36, 2018

Ascount

Furd 100 COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Depatmant 080
Revenies

006-4008,000
PENALTIES FR TAX COLLECTIONS

000-4500.000
PROPERTY TAX

400-4105,000
TAX ANTIZIPATION LOAN FOR CO. GEN.

ou0-4410.000
SALEATAY

000-4120,000
SUPPLENENTAL BALES TAX

q0U-4180,000
STATEINCONE TAX

0DC-4 140,000
LOCALUBE TAX

o00-4180.000
PERSONAL PROP TAX

cog-41p0.000
TRANSFER-REHMME ELECTION EXPENSE

L0450, 025 )
STATE ELEQTION EXFNS REIMBURSENMNT

BbE-4200,
STATE‘S ATTY BALARY REIMBURSEMENT

0a8-4240.000
8 OF A BALARY REIMBURSEMENT

2004220000
PROBATICN OFFICER BALARY

DOO-4226.000
OO FROB DFFIGER 81 REIME (EUSAN)

#00-4230,000 )
ADI'L FROB QFFICER 87 REMB (JUQY)

oco-4zBQloR
EBDA & |EMA GRANT RENBURSEMENT

goegeERO0G,
sV Pﬂoa EALARY REIME (LYNNY

400-%270,00)
CITY OF PAR!S-AH?MF\L CONTROL REIMB

Npo-42 75,000
QITY OF PARIS- CIVIL Dl 1/8. K3DA

cap-A280.000
CLARK GO PUBLIC DEFENDER SAL REIME

D0A-4281.000
5T OF [L $ALARY REIMB PUBLIC DEFNDR

004300200
GOUNTY CLERK FEES COLLECTED

060-4315.000
RGUIT CLERK FEES COLLECTED

600-4518,00
PERGENTAGE Of5TIB-QIR CLK

DDO-A226,000
BTATE'S ATTORNKEY FEES GOLLECTED

000-4330C.000
SHERIFFS FEES COLLECTED/REIMBREMT

h00-4338.200
FED' LEASE PROGRAM REIMB-OO HWY

Dou-4350.000
GORONER'S INQUEST FEES ¢OLLEGTED

2095
Eppropruted
. Budgs

-48,000.00
-740,400,00
57 6,000,00
~4133,600,04
-316,500,00
-628,000,00
~108,890.50
-180,000,00

«55,000.00

-14,500.00
~123,000,00

~18,000.00

-2B,52600

~48,72E.00

-22,825.00

-33,000.00

18,1260

~5,560.00
~3,000,00
~5%,000,00

-E7,400.0
-14,000,00
-1 ns,éou.oa

<7,000,00
~6,500.02

«53,000,9%

«37,000,00

~RE0.00
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Movember &, 2042
12126 P

BUDGET & APPROPRIAT!ONS FORFY 2013

SRR TEEER: xp—
Fund 00 COUNTY GENERAL FUND Edgar Counly, finals
Dapariment Perlod Endirg Date; Movember 30, 2013
2045 ’
Appropriated
Assount ! Budgef
0OD-4260,000
PUBLIC DEFENDER FEEG COLLECTED ~14,080 00
000-4370,000
TAX BALE FEES COLLECTED -1,000.00
a0-4374,000
PUBLICATION/CERTIFED FEEE FR TAX AD -4,000,00
0004575000
DRAINAGE CiSTRICT FEER QOLLESTED <3,000,00
00g-4375 001
NSURAN E REIMBNT-PROPERTY DAMAGE +1,008:6%
DBD-4375,026
MisC, REVEEUE:'REIMBURSEMENTS 1,000.00
0004575028
COFIES & PRINT OUTE/MISE, «8,008,00
D0D-4376,082 .
GLARK 0O, FODD REIMBURBEMENTS -48,500.00
000-4375.022
GLARK GO, QFFIGE SUPPLY REINVA. V6,000.00
000-4405,000
BHERIFF-£1{ DISFATCH REIMBURSEMENT ~3z,000.00
060-4500,060
CIROUIT-CLERK FINES DOLLECTED -20,000.00
000-4540,000
BTATES ATTY FINES COLLECTED +75.03G,00
TRCc-4530,000
DRUG ENFORGEMENT FINES 5,500,800
0024810,
INT GHECKLNGGITIZEN -3.000.00
0004820 000
INT GHECKING-EDG GO =4,000.00
DOU-4630,000 .
INTEREST ILLIKOIS FUNDS 50,00
DOG-4700,050
MISCELLANEOQUS «3,000,00
000-4740,000
WORK RELEASER FEES COLLEOTED ~8,080.00
0004720100
TRANSPDRTNG PRISONERS 4,000,008
BO0-4740,000
FRANOHISE {LEASES} REVENUES A4,000.00
pag-4760.000
REIME!UR'SEMENTS oF EXPENDITURES 2,000,860
000480
1A PUB LiD RIBKFUND SAFETY BRANT -4,000,00
¢O0-5D00, 000
TRANSFER FROM RABIES FUND 25,000,850
000-4630.000°
TRANSFER INT FR TAX COLL ADLTS 300.00
000-4880,000
TRANBFERS IN 14,300,860
Revenuss Totet +1,840,60,00
Expanoes
000-5700,000
MISCELLANEQUS EXFENBE 200,00
00G-8280.000
CLARK GO, PUBLIC DEF, BTATE REIMB, 28,000,00
Q00-BH00.000
SERVICE CHARGE BY BANIC 00,00
oD0-gA0E, 000 )
TAX ANTICIPATION LOAN PRINGIPAL PAY ETE,000.00
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e e e e = = T o
ovember 5, 2612 BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2043
1228 M LT i
Furd 400 COUNTY QENERAL FUND Edgar Gounly, [lnels
Bepartmant Perod &adng Dale: Novembar 30, 2015

' ' P
Apgropnted
hacaunt ! .. Byt

DO2-8610.000

TAK ANTICIPATION LOAN INTEREST Py . 200060
000-2815,000

DEBT REDUCTION 48,000.50
Exranson Totnl 654,800.L0

PapiTote) . 46210500
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:‘;:“:::f& e _  BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Edgar'c sunty, llines

Ford 100 SOUNTY GENERAL FUND
Periad Enting Lale: Novembar 80, 2043

Dopertment 025 QQUNTY GLERK s

2013
Appropripted
Aacaunf ! Budpos

Departmant D26 GOUNTY CLERK

Expenses
026-5000,000

GO CLERK SALARY 4B,750,00
028-5015.000

GO LERK DEFUTIES £8,270,00
625-5078,000

20 DLERK SALARY OVERTIME £,000,00
D26-6p00,000

OFFICE SUPPLIES 2,000.00
0258048000

C0 QLERK POSTAGE 2,000,00
D2E-B06N, 060

00 BLERK BONDE/DUES 45060
025-8070.000 ’

ELECTION EXPENBES 82,0000
026-B018,000 .

TELEPHONE 4,000,080
G28-0500.000

CO CLERK EDUCATION-TRAINING 50¢.50
025-8508.00 )

CO CLERK MEETING EXFENSE/DUES 1,500,00
028-5548,000

CO BLERK TRAYELIMILEAGE ' 1,600.00
025.8616,00 .

G0 CLERK OOMPUTER EXP.-ELECTIONS 18,000,00
o2s-E{a.000

ELECTION PUBLICATIONS . B 2,600.00
t28-BE20,000-

HISCELLANECUS EXPENSE 200,00
Expenses Total Z00,570.00

R00,570.00

COUNTY GLERK Dapt Tota
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Novermber 5, 2052
12:28 Ph

Fund {00 SOUNTY GENERAL PUND
Ropariment 028 COUNTY TREABURER

- BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Edgar Goundy, illinole
Period Ending Dale; Novambar 86, 2018

Aszaumt
Dopartment D28 COUNTY TREASURER

Erparitae

D2zE-5000.C00
TREASURER S8ALARY

b2E-5016.000
TREASURER DEPLYIES

02E-6040.006
TREASURER PART TIME

028-5070,00p
TREASURER BALARY OVERTIME

D26-ED00.:000
OFFICE SURPLIES

026-50(5,000
CFFICE EQUIPMENT

D28-80 {E.0G0
TREABURER POSTAGE

228-6080,00
TREASURER BONDS/OUES

o26-6065.000 )
TREASURER PUBLICATIONS

026-85006.000

TREASURER MEETING EXPENSE/CUES

Expenses Tolgl
GOUNTY TREABURER Dapt Total

e
Appropristed
Bltipe

43,130.00
46,1600
2,50000
4,500,00
1,000.00
50000
6,600.00
1,000,060
1,000.,00

75000
64,050.00

" a4,0%040
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o 02 ~ BUDGET & APPROFRIATIONS FOR FY 2013
Fund 400 COUNTY GENERAL FUND Edgar County, Hlinois

‘Beporimiont 027 CIRCUYT OLERK Period Ending Daler Novermbar 30, 2018

201
: Approptiated
At [ Budgs i

Deparimett 027 CIROUITCLERK

Bxperigss
027-5000.,000

CIRCUIT CLK BALARY 4E,500.60
b2T-5016,000

CIROUIT OLK PEPUTIES 130,750,00
GE7-B0D0. 0G0

GIROUIT GLK OFFIGE BUPPLIES 2,300,600
D27-6005,000

CIRCUIT BLK EQUIPMENT/FURNITURE 400.00
027-8010,000

CIRGUAT CLK OFFICE FURNITURE 400,00
C2T-HL1E.000

CIRCUIT 21K POSTAGE ‘ 3,300.00
G27-8040.000

CIRCUIT CLK FORM & FILES 3,500.00
027-6065.000

GIRGUIT OLK PUBLICATIONS 200,00
02T-5500.000

CIRCUIT GLK EDUCATION-TRAINING ° 500,08
027-8605.000 R

CIRGUIT CLK MEETING EXPENSEDUES - 800,09
027-9610,000

CIRCUIT CLK TRAVEL EXPENSE 45000
027-5616,000

GIRGUIT GLK COMPUTER EXPENSE 505,09
Erpensas Tolel 108,240,080

CIRCUT QLERR Diept Total 158,200.08
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Hovbers, 2012  BUDGET & APPRGPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013 ;T

. 12:28 P
) Fund 100 GOUNTY GENERAL PUND ‘ Edger Sounty, linsls
Mepzriment 125 SUPERVISOR OF ABBESZMENTS . Pefiod Ending Dale! Novembar 50, 2012

' BY1
Appropristed
Ageaunt l Bsdgu

Depertmant 028 BUPERVISOR OF ABRESSMENTS

Expotges
020-5000,000

ASEEBE0R SALARY &1, 750,00
D28-E015.000

ASSESSOR DERUTIES 114,460 06
028-6040,000

ASSEEEDR PART TIME £2,000.00
C2t-8000,000 .

OFFICE BUPPLIES 2,006:08
028-8008.D00

ASSESSOR EQUIPMENT/FURNITURE 3,750,008
p20-BOTADD

ASBESSCR POSTAGE 500.00
CZEH080.000

BONDSRUESHL.ES DIGOIL RP/PLAT BX 195040
DZ28-8065000

ASBEBSOR PUBLICATIONS 5, k00,00
024-8500,000.

ABSEESOR EDUCATIONTRAINING 2,160,00
Exporces Tofel 178,200.00

BUPERVIEOR OF ABSEESMENTS Dapt Tatal 179,200.80
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Nevatnber 6, 2042
12:26 PM

Fund 100 COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Ceparimont 026 PROBATION CFFICE

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

E¢igar Gaunly, Hinaly
Perind Ending Dals; Hovembsr 30, 2013

Asgount
Pevastment 020 PROBATION OFSICE

Erfitnges

028.5000.000 ,
PROBATICH SALARY

D28-5016.000
PROBATION QOFFICER

029-£020.000
ADMIKISTRATIVE ASBISTANT/SEGRETARY

025:5070,080
PROBATIGN SALARY DVERTIME

D2R-B000.0A0
PRQBATION CFFICE SURPLER

DIRH045000 )
PROBATICN PDSTAGE

02-5540,000
JUVENILE DETENTION EXPENGES

Expenses Totl
PROBATION CFFIRE Dept Total

2012
Approprigted
Budgs

44,624,00
105,250,00
50,500.00
1,600.00
1,500,00
550.00

10,520 00
186847400
18007400

EN



COPY

November B, 2012
42:26 FM

Faned' {00 COURTY GENERAL FUND
Dapertment Y30 STATE'S ATTORKEY

47 v4 mritm s s 1

BU DGET & APPROPRIATIONS FO

e ——

REY 2013 =I

Edgar Caunfy, inols
Pariod £ntiing Datas: Novembear 30,2015

Agoount

Department 030 BTATES ATTORNEY
Exponess

030-5608,000
5T ATTORNEY BALARY

G35-5016.000
ETATTCRNEY DEPUTIER

030-5025.600
ABSIET ETATE'S ATTORNEY

30-6040,200
8T ATTORNEY PART TINE

B30-E000,000
STATTORNEY OFFICE $UPPLIES

030-B00E, 400

ETATTORNEY EQUIPMENTAURNITURE

B306045.000
STATTORNEY PDETAGE

030-6068,007
ETATTORNEY PUBLICATIONS

0p0-2250,000,

STATTGRREY APRELLATE BERVICES

030.-8640,000
ST ATTORNEY TRAVEL EXPENSE

G30-0660.000
REGIBTRATION

DAa0-57OILA0E |
CONFERENCES

080-9750.600
TRIAL EXPENGE - TRANGMITTALS

Sxpenses Toli
‘STATE'F ATTORNEY Dapt Total

2l
Appropsieted
- . Budge

426,000,00
£7,800.00
41,106.00
18,000.00
100,50
500,00
1,400.00
500,00
7.000.00
250,20
1,100,080
250,00

1,200,600
. 232,800.00
208, 500.60



COPY

Nevesmber §, 2012
128 PM - .

Fuod 102 COUNTY OENERAL FUKD
Departmant 034 DIRG COURTE-JIRY COMM

” 'BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Patled Ending Datw: November 30, 204

Account
Degartmaont 031 GRS COURTS-JURY COMIA
Exponses

031-5080.000
COURT BALIFF

031-5008,000
JIRY SOMM ISBION SALARY

034-6008.000 i )
!\DMINIBTRP‘W\’E ABST IO THE JUDGES

D°1-5050
HC‘-UET SQURT BUPPLIES

0Y1-8PES.D0D0
JURY 00N RABSSION SUPPLIZS

D031-8065.000
PUBLICATIONS FEES-INDIGENTE

081-0500.050
CHIEF GIR JUDGES PROATED SUPPLIZE

031-5600,000
ciReUIT JUROR'S

£3%-0805,000
FEED ING & HOUSING JURIES

031-6840.000
FOREIGN WATNESS FEES

DAi-064 6,000
COURT GOSTE - INSARITY HEARINGS

034-96.29,000° )
COURT ORDERED SERVICES

031-0625.00¢
OOUN'\’BHARE OQF JUDGES BALARY

0a4-5630,00
LEGAL DOUNSELFOR [NQIGENT

Expongon Total
DIRC 2OURTS-JURY ¢OMM Do pt Totn!

o1l
Appropriates
gl

Edger Courty, finols
800,00

<010,00
52,800.00
2,000.00
snu.c.m
30005
800,00
2,500.00
200.0¢
160,40
100,00
32,0000
“,800,00

000,08
A8,480,00

£9,400.00



COPY

Novamber §, 2042
12:25 P

Fured 106 COUNTY GENERAL FUND

_BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Edgar County, Hinols
Pariod Ending Doia: Novernbar 80, 2013

Deportment 022 BHERIGF, . .

Aasount [

Bepartment 032 SHERIFF
Expansas

022-5000,000
ADMINISTRATIVE

632-5048.000
SHERIFF DEPUTIZS

0355620000
CORREGTIONAL-DEFICERS

D32-5025,000
BISPATOHERS

UB%-5040.0D0
SHERIFE PART TIME

032-5065,000
- SHERIFF OVERTIME

Q82-6000.000
SHERIFF OFFCE BUPPLIES

032-8008,000
SHERIFF EQUIPIMENTFURN TURE:

032.8015,000
SHERIFF POSTAGE

©32-5016,000
SHERIFFMEETING/SUBBGRIPTIONS

032-8020.040
BHERIFF-PRISONER TRANSPORT

032-B078,000
SHERIFFBIO MEDICAL

032-6038,000
BHERIFRUNIFORME/EQLIPMENT

082-7020,000
BHERIFF AUTO MAINTENANDE

022-7040.00¢
SHERIFF-BAS

032-7049.000 .
SHERIFF-AUTO PURCHASING'

O32-TEDE.000 )
SHERIFF-RADIO MAINTENANCE

pa2. 7624000
© LEADS CHARGES (WESTERN UNION)

DIETERRO00
SHERIFF-RADAR

#32-7500.000
STAFF FOO

£32-RL0Y,000
SHERIFE FODD

032-0506,000,
PRISDNER MEDICAL

002-56{0,0008 X
PRISONER SUPPLIES

(34-6520,000
ASRAUNITION

(132-0626,000
SHERIFF INVESTIGATON

J32-8580.000
BHERIFF TRAINING

292-8446.008
MERIT COMKISSION

0325000000 .
AUKILLARY FUNGTICN

Exnonsus Totol
SHERIFF Dopt Taéak

2041
Approgriatéd

Hu:!geg

157,400,500
288,520.00
122,100,00
174,850,00
THA00.00
52,8560.00
8,200.00
4,200,00
1,200.60
1,280.00
4,200,060
1.000,00
14,500 00
4160000
£8,600,00
49,360.00
BOO00
5,E00;00
p40,00
2,600.00
78,600.00
4,500.60
4 484,00

' £,000,00
1,200.00
#500.00
80,00

£00,00
1,097,020.00

1,097,N26.00




COPY

Noverber, 202 BUDGET & AFFROFRIATIONS FOR FY 2013 '

12128 PRI i SIR R

Edgar Courty, Hinsls

Funs 104 QOUNTY GENERAL FUND
Pafiod Ending Date: November 88, 2045

Dppnrimitnd 052 PUSLIC DEFENDER

PIGET
hapropriotud
Astaunt. ! . Budpo

Depariment G835 PUBLIC DEFENDER

Espanszs
032-5215.000

PUBLIC PFNDR DEPUTIEE 0,805
D33-80G2,000

OFFQE BUPPLIES 12,006,09
Exponeds Totxd 143,500.00

PUBLIC DEFENDER Dopt Total 15,6000



COPY

Novamber&, 2012
12:88 PN

Fund 400 COUNTY BENERAL FUND
Dipsitment 034 HOARD OF REVIEW

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FORFY 2013

Edgar Goumly, linols
Perled Ending Date: Havember 88, 2018

Aoeoumb

Bephrmani 044 BOARD OF REVIEW
Expongas

034-5G16 500
B0 QF REVIEWDEPUTIES

PA4-RUQ000
80 OF REVIGW OFFICE SUPPLIES

1346416000
ED OF AEVIEW POSTAGE

034-63E5.000
80 GF REVIEW PUBLICATIONS

034-250D.000

8D OF REVIEW TRAVELMTIS/EDUTATION

034-2610.0G0

Bl OF REVIEW MILEAGE ERPENSE

Expimses Tat
EOARD OF REV(EW Dept Tola!

-
- 2043
Appraprigded’
Budge

&000.00
700,00
300,09

180008
Ten.00

70800
1hesand

11,660,80




COPY

Novermbe: &, 2012 BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

12:26 PM e i

Edgsr Coundy, linole

100 COUNTY GERERAL FUND
pod o Potiot Ending Deta: November 3D, 2013

Coperiment 085 COUNTY BRARD _

2045
Approprieled
Azsaunt ' Hudge

Depetintent 03F COUNTY BOARD

Expenses
GEE-5300.000

GO BOARD BALARY B,E60.00
036-5045,000 .

(0 BOARD REFUTIES E,600.00
035-6946,000-

COMMITTEE MEETINGS 12,200.00

G6-6000,000

CQ BRARD DFFICE BUPPLIES 00,00
035-8085.000

GO BDARD RUBLICATIDNS B00.00
D3E-8610.900

GO BOARD TRAVEL EXFENSE 0,006,080
Expanises Toriel 35,0A0.00

COUNTY BOARE Dopt Total ‘ 8&.950.00



COPY

Nevember §, 2012
V226 PM

Fund {00 COUNTY GENSRAL FUND

s s caaiiam s ol

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Edgar County, llinols
Period Ending Dale: November 30, 2013

Deparinient 088 ANREAL BHELTER

Aveount I

Cepertmont 038 ANIMAL SHELTER
Expunsos

035-5000.000
ANIMAL SHLTR SALARY

036-5015.000.

ANIMAL SHLTR ADMINISTRATOR SALARY

035-5040.000
PARTTIME

138-5350,060
ANIAL BHLTR UNIFORM3

03g-6000,000
ANIMAL GHELTER SUPPLIES

03£-6005.000.
EQUIPMENT

028-5015.000
ANIMAL SHLTR POBTAGE

236-6 046,400
ANIMAL EHLTR BLDE REFUSE SERVICE

036-8000 000
UTILITIES

036016000,
ANIMAL SHLTR PHONE BERVIGE

026-8000.000
FROPOSED PROJECTS

b3s-b2o0.000
EDG COVET - EUTH FEE/RONPUM

0gb-8510,000
ANIMAL BHLTR TRAVEL EXPENSE

036-3615.000
ANGAAL BHLTR COMPUTER EXPENSE

Expensies Toia}
ANIMAL BHELTER Dopt Tptal

2013
Appropristed
Butge

25,008,00
2,620,00 .
10,500,20
400,00
5,580,00
1, tibo.o0
1,500,600
250,00
3,700.00
1,203200
1,000.00 .
50600
£,000.00

B0B.0p
B6,861.00
50580.00




COPY

Novwribr , 3012 . EBUDGET & APRROFRIATIONS FORFY 2013

12:%8 PM . i

Purid 00 QOUNTY BEHERAL FUND
Depanment 037 EBDA

Edgar Oounty, llinals
Pariod Erding Date; Novambar 80, 2048

018
Apprepnzlod
Abcount l Budp

Deparrent D7 ESDA

Expbriges
PET-BL0G.000

BALARYICODRDINATOR 16,000:00
027-5028,000

CRFICE/ASSIST, COORDINATOR : 13,275,00
Ba7-E0002D0

ESDA OFRIGE SUPPLIER £50.00
03TEPOEDRE .

ESDA EQUIRMENT PURCHASES _ 40,802,00
cirbinab)

CFRCE EQUIPMENTREFAIR 20000
0a7va15.000

BSDAPLSTAGE 600
057-4035.000

JANITORIAL SUFPLIESIOLEARNING 100,00
Q37-6040.000

LEASEHAINTENANDE AGFEBEMENT B50.00
0377016500 ) ‘

BLOGIGRNDE MAINTENANCE 100,00
Q8745000080

UTILITIES %,100.00
G87-5p46,000

TELEFHONE 1,800.00
D37-DR{0.00

ESPA TRAVEL EXPENSE. 500.00
Expanses Totl EoLpaon

50,6260

EBTA Bapt Totnl



COPY

Novamber 6, 2012
1220 P

Fund 400 COLNTY GENERAL FUND
Depertment 030 AIRFORT

y y

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

KR

Edyar Gownty, Binals

. Peind Ending Dais; November 36, 2078

Acegung l
Dopertmandt 038 AIRPORT
ERRENSER

038-5Q60. DGO
ARPOET SALARY

BES-5O16. 000
ARPORT DEPUTIES

O3B-6025.000
* AIRPORT GFFICE/CLERICAL

028-6000,600
AIRPORT OFFICE S8UPPLIES

00B.8U4R.000 |
AIRPORT POETABE

0087045, 040
BUILDIRG BAPROVEMENTS

034-7020.00d
NAINTENAHCE-AIRPORT & EQUIPMENT

tpis-5600,000
DTHER UTILITIES

0:38-6005,091
ARRPORT ELECTRICAL

G3e-8400,050
AUTD), WEATHER OESERVATION 8YSTEM

098-8510.601;
ARPORT TRAVEL EXPENSE

Expanses Total
AIRPORT Dopt Tolat

By
Apatopriales
Bitie

18,504,00
:'f.z,san.sa
BEHE0D
500,00
300,60
2,500,800
280500
B0L0.0Q
6,600,500
4,500.00

1,700,060
7276000

TRYEDDG



COPY

Howalon 2042  BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

12:28 P

Funt 400 COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Drpkrtment £38 BLDRGRDUNGS

Edgar County, liinets
Patad Ending Dater Novembar 80, 208

18
&ppropriaied
Atcount ! ... . Buidge

Deperimant 039 BLLG/CROUNGE

Frxponses
038-5078.000

JANITOHR 27,000,00
Lag-an2ea00

JANITGRIAL SUPPLIER 0,000.00
22BTOOELD0 ‘

ELDG & GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 10,630.00
039-7017.000 '

REFAIRE TC VET MEMORIAL PARK 5000
Expenses Tofl TESEDO0

BLDO/BROUNDS Dept Tolal To.860.00



COPY

Novamber 5 2012
12128 FM

Fung 406 COURTY GENERAL FUND

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS

FORFY 2013

el
Edgar Colndy, [linols
Pariod Ending Dete: Nevembar 30,

2013

Depatiment 040 ADRINISTRATION

Auoouit l

Depactment 040 ADRINISTRATION
Ravanies

0404250000
ADMINISTRATIVE REIMBURSEMENTS

Revettues Tolsl

Expenses

D4-5000.060
HEALTH OPT OUT PAYROU.

040-7000,000
BANK CHARGES FOR WRE TRANSFER.

£40-5000.000
CIPE-GOURTHOUSEAAIL

040-0010.000
WATER-JAILIANNEX

043-8015.000
ADMINISTRATION TEEEPHONE

C40-8020.000
EMFLOYEE MEDICAL IN& ADMIN/COBRA

040-8100,000

AURIT

Q4D-6446,000°
REGICNAL EUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLE

040-91.20.000
CONTINGENCIES

040-8515,000
MANATRON EXPENSES-CO CLK, SA TREAR

40-0620:0p0 o
TEGH FUND FOR COMPUTER SERVICE

Expantas Total,
ADMINISTRATION Dopt Total

a 2048
hppropriated b
oo Bydpe

-130,200.40
~§66,20000

42.500.08
300,00
£3,600,00
g300.00
18,0600.00
237,8D0,00
12,000.00
5800000
19,600.00
£0,000.00

#7,000.06
GEEAOD B

~T56 £00.00




COPY

Hoanbatt, 2012 BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

1zes P e

Fuhd 490 SOUNTY GERERAL FUND Edgar County, lMinols
Daparimenit 048 COUNTY DORGNER Perlod Ending Date: Novembaf 2, 2013

' T
Apmdprindey
Aacount ‘ Buipe

Depertnsant 043 BOUNTY CORONER

Expansas
48-5005.000

BALARY 17,275.00
545-5046,000

PART TIME GORONER DEPLITY &80000
348-5045,000

OFFCE EXPERSE AND DORONER'S URGR E.DVEL0
D48-8200,000 i

AUTOREY AND RELATED EXPENSER 18.4600.00
Expenses Totl 35,836.00

COURTY CORDNER DRrept Tofal 38,800.00



COPY

Novamber B, 2012
12,28 PV

Fund 100 COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Papartment B0 JOSEPH E MEVER

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Actaunt i

Dopariment 800 JOSEPH E MEYER
Revenues

6004000000,
JOSERH MEVERS TAX COLLECTIONS

Revertitos Tota!

Exponses

630-5280,000
JOSEPH MEYERS TAX BALE EXPENSER

Expenses Totel

JOBEPH E MEYER Drept Total
Revinues Total

Expenses Fund Total

Mot [ReviExg)

Beginning/Atjustsd Balance

Eder Gourly, linole
2042
Approprlaley
Butipy

Petfod Endlag Dater Navembar 80, 2018
«5,850,00 -

5, 850.00

£700,00
E700.00

A1 85000
«3,876,050,00
5.874,165.00
1 REL,000.00




COPY

Novembsr b, 2012
12:26 PM

Pund 200 COUNTY HIGHWAY FUND
Pepafimont 000 DEFAULT

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 201

i
Edgar County, [iinols

Ascount

Fund 208 GOURTY HIGHWAY FURD
Department 100, DEFAULT
Revenues

00041 00,000
FROPERTY TAX

600-44 00,000
HON 80 HIGHWAY RECEIFTS

LH0-4410.000
SALE OF MATERIALS

0n0-44 25,000
TDWNSHIF' ENGINEERING/ADMIN

D00-443
ENGISUF’ERVISION REIME-DO VWY

000-4615,0£0
INT CHECKING-CITIZEN

000-4700,000
WMIBCELLANEOUS

Revenups Toba!
Expenzes

0D0-ED45,000
OFFICE BALARIES

600-6025,000
TECHNICAL BALARIES

000-5040,008
FART TIE

B0-5068, 500
GVERTIME

00n-5078;008.
HOURLY JANITOR

(x10-6000,600
OFFIOE SUPPLIES

sob-sODEOY
COMFLTER SUPPLIES

003-60R0,000
POSTAGE

G00-8025.000
HISHIWAY DEPARTRIENT 75

DDMSD B 000
ENGINEERING SUPPLIES

000-50%0.000
MATERIALS 8 BUPPLIER

000-B046,000
TRASH

000-8064.000

OFFICE 8L0G, REPAIR & MAINTENANCE

000-#060,000
BONBS/IUES

400-8005,000
ELECTRICAL

006-8010.608
WATER

¢00-6015400
TELEPHIONE

000-R028,500
INBURANGE

600-§920,000
CONTINGENCIES

9pQ-e500 %
TRANING 8 CONFERENGE

o e
Appropriated
Budne )

-285,600 50
-850,000.00
-27E,000,00
-70,000,00
450,000,860
-1,0086,60

-5,000.00
-A,118,002.00

148,000.60
265,000.00
16,000,60
20,004,00.
£,000,00
8,000 60
£000,00
4,000.00
2,000.08
A000.00

§78,500.00

1000.08

A0,000.00
1,090.00
16,000,00
2,000.00
[:Xellckal3
6%,000,00
2,600.00

£,000,00.

Pettod Bnting Date: Noverber3f, 2049



COPY

wen BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FORFY 2013 "i
Fund 200 SOUNTY HIGRHIAY FURD '
Uspariment 008 DEFAULT

=dgar County, Hlincls
Pared Ending Data: November 20, 2018

sy
' Appropristed
Aposunt ! Butige

wa-Bc 10,000

WMILEAGE & EXPENTES 2,000.00
DO0-B240,000

PRQFESE;QNAL 3ERW$ES ,;5&5&53
ObC-EgED,LID

EQUIPMERT REPLACEMENT TRANSACTION 80,000.80
GO0-FE7.000

KON WFT EL.X2 EXPENSE 225.000.00
Expnsas Tokl {A16,080.40
DEEAULT Dopt ‘Tobal 2, 232,500.90
Revinues Taisl 16000
Expensss Pund Tetel 1,418,080.00
Kot (Rev/Exp) L RAL000L0

BepiralngiRdjusted Balsnre



COPY

Hw;t;:r& 20tz BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2043
1226 ) SN R E T SR ey .

Edgar cnuﬁty. lllrnnlé

Fond 200 RABFUND
Pericd Ending Date; Nevember 80, 2l31§

Dopariment

23
- AppropTisted
Aotount . i ' Eidgo

Fund 203 FASFUND

Cwpartmprt o'ou
Revonups
008-4100,000

FROPERTY TAX . -133,000.08
00a-4400,000. .

MON COUNTY FAS FUND -300,006.00
0do-4510.908

Y CHEGKING-OITIZEN - 508,00
Ravonyes Tatal +IR0;500.00
Expanson
DUOTEBD 600

ENGINEER ING EXPENSE 100,000.00
000 7505,000

RIBHT OF WAY EXPENSE T10000.00
BOB-7515,000

HIBHWAY CONETRUCTION 220,500.00
Expanses Tofal 330,508,006
Dept Total +64.500.90
Refroniis Totkl +530,508.00
Erpenssa Pund Total 590,500.04
Kt {ReviEsp} -BE4,000.00

BepinningiAgusted Baisaos



COPY

Hcvcmt;:r 5, 2012 BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013
28 P
fund 504 GATE EUND ’ Edgar Gaunty, liirols
Dapndiing - Period Ending Date: Wovembar 30, 2018
2013 o '
Appreytiied

Avswtmt l Budgua‘
Fund 294 DATH FUND '
Depariment pog

Revanies
ann-4460,009

PROPERTY TAX ~136,000,00
00n-4400,600

HON COUNTY CATE RECEPTS ~HE0,000, 40
noo-5e{e.000

INT CHEGKING-DITIZEN 2,000,006
Fvonups Tot] 482,000.00
Expensos’
006-7E00.000

ERGINEERING EXPENSER 2,600, 00
£08-T505,000

RIGHT OF WaY EXPENSE 10,060.00
BO9-7520,500

BRIDGE CONSTREUCTION 450,b00.00
Expenbés Tutal 482,600.00
Dept Tatal -B64,000.00
Revenuag Toix| ~542400.00
Expensos Fund Total A82,000.00
Mot (RaviExai D64,000.06

Boglrning/Afueted Epfanca



COPY

Novembet 5, 2012
12285 PM
Fund 208 OFERATIONS B BQUIPMENT FUND

e
BUDGET & APPROFRIATIONS FOR F

V2013

R o

Edgar County, llincle
Parlad Ending Cets: Novembar 50, 2013

Bipotimint

Aogount l

Fund 208 DPERATIONS & EQIAEMENT FUND

Aepartsnant 000
Revanuas

0934 18E.000 )
ETATE OF ILLINOIS RECEIRTE

0004400000
NON CO EQUIP REPLAGEMENT RECEIFTS

0004500000
OTHER EQUIPMENT RENTAL

000-481 5,300
INT CHECKING-OITZEN

DGO-49EH.000
TRAMSFERS IN

Revenpss Total

Exponsss

200-5040.600

SHOP SALARIES

00D-8026,000
TRUCK PARTE

000-5085,000 _
GARAGE. SUPPLIES

0053-8050,000
GARAGE BLDG. MAINTENANCE & REPAIR

00D-8050,000
INBURANGE

DO0-8052.000
TRAINING & TEBTING

V005065000
SAFETY

DA0-7020,000
EQUIPMENT RENTAL

A00-7026,000
RAHQ

008-7030.000
REPAIRS

DL 735,000
TIRES

obg-7o40.00d
EUEL & OIL

00¢-7050,000
EiaNg

0D0-7626,000
ERUIFMENT PURCHAS 28

Expenses Total

Pupt Totsl

Revarives Total
Expongep Furid Total
Mot [Rov/Exp)

BeginningiAdiusied Batento

2018
Approprietos
Sudgs

-300,006,00
~260,000.00
-453,000.00

-1,000.00

-60,000,00
4,024,000.09

160,500,00
50,000,090
35,000,008
§0,000.00
45,000,00

200040
3560,00
400,200,850
2.000.06
26,000,00
17,000.00
260,000.00°
z‘,au‘i.a@.

460,000,00
1,044,006.00
-1, 162,000.80,
+1,031,000,00
1,031,000.00
-2,042,600.00



COPY

Novembar B, 2042
12:28 P

Fund 500 PUBLIC BOARD GF HEALTH
Leperimeni 000 DEFALLT

RUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

EdparCouriy, finols
Period Ending bale: Novambar 30, 2013

Agaount’ !

Fund 500 PUBLIG BOARD OF HEALTH
Depariment 080 DEFAULT
Revenuos

DoL-4 130,000
PROPERTY TAX

0034700000
MIECELLANEDUS

B00-4700,101
RENT

DG4 TBE, 10"
LCCAL HEALTH PROTEGTION:

$00-4755,b02,
FAMILY CASE MANAGEMENT

DO0-4766,003
WIC (WOMEN, FHFANTS, 3 CHILOREN)

000-4755,008
MEDIGAID REIMBURBEMENTS

Da0-4786.008
CHILDHOOD LEAD POISON PREVENTION

0004755018
WATER WELL INSFECTIONS

0004785047

CANCER COALITION
0004706018,

DENTAL SEALANT GRANT

0o0-4765,408

15,108
HIGTERRORISM BRANT ./ PHER.

D00-£705,208
BENETICE GRANT

D00-4764.506
TOBADCU FREE GRANT

050-478.608
CAR BEAT GRANT

po0-4778, 500
DONRATIONS B FEES

0684776000
DENTAL FEER

£90-£300,000
MEDICAID MATGH

000-4806,003
FARMER'S MARKET

doo-4E1,000
WHY (WEST MILE VIRUS GRANT)

Rovantes Tofal
Expaness
gob-5ood.ont
SALARY
004.5010.000
DENTAL
©00-6016.000
BANITARIAN

00 5025,040
CLERICAL

900-5040,000
HUREING

000-534b.000
LEABES

00G-5609.008
OFFiCE SUPPLIES

2012
Aapropriated
Butign

~160,000.00
2,000,560
-5,400,00
-58,204.00
-B5,287,00
64,087,060
10,600,020
-1,272.00
-1,000.00
-8,604.00
+2,608.00
~42,000.00
<7,860,00
-24,547.80
-8,870,00
~15,600,00
~420,00000
~78,000,00
=4,000.00

-3,367.,00
+1,023,002.00

08,R5E a0
272,821,00-
34,806.00

43,463,00

$82,804,00
8,600.00

12,000.00




COPY

i 201 ~ BUDGET & APFROFRIATIONS FOR FY 2013
Fuad 500 PUBLIC BOARD OF HEALTH ' ' Edgar County; Hinols

Department D50 DEFAULT Perod Ending Dets; Novaraber30, 2013

' wi
Anprapnisted |-
Eguolnt l Pulige

£00-5008,000

EQUIPMENT 3,000,560
460-5040,600

DENTAL SUPPLIES §0,000.00
006-6514.000 -

DENTAL EQUIPENT 250000
000-5342.009

DENTAL BUPPLIES- DENTURER 20,000.00
000-B0ME000 -

POBTAGE : 2,000,00
BOD-GC6.000

MEETING/REBISTRATION 2,500,00
000-6020,000

PETTY UABH 200.00
000-8023,000

JANITORIAL BUPPLIES 2,200,00
000-8080.000

SUBSCRIPTION & DUES, 1,640,69
Cab-7000,000

GLEANINGIVAINTENANGE 1,600,00
060-7045,000

GARBAGE DISPOSAL. 1,600.00
OB-7040,500

BUILDING IMPRGYEMENTS ' 8.do0,00
G00-7059,000 .

ADVERTISING B.000.00
DDO-7510.000 .

MIBCELLAREOUS 17,350,100
O60-¥E4E.000

HMISCELLANEOUS-DENTAL 10,000,00
DO0-TH25,090 .

MEDICAL SUPRLIES 16,600.00
A00-0045,000

{ELEPHONE 13,000,600
ab0-dn2e,doo. )

HEALTH DEPT. WSURARCE 24,600.0D
G00-BU30.000 ) .

DENTAL DERTHEALTH INSURANGE 24,000,060
ang-6216.000

UTILITES 30,000,850
000-9242,000

CONTRAQTUAL _ B,n00.0G
(600-6245,000 )

COMTRACTUAL/DENTAL £0,600,00
000-95 10,600

TRAVEL 8,000,00
00-0800,000

WELL SAMFLES 200,00
040-2950.0600

ADWINISTRATION FEES 60,000.00
Expensec Tola| 4,001 778,00
DEFAULT Dept Total -5,044, 570,00
Revinugs. Totdl -, 0¥3, 088,00
Exponses Eund Totn 4,024,778.00
Not [RaviExp) 2,044,870 00

Hopinalng/hdiusted Belance



COPY

Novembars, 2012
92:26 P

Fund 200 8PECIAL 8ERVICES AMBULANSE FD
Deprrimont.

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

Edpar Sounty, ilinsfa
_ Peded Ending Dnto; Novarmbor 30, 20338

Astount !

Furdf 800 SPEQIAL SERVIDES AMBULANCE FR
Dopgriment 002
Revenyps

000-4120.000, :
PROPERTY TAX

000-1620,000
INT GHECHKING-EDG GO

Revahues Total

Expanzes

208-E520.000 .
FABE THRU FUNDS ERPENSE

Expsnsak Totdl

Dept Yolsd

Raventes Tofal
Bxpanses Fund Tokil
Nt (ReviExp]

Baglming's dfvetsd Bslandp

e
. AR
Bliys

«308,000,00

-500.a0
+308,508.00.

20e.500.00
A08.006.00
1680500
S0E,E0050
302,000.80
£18,506,00
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Novambsr &, 2012
42:26 Pu

Fund 31 QOUNTY FARM FUNEZ
Dapa_r‘dnuni po0 EQIL sURVEY FUND

BUDGET % APPROPRIATIONS EOR FY 2013

Edpar Cpunfy, Wintls
Petlod Ending Bals: November 30, 2013

Aveount l

Fund €11 GOUNTY FARM FUND
Deperiment 008 B0 SURVEY FUND
Reverues

BA0-47 00,000
FARM RENT

000-47E4.000
HANBER RENT

Reverues Totel

Exponseg

000-B2E0.000
REAL ESTATE TAXES

GO0-2598,000 °
TRANGFERE OUT

Expenses Telal

BOH. SURVEY FUND Dept Total
Revenues Tolal

Erpensos Funt Totzl

Hpt {RaviExpj

Haginning/idjusted Balance

AR5y
Appraptiated
Btidge

«55,530,00

~18,000.50
«£3,600.00

5,000.00

£8,000.00
52,000 80
~126,680.00
53, 56080
&3,600.00
28, 800.00




cory) .

1228 Pl

| [ T et ' ey
Movener & 2012 ﬂ BUDGET & APFROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2048

|

Fund 849 IMRF RETIREMENT FUND
Depertmoat -Op0 MRF RETIREMENT FLUND S

Edgar Gounty, linols
Pariod Ending Date; Nevember 90, 2013

] 2015
Appropriete
Atpaunt l Bodpp

Fund B4 MRF RETIRERENT FUND
Dapartment 000 [MRF RETIREMENT FUND

Revenues
D04 190,000

PROPERTY TAXES -505,000,00
a0B-4700,000

REIMEURSEMENTS 3,000.00
Reveres Total ~BOB,6UE.00
Expengas
0006210000

IMRF CONTRIBUTIONS 236,000.00
000.5214,080

I4RS CONTRIBUTIONS 485,000,50
090-6E10.600

IMRF SUPFLEMENTAL PAYMENT 80,000.00
Expenses Tpial &55,000.00
IMRF RETIREMENT FUND Dept Total -,084,800.00
Revonues Tot ~BOB,0O0. 2

f63,09C.00-

Exponsos Fungd Totsl
Ket (ReviExp]

Beginrng/Adjusted Balahos

A,084,800.00



COPY

Nevembpr £, 2012

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS EOR FY 2013
12128 P . _
Fund 024 FICA FUND Edgar Counly, Hinole ST
Bebartmend 000 FIDA FUND Pariod Ending Dele: Novamiser 50, 2013
28
Appropricies

Azcoyunt Bidpy
Fuad 881 FICA FUND
Dapadmont GO0 FIGA FUND
Revenuve
S05-4100,000

PROPERTY TAXER -266,000,00
Revensuns Toial REEGD0,0D
Exponpss
GO-5203.000

SOCIAL BEGURITY TAX 24520000
0BJ-6265.000

MEDICARE TAXES B 008,00
Expongns Tote| 20T hEB00
FICA FUND Deapt Toisl 50200000
Revonuos Tolal ~265,000,00
Expotisex Fund Total 297,050.00

602,000.60

Hot {Rov/Exrp)
Arglnning/diutiad Balaficn
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November 5, 2012
12128 PM

Fund $40 TORT IMMUNITY FUKD

" BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2013

AR Y T M S i

— R

o -
Edigar Courty, liinolz
Pefiod Ending Pale; Mevembar 20, 2018

Dopardment 600 TORT (MMUNITY FUND
- T -
Anpropristed
Atcolnt ! Bufpu!
Fuiznd edD TORT IMMURITY FUND
Caparkmont 300 TORT IMKIURITY FUND
Revenues
000-4400.000
PROPERTY TAX «380,D0B.00
Revoruos Total ~368,008,00
Expenses
260-000,500
LIABILITY tNBURANGE b4,6t0.00
600-0008,000
WORKMEN GOMPENSATION 72,600,00
000-8¢0,000
UNEMPLOY INSLRANCE 34,000.00
00g-9029,000 ]
£0 PROPERTY INEURANCE 5400000
0058025, 400
KTTORNEY'S FEEB $20,000.00
noo-poan.oin
COPAYMENUGTISLE EXPENIE 48,000:00
Expentus Total 277,000.00
TORT IMMUNITY FUND Dopt Tofal 737,000.00
Revenues Tote] -380,000,00
Expenses Fund Todfef 477,000.00
~737,(:80,00

Het [Rav/Exp}
BeginnlogAgiusted Batoncy



COPY

povembarb, 2612 :  BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FORFY 2013

f2:28 PN - (i * b e P

Pund BI8 EXTERBION EDUCATION FURD
lNepanmant 000 EXTENRION EDUSATION FUND"

Edpar Cowdly, linols
, Fariod Endling Dale: Nevember 30, 2018

£048
Appropcisied
Agoount [ .. Hodge

Fund 75 EXTENSION EDUCATION FUND
Deparimont 600 EXTENSHIN SRUCATION FUND

Revenyes
PAR4T00000 )
PROFERTY TAOIEE RECEIVED 7,000,100
Revenves Total T, D0D.GY
Exponses
POR-R2E0.D00
EXTENSION ED PROZRAM EXFENBE 76,000.00
Exponacs Tols] TehutLod
EXTENSIGN EDVRATION FUND Dept Tofal £50,608.00
Rovatiues Total T OLA0
Exponens Fund Tofal TEO00.00
Het {Rev/Expl 8500800

Bepinningiid]usted Bafance
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November 6, 2612
228 PY

Fund $b6 CUMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH FUND

BUDGET & APPROPRIATIONS FOR FY 2012

1

ALIEN

Egger Sourty, Klingls
Peiiod Ending Dats; November 37, 2050

Depadment 000 COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH FUKD

Aecount

Fund §85 CONMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH FUND
Dopurittiont WAl COMMUNITY RENTAL HEALTH FUND
Revanues

O0G-4100.600
PROPERTY TAXES RECEIVED

Revanues Tolal

Exponses.
a0a-2260,080
- COMM HENTAL HEALTH EXPENSE

Expenngs Telal

DOMBIUNITY MENTAL HEALTH FLUND Dopt
Tolal
Revonuas Tabst

Expniress Fond Tofud
Nat [Reviéxp

Beginiing/Atfustad Balsace

Grand Tots! Tef Roveriuogd

Grand Tof far Brpoiists
Grand Total Nat ReviEsp

Paraniolars:

~308,004;00
-266,000.00

$68,000.00
8,000.80

736,000.00

S368,00050
368,000.00
T36,000,00

-B,807,442,00

2,508, 447.00
44,000,086,30

Dperslon, BGW Perfad Eneling Putt: Navembor 39, 2013
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CERTIFICATE OF TAX LEVY

I, August H. Griffin, do hereby ceriify that  arm the duly slected, qualified and
acting Clark in and for the County of Edgar, and | do further certlfy that the aifachad is a
full, trie and correct capy of the Tax Levy Resolution, gs duly passed by tha geverning
board of said district on the date glven and that the dates and data referrsd to In the
Tax Levy Resolution for the purposes thefein set forth are co'fre_ct. The contents of said
aftachments herefo, with this Certiflcate, are now gonsidersd the TAX LEVY.,

DATED this 7th day of November, 2012,

FILED In tho office of
EDGAR COUNTY CLERK:



COPY

TRUTH IN TAXATION
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

i, the undersigned, hereby certify that | am the presiding officer of
The County of Edgar, and as such presiding officer, ceriffy that the Levy
Resolution, a copy of which Is attached, was adopted pursuant to, and In all
respects In compliapce with the provisions of Sections 18-60 through 18-85 of
the "Truth In Taxation” Law.

CHECK ONE OF THE CHOICES BELOW

1) Thetaxing district published a notice in the newspaper
and vonducted a hearing, meeting the
requirements forthe Truth in Taxation Law,

[N

.V/w 2y The texing district's aggregals levy did not exceed & 5%
increase over the prior year's extension, Thersfors,
notice and a hearing wefe not necessary,

3)  The proposad aggregate lavy did not exceed a 5%
Increase over the prior year's extension. Therefore,
a hearing was notheld. The adopted aggregate tax
lavy exceeded 5% of the prior year's extension and a
notice-was published within 18 days of its adoption In
accordance with the Truth In Texation Law.

4)  The adopted levy exceeded the amount stated In the
published notlce. A second notice was published
within 15 days of the adoption In accordance with the

Truth in Taxation Law. B

This cerliflcate applies to the 2013 Levy, _ ‘
Date /fél/f. 2/‘, SO Presiding Ofﬂcet;ﬂ 2/,:9‘,;,;.,& Kﬂ%’“’
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of the County of Edgar, State of ilino’s, has previously zdopled a
budget for the fiscal period beginning December 1, 2012 and ending Navember 50, 2013, as
raquiced by law, now tharsfors

BE [T RESOLVED by the County Board of the County of Edgar, Stata of llinois, 2t ihls sesslon of
the November meetlng of the sald County Board Held at the Court Hotisa In Parls, Edgar County,
llinels, on the 7 day of Noyember, 2012, that theye is hereby leyiad Upon all taxelle property
withine the sald Coun'y of Eagar the sum of seven fiundrad and fifty thousand dollars ($750,000)
ot 50'muoh therefora s I8 not In excese of twenty seven cahis £.27) oh iha ofte hundred dollars
{$100.00) valuation for the oblects and purposes hersin bafow sat ot

COUNTY CLERK
Elactioh Expense : $33,000
STATE'S ATTORNEY
Salary of dinte's Attorney $256,000
Balary of Assistant State's Attorney 25,000
Salaites of Blaff 20,000
Ciffos-Supplles and Experise 10,000
80,000
COURTE AND JUDICIARY.
Coroner's Salary $10,000
Clreult Jurors 2000
Clrelilt Couit Suppliss 2000
Legal Counzsl for Indigents 5,000
. 10,000
SHERIFF
Salary of Sherlif $25,000
Cast of Fovd : 48,000
Salary of Bherlf's Personnsl 338,000
411,000
PUBLIG DEFENDER .
" Balary Bnd Offlos Expénse 20,000
COUNTY. BOARD
Sdlarles and Commiittes Mastings 22,000
ADMINISTRATION |
Superintendent of Schools 33,000
Ltilfles~Court House, Jall & Telephons 44000
Telephoris : 25,000
Computer (Manatron) Expanse 60,000
185,000

TOTAL, ‘ 780,000
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY TAX LEVY

28 AN
Baarffjﬂimﬁer / A\

o
| sagend the motion o adopt the above lax levy resolution, ﬁ & m/j _:;?T

Board Membar

I move for the adoptian of the sbove tax levy resalufion. C{” o
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'EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINCIS
COUNTY AID TO TOWNSHIP BRIDGES TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, tha County Board of the Counly of Edgar, Siate of Mok, has previously sdoplad a
budget for the flecal period beginning Decamber 1, 2012 and anding Novemher 30, 20483, as

requirad by law, now tharsfore

BE IT RESQLVED by the County Board of the County of Etigar, Staia of llindle, at this session of
ihe November meeting of the sald County Board held at the Court House in Parls, Edgar County,
inois on the 7ih day of Novamber, 2012, that there be and there s hersby levied upen all
taxab!e properly within the seld Ceunty of Edgar the sum of ona hundred thirty thousand dollars
($13D,000) or so much thereof as is not in excess of fivs cants (.05) of the full, falr cash value; as
squallzed or assessed by the Depariment of Revenus, for the purpose of providing parl of the
cost af constructing:

The County's share of the cost to construst or repair any bridge, culvert, dralnage struoturs, or
grede separation, Including epproachés theteto, af varfous looations throughout Edgar County,

$130,000
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
FEDERAL AID MATCHING TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of the County of Edgar, State of llinols, has previously adopted a
buggel for the flscal period beginning December 1, 2012 and ending November 30, 2013, a3

requirad by law, now therefore

BE IT RESDLVED by tha County Beard of the County of Edgar, State of llinols, at this session of
tha November meet/ing of the sald County Board heid at the Court House In Parls, Edgar County,
fllinois on the 7" day of November, 2012, that there be and thera Js hetaby levisd upon all taxable
property within the sald County of Edgar e sum of one himndred thirly thousand dollars
{$130,000), or so much thereof as Is not In exoess of flve cents (,05) of the full, falr cash value, as
equelized or assassed by the Depariment of Revenus, for the purpese of providing funds to pay
the County's proporfionste shars of the cost of construntion of highway Improvamants fo be
construnted In ascordenice with plans approved by the State under the Senondary Road Plan
sndfor the Highway Brldge Replacement and Rehabliftation Program of tha Unfted States Bureau

of Public Roade,

| move for the adeptlon of the ahove tax levy resolution. .«

t second the motion to adopt the above lax levy resolidion,



COPY

EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY HIGHWAY TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, tha County Board of Edgar County, Stats of {llincls, hais previdusly adopted & budget
for the ﬂs[:ai perlod begloning Decsmber 1, 2012 and ending November 30, 2043, 28 requirad by

law, now therefors

BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of the County of Edpar, State of linols, at thls sesslon of
the MNovember meet ng of the County Board held at the Court Houss In Paris, Edgar County,
linois. on the 7% day of November, 2012, that thers be and there Is hersby lavied upan &l taxeble
property within the sald County of Edgar the sum of two hundrad elxty seven thousand dollars
($267,300) or 30 mugh thereof gs Is not In exceze of tan cants (,10) on the one hundrad doliars
($100.00) valuation for a "Caunty Highway Tax"; for the following purpcses:

Improving, maintalning and repairing highways designated as County Highways. 187,000

Agcuirlng machinery and equipmmt used for improvemant, repalr
ant mairienancs of highways, designated as County Highways. - 340,000

Malnialning machinery and equipment used for the Improvement,
Repalr and maintenance of highwaya designated as County Highways. ) $40,000

TOTAL: §R57.000

Board Niemi}ér
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
EXTENSION EDUCATION PROGRAM TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of the County of Edgar, $tafe of lilnols, has praviously adopled a
budget for the flacel psiiod Beginning Decembar 1, 2012 and ending November 30, 2013, as

raqulred by law, now tharefora

BE [T RESCLVED by the Colnty Board of the Gounty of Edpar, Biate of llinols, =t this sesslon of
the November masting of the sald County Board held at the Caurt Housa in Paris, Edgar Countly,
Hlinols on the 7th day of Novamber, 2012, that there be and thare Is haraby levied upon ajl
faxable propsrty within the sald County of Edgar the sum of sevanty eight thousand dollars
(§78,000), or so much thereof @s 1s not In excess of three cents .03 of tha full, falr nash value,
ae squalized orassessed by the Departinent of Revenue, Yor an "Extension Educaion Program
Tax" for the purpess of providing for the expense of the Exdension Educatior Program

578,000

Board Member
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS

SPECIAL SERVICE AREA NO.ONE AMBULANCE
TAXLEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of ths County of Edgar, State of iinols, has praviously adopted a '
budget for the flscal perled baginning December 1, 2012 and ending Novembsr 30, 2013, s
requlrad by law, now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of tha County of Edgar, Stafe of llinols, 2t this sesslon of
the Novembar Erestlng of the sald Cotnty Board held at the Court House In Paris, Edgar County,
Iinols on the 7 day of Novemnber, 2012, that thera be and thers is hereby levied upon & iaxshle
proparty within the said County of Edgar tha sum of thres Bundrad twenty thousand dollers
($320,000), or so much theraof &3 1s not in exeess of twenty cents (.20} of the full, falr cash valus,
&3 equallzed or assessed by the Departmient of Revenua for the ambulsnce service for ihe
8pecial Sérvice Aréd No, Dne of Edgar County, Iliinals

$320,000

Fnove for the adoptlon of the above tax levy reselufiof, -+

[ egcomd 1he mofian to adopt the sbova lax levy résolution,
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH TAX LEVY

WHEREAB, the Counly Board of the County of Edgar, Stete of lliinols, has previously adopted 2
budgst 7or thé flacal period beginning Desamber 1, 2012 snd ending November 30, 2013, as
reguired by law, now therefore

BE 1T RESOLVED by the County Board of the County of Edgar, Stata of linols, at this session of
the Navember maeting of tha sald County Board hsld a! ths Court Fouse in Parls, Edgar County,
lllingls on the 7 day of November, 2012, that thers be and there s hereby levisd Lpon gl taxable
proparty within the safd Coynty of Edgar the sum of three hundred elghty five thousand dollars
($385,000), or 8o mitich thereof as Is not In excess of fifteen cents {\15) of the full, falr cash valus,
a8 equallzed or assessed by he Department of Revanue, for & "Community Mental Heatth Fund

Teax"for the following purposas:

For services for Mental Heallh, Rehabliitation, and Subsiance Abuse Frograms, $365.000
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EDCAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
BOARD OF HEALTH TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of ihs County of Edger, State of Hinols, has previously adopted a
budgst for the fiscal pérlod beginring Decemnber 1, 2012 and ending Nevember 30, 2013, as
tegudred by law, now therefore -

BE [T REBOLVED by the County Board of the County of Edgar, Statg of llinls, 4t this ssssior of
the Naversber meeting of the said County Beard hsld at the Court Housa I Perls, Ecigar County,
liinols on the 7% day of November, 2612, that there bie and thare Is hereby levied tpon all tzxable
progerty within the sald County of Edgar the sum of one hundred ninety thousand doliars
{$180,800), or s0 much thersof as Is not In excsss of seven end ona half cents {075) on the ona
hundrad cfollars (§100.00) valuetion, for an "Edgar County Board of Heglth Tax”, for the
establlshment of & Board of Health to enforce fl staie laws pertaining to'and the preservation of
health and &l County ordinances relailng thereto,

$190,600

| move for the adoptlon of the above tax levy resolution.

I sgcond the motion to adopt the above tax levy resolution,
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
TORT IMMUNITY TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the County Board of the County of Edgar, Stata of lilinols, hes previously adopled a
budgst for the fissal perlod beglnning December 1, 2012 and ending November 30, 2013, as
required by faw, now tharefore ‘

BE T RESOLVED by the County Board of the County of Edgar, State of Hlinols, af this s=ssion of
tha November mesting of the sald Counly Board held &t the Couri House In Patls, Edgar County,
lliricis on the 7" day of November, 2012, that thera be and thera Is Heroby fevisd upsn all taxable
property within the seid County of Edger tha sum of three hundred shty thousand doftars
(3360,000) &t a peresrt of the full, fal cash value, a8 squelized or assessed by the Depariment of
Ravanue, which shall not exeesd $380,000 for a "Tort Imrignity Fund Tex®, for tha purpoae of
purchasing liablity, proparty damags, and worker's sompensation soverspgs for amployses.

£160.000

i move for the adoption of tha above tax levy resolution, éf; ,

1 seoond tha mofion fo adopi the abeve tax lsvy resolutfon,

i
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY RETIREMENT TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, the Colinty Board of ibe County of Edgar, Stais of Hllnols, has previoysly adoplad &
budget for the fiscal perlod beginning Degamber 1, 2012 and ending Nevember 30,2013, ae

raquirad by law, now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED by tha County Board of the County of Edgar, Siale of Hinple, at this session of
the November mesting of tha sald County Board held at the Gourt House In Patls, Edgar County,
linols on the 7™ day of November, 2012, that there be'and there Is hereby fevied upon afl taxable
property within the said Sounty of Edgar the sum of flve hundred fifteen thousand dollars
($5715,000), Bt a psrcent of the full, faif cash valle , &$ equalized or mssesaad by thet Deparimeant
of Revenue, which shell nof excged $515,000 for 8 "County Refirement Fund Tax", for the
purpose of providing the County portion of the contribution for County employaes to tha lilncls
Municipal Retrement Eund,

8815 000

[ mave for the adoption of tha abave tex levy resolution. L ' ’ ;_*_ g

AeWAR
I second ihe motion fo adopt the above tax levy resolution, . / v U[M o L

! Board Mem*beﬂ Y
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
SOCIAL SECURITY TAX LEVY

WHEREAS, Chapler 1081 Paragraph 21-140 o the lllinols Revisad Stalules, as amendsd
pravides that the County Board "is hereby euthorlzed and smpowered to Inoreasa iis annual tax
ievy above tha limitatfon now or hereafter otherwlse authorlzed by law, In the amount necessary
fo mee! the participation In the Federel Soclal Insurance Program® and

WHEREAS, ths County Board of tha County of Edgar, Stale of linols, has previously adopted
budget for the fiscal perlod bsginning December 1, 2012 and ending November 30,2019, as

requlred by law,

WHEREAS, tha amourt necessary to meet the cost of partichation In the Federal Social Seourity
progran By Edgar County for the benefii of lts griployess 18 two huhdrad seventy tholizand
dollars {$270,000)

BE {T REBDLVED by the. County Board cf tha County of Edgar, Stete of linols, al ihls sesslon of
the November meating of the sald Counly Besird held at the Court Houss In Parls, Edgar Calnty,
litinols on the 7" day of Novembar, 2012; that thate be and there Is hereby levied upon ai laxabls
property within the sald. County of Edgar the surm of two hundred seventy thousand dollars
($270,000), at a parcent of the flll, falr sash valus s eqLalized or assassad by the Dapartment of
Revenus for the purpose of meeting the cost of parlicipating In the Faderal Soclal Seourlly
Insurance Program by the County of Edgar for Ifs employees and

BE {T FURTHER RESCLVED that sald lavy shall be known as the Boslal Securlty Tax Levy.

£270,000
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EDGAR COUNTY, ILLINOIS
ANNUAL BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
For the Year Ending November 30, 2013

SUMMARY OF TAX LEVIES AND EXTENSIONS
TRUTH N TAXATICN TEST

2012 Extansions 2013 Levy

General County Tax . $726,854.41 $750,000

Tort Immunity Tax 378,818.91 360,000
County Hlghway Tax 287,737.00 287,000
CATB Tax 130,356.83 130,000
Federal Ald Malohing Tax 130,358.83 130,000
County Retlremeni Tax 516,380.56 518,000
ColUnty Board of Haalth Tax 190,525.71 160,000
Extension Education 78,210.64 78,000
Comimiinity Mentel Health Tax 366,060.88 885,000
Soclal Security Tax 278.764.32 270,000

TOTAL $3,084.185.97 $3.075.000

The proposed tax levy does not exceed the allowable 5% of prior year's
extanslon; therefore, no truth in taxation publication is required for the
current year,

2012 2013

Speclal Bervics Area No. One Ambulance Service  $321,708.56  $320,000

Levy Actual -
2012 (Pay 2013) 2011 (Pav.2012)

. RATE  AMOUNT. RATE  AMOUNT
General Fund L7000 760,000 28701 728,864
Tort Immunity 360,000 13814 378,819
County Highway 000 267,000 08834 267,738
CATB 06000 130,000 04788 130,357
Federal Ald Matching 05000 130,000 04788 180,357
{MRF 515,600 18067 516,301
Board of Health D7600 180,000 08908 160,628
Extension Education 03000 78,000 02873 78,220
Comimuplty Mental Health 18000 385,000 44180 386,081
Social Seaurity 270,000 J0239 278,784

TOTAL 3,076,000 113282 3,084,187
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September 26, 2017

Edgar County Circuit Clerk - ATTN: Angie
Edgar County Courthouse

115 W. Court Street

Paris, IL 61944

RE:  Rides Mass Transit District v. Donald Wiseman, Edgar County Treasurer,
in his official capacity, Edgar County Case No. 2016-L16

Dear Angie:

Pursuant to your telephone call with my secretary Theresa today, enclosed for filing are
the original and 1 copy of revised Defendants’ (i) Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Second
Amended Complaint, and (ii) Memorandum in Support of Their Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s
Second Amended Complaint in the referenced case. As you discussed with Theresa, you will
destroy the pleadings that were mailed to you on September 25" and received in your office on
September 26" and file the enclosed in their place. Please return a file-stamped copy of each to
me in the enclosed prepaid self-addressed envelope. In order to save on postage, the copy to be
returned to me does not include a copy of the Exhibits to the Memorandum.

We appreciate your assistance in this matter. Please contact us should you have any

questions.
Sincerely,
GIFFIN, WINNING, COHEN
& BODEWES, P.C.
Jason E. Brokaw

JEB/tem
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