WHEATON CITY COUNCIL PLANNING SESSION
WHEATON CITY HALL - COUNCIL CHAMBERS
303 W WESLEY STREET, WHEATON, ILLINOIS
MONDAY, MAY 24, 2021 - 7:00 P.M.
IN-PERSON/VIRTUAL MEETING
Based on Governor Pritzker’s Executive Order and in compliance with the Bridge Phase of
mitigation allowing gatherings of 60% of room capacity, the public is able to attend the Planning
Session in person. If attendance is greater than 60% of room capacity, individuals will be asked to
observe the meeting from the adjacent Gamon Room to maintain compliance with the Governor’s
Order. The meeting will also be live streamed and recorded. The public can join the meeting by
calling 312-626-6799, by logging onto Zoom.us, or by clicking on the following link and providing
Meeting ID 893 4473 9946 and Password 558182:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89344739946?pwd=QXJwNDNZejZBbWg5RlliZ200WnhNZz09
AGENDA
1. Call To Order
2. Public Comment
3. Approval Of Minutes
3.I. 04/26/21 Draft Minutes
Documents:
04 26 21 DRAFT PS MINUTES.PDF
4. Planning Session Discussion Item(S):
4.I. Analysis Of Future Funding Of Police And Fire Pension Liabilities
Documents:
ANALYSIS OF FUTURE FUNDING OF POLICE AND FIREFIGHTERS
PENSION LIABILITIES.PDF
4.II. New Sidewalk Construction Criteria
Documents:
NEW SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA.PDF
5. City Council/Staff Comments
6. Adjournment
During the Public Comment portion of the agenda, the presiding officer shall recognize any person
requesting to be heard on any of the planning session agenda items only. Persons speaking
during Public Comment shall not speak longer than three (3) minutes and shall be permitted to
speak only once.
To make a public comment, you must request to be called on. If you are joining using a computer,
click on the “Raise Hand” button, and you will receive a notification when you have been
recognized to speak and are unmuted. If you are joining using a phone, “Raise your hand” by
pressing *9. You will receive a notification when you have been unmuted and are able to speak.
Please ensure you are in a quiet place with no background noise. When called upon, please
announce your name and address before commenting.

To make a public comment, you must request to be called on. If you are joining using a computer,
click on the “Raise Hand” button, and you will receive a notification when you have been
recognized to speak and are unmuted. If you are joining using a phone, “Raise your hand” by
pressing *9. You will receive a notification when you have been unmuted and are able to speak.
Please ensure you are in a quiet place with no background noise. When called upon, please
announce your name and address before commenting.

Monday, April 26, 2021
1. Call to Order
The Wheaton City Council Planning Session was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Mayor Suess. The following
were:
Physically Present:

Councilman Barbier
Councilwoman Bray-Parker
Councilwoman Fitch
Councilwoman Robbins
Councilman Rutledge
Mayor Suess
Councilman Zaruba

City Staff Physically Present:

Michael Dzugan, City Manager
John Duguay, Assistant City Manager
Robert Lehnhardt, Director of Finance
Daniel Peck, Public Relations Coordinator

2. Approval of April 12, 2021 Minutes
The Council approved the April 12, 2021 City Council Planning Session minutes.
3. Public Comment
There were no public comments.
4. Analysis of Future Funding of Police and Fire Pension Liabilities - Continued Discussion
City Manager Dzugan stated that this was a continuation of the discussion of developing a funding strategy
to address the City’s Police and Fire pension liabilities with the goal of achieving more predictable annual
payments while reducing future costs. He stated that the City’s actuary, Foster and Foster, and financial
bond advisor, Baird, have run a couple of different scenarios on pension obligation bonds using different
investment returns. Also, Foster and Foster will present a discussion on open amortization as another
funding approach.
Jason Franken of Foster and Foster stated that, as of January 1, 2021, the City currently has approximately
$57.9 million in unfunded liabilities in its public safety pension plans and is targeting a 100% funded ratio
for both plans by 2040.
Mr. Franken discussed the considerations when selecting an amortization method including establishing
the length of the amortization period, deciding upon an open or closed amortization approach, and
following a level dollar or level percentage of payroll basis.
Mr. Franken provided a comparison of the City’s current closed amortization method to a 15-year open
amortization method. Currently, the City’s closed amortization is funding to 2040 and there is potential
legislation to push out the date to 2050. The main problem with closed amortization is you have more
volatility as you approach 2040, for example if you have a bad year in 2035 there could be significant
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contribution increases due to the shorter amortization period remaining. Mr. Franken stated that an open
amortization period would be a rolling 15-year amortization period. He stated every year you would be
making your payment based on 15 years. If the City were to transition to an open amortization period,
there are significant increases in the first 3 years and does not achieve 100% funded status in 2040. He
stated this is an approach IMRF is moving to and opponents do not like this approach because it does not
get you to 100% by any specific date.
In response to Council questions, Mr. Franken stated that the 4.0% payroll growth rate is the assumption of
the increase in payroll for the entire department, not individual salary increases. Salary increases for
individuals is a complete separate assumption. He stated the payroll growth rate assumption is only used to
determine the amortization payment amount and has no impact on your unfunded liability.
Mr. Franken stated that the City is currently using a closed amortization method with an amortization
period lasting through 2040 based on a 4.0% annual payroll growth rate assumption. He stated that this is a
backloaded amortization funding strategy where the City’s annual amortization payment increases from
$3.7 million in 2021 to $6.5 million in 2040. He stated that if the assumed annual payroll growth rate was
lowered to 3.0%, then the City’s annual amortization payment in 2021 increases from $3.7 million to $3.98
million and future annual payments would be more evenly distributed through the remaining years of the
amortization period. Or, if the City used a level dollar amortization method or 0.0% payroll growth
assumption, the City’s annual amortization payment would increase from $3.7 million to $5.0 million in
2021 and would provide a fixed dollar amount over the remaining years of the amortization period.
Mr. Franken recommended, absent of issuing a pension obligation bond, the City lower the current payroll
growth rate assumption from 4.0% to at least 3.0%, but would feel more comfortable at 2.0% or 2.5%
because that is where inflation has been at for a while and consider going to an open amortization period
no longer than 15 years. Open amortization better aligns the funding of the plan with the benefits being
paid from the plan and eliminates the volatility that arises as you get closer to the end of the current closed
amortization (2040). If pension obligation bonds are issued, it is important to discuss a funding policy that
reduces and eliminates the unfunded liability in an orderly manner.
Mr. Franken presented different funding strategy scenarios using a closed amortization method through
2040 that included: a one-time additional contribution of $6 million to the pension funds in 2021 using
General Fund excess reserves; contributing an additional $1.2 million annually for 5 years using General
Fund excess reserves; contributing $10 million in 2021 using General Fund excess reserves and Capital Fund
reserves and issuing $10 million in General Obligations Bonds to finance capital projects; and issuing a
$51.9 million Pension Obligation Bond to eliminate the entire unfunded liability.
Mr. Franken presented the funding strategy scenario of a one-time additional contribution of $6 million to
the pension funds in 2021. The $6 million contribution would be allocated based on the total unfunded
liability balance of each pension plan, with 74% (or $4.44 million) going to the police pension plan and 26%
(or $1.56 million) to the firefighters’ pension plan. Projected annual contribution savings ranges from
$422,000 to $854,000 with total gross savings of $11.7 million.
Mr. Franken presented the funding strategy scenario of contributing an additional $1.2 million annually for
5 years to the pension funds beginning in 2021. Projected annual contribution savings ranges from $84,000
to $865,000 and total gross savings of $10.9 million.
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Mr. Franken presented the funding strategy scenario of contributing $10 million in 2021 using General Fund
excess reserves and Capital Projects Fund reserves and issuing $10 million in General Obligations Bonds to
finance capital projects in 2021. Projected annual contribution savings ranges from $2,100 to $1.4 million
and total gross savings of $7.9 million.
Mr. Franken presented financial projections using different investment return scenarios of 6.75%, 4.00%,
and 2.50% with the issuance of a $51.9 million Pension Obligation Bond (POB) to eliminate the entire
unfunded liability using the current closed amortization method through 2040. Each of the POB scenarios
assume a 20-year level debt service schedule and an assumed POB interest rate of 2.46%.
Mr. Franken presented a financial projection scenario using an 6.75% investment return, which estimates
projected annual contribution savings ranging from $1,500 to $3.3 million and total gross savings of $26.9
million.
In response to Council questions, Mr. Franken stated that the total annual payments to amortize the
unfunded liability thru 2040 totals $96.8 million which includes approximately 50% in interest costs or $45
million.
Mr. Franken presented a financial projection scenario using an 2.5% investment return, which estimates
projected annual losses ranging from $182,000 to $700,000 and total gross loss of $6.7 million.
In response to Council questions, Mr. Franken stated that the total funded status of the City’s Police and
Fire pension plans would be higher in 2040 through the issuance of a Pension Obligation Bond as long as
you continue to make future annual contributions and not take pension holidays.
Mr. Franken presented a financial projection scenario using an 6.75% investment return using a 15-year
open amortization approach, which estimates total gross savings of $1.2 million and does not achieve 100%
funded status by 2041 with an unfunded liability of $37.1 million
In response to Council questions, Mr. Franken stated that the City’s contribution savings would increase if
the City used a 15-year open amortization method and a 0.0% annual payroll growth assumption with the
issuance of a Pension Obligation Bond as opposed to a 15-year open amortization method with a 4.0%
annual payroll growth rate assumption.
In response to Council questions, Dalena Welkomer of Robert W. Baird & Co. stated that in their findings on
the three Pension Obligation Bonds they have done since November, that the rating agency is net neutral
on the concept so long as you are structuring them in the fashion as has been presented today. You are
assuming close to level annual debt service, not deferring principal, and not structuring them to achieve
upfront budget relief. You are taking it as a long-term financial solution to funding our unfunded liability.
In two of the POB issues, the ratings were affirmed and for the third it was an inaugural credit rating with
no negative feedback.
In response to Council questions, Ms. Welkomer stated that the City would be able to refinance the bonds
in the future if an opportunity to achieve a better interest rate is available.
In response to Council questions, City Manager Dzugan stated that the funding strategy of contributing an
additional $1.2 million annually for 5 years would provide the City with more flexibility. City Manager
Dzugan stated we have to have a policy that we try to stick to, but future councils could change the policy.
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In response to Council questions, Mr. Franken stated that if the City missed or ceased making the additional
contributions after a few years then the overall savings would be less.
The Council requested that City staff concentrate on the funding strategies of a one-time additional
contribution of $6 million; contributing an additional $1.2 million annually for 5 years; and issuing a Pension
Obligation Bond. Also, staff look at the payroll growth assumption, amortization approach and how those
might look and drill down to what it means to the City on the annual budget.
5. City Council/City Staff Comments
Councilman Barbier congratulated the Wheaton North High School football team for winning the DuKane
football conference championship and thanked Wheaton-Warrenville South High School football coach,
Ron Muhitch, for his time as the school’s head football coach.
Mayor Suess notified the community that the tents on Hale Street will be back up again this weekend and
expressed his satisfaction for their return.
Mayor Suess mentioned that he and Councilwoman Bray-Parker attended a new business opening for
Pedego Electric Bikes Wheaton, 128 W. Liberty Drive, and welcomed them to the community.
Mayor Suess notified the community that the Wheaton Park District would be hosting a Covid-19
vaccination clinic on Friday, April 30 from 8 a.m. to 12 p.m. with appointments being necessary. He stated
that more information was available on the Wheaton Park District’s Facebook page, and information would
also be shared through the City’s communications channels.
Mayor Suess thanks Councilman Zaruba and Councilman Rutledge for their service and contributions as
members of the City Council.
6. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:56 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Daniel J. Peck

MEMORANDUM
TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Robert R. Lehnhardt, Director of Finance\Treasurer

DATE:

May 24, 2021

SUBJECT:

Analysis of Future Funding of Police and Firefighters’ Pension Liabilities –
Continued Discussion

Background

One of Staff’s goals in 2020 was to perform an analysis of the Police and Firefighters’ Pension Plans’
unfunded liabilities with the goal to identify funding options to reduce the unfunded liabilities and
lessen the significant annual increases of City contributions to the Plans. The analysis would identify
specific strategies, benefits, and risks for each option and provide a recommendation on a viable
financial strategy for the City. The goal of the analysis was to develop a funding strategy that achieves
predictable annual payments while reducing long-term costs and achieve statutory required funding in
both pension plans by 2041.
At the September 21, 2020 City Council Meeting, the City approved engaging Marquette Associates to
perform the aforementioned analysis.
At the November 23, 2020 Planning Session, Marquette presented their analysis, and the City Council
expressed their desire for Marquette to provide further analysis on the following options:
1. Issue a $10 million General Obligation Bond. The $10 million G.O. Bond would be used to fund
bondable capital projects. The City would then contribute $10 million to the Pension Funds
using General Fund excess fund balance reserves of $6 million and $4 million of Capital Projects
Fund reserves.
2. One-time $6 million contribution to the Pension Funds. The $6 million contribution would come
from General Fund excess fund balance reserves.
3. $6 million contribution to the Pension Funds spread over 5 years ($1.2 million per year). The $6
million contribution would come from the General Fund excess fund balance reserves.
At the January 25, 2021 Planning Session, the City Council expressed their desire to continue the
discussion to a later date on the three (options) identified at the November 23, 2020 Planning Session
and for staff to provide further analysis on Pension Obligation Bonds and gather additional information
from the City’s actuary on the Police & Firefighters’ Pension Plans.

At the March 8, 2021 Planning Session, Foster & Foster presented an overview of the Police and
Firefighters’ Pension plans, annual contributions, and actuarial assumptions. In addition, Robert W.
Baird & Company provided additional analysis on Pension Obligation Bonds and Marquette Associates
provided an analysis on investment strategies for investing Pension Obligation Bond proceeds. The City
Council expressed their desire to continue the discussion and have staff provide financial projections
for each funding strategy, potential risk evaluations associated with each funding strategy, and an
analysis on the City’s debt capacity.
At the April 26, 2021 Planning Session, Foster & Foster presented an overview on the amortization of
unfunded liabilities, open amortization as another funding approach, and how the payroll growth rate
assumption determines how the unfunded liabilities are paid off. Also, Foster & Foster and Robert W.
Baird & Company provided financial projections for each funding strategy, including different scenarios
on pension obligation bonds using different investment returns, and a 15-year open amortization
period. The City Council expressed their desire to continue the discussion and requested that City staff
concentrate on the funding strategies of a one-time contribution of $6 million, contributing an
additional $1.2 million annually for 5 years, and issuing a Pension Obligation Bond. Also, staff look at
the payroll growth assumption, open amortization approach and how those might look and drill down
to what it means to the City on the annual budget.

Financial Analysis of Funding Strategies

The following table presents a summary of the results for each funding strategy in comparison to the
current funding strategy (“Status Quo”). The table shows totals for 5 years (2021-2025), 20 years (20212040), the beginning unfunded liability balance in 2040, and the cost increase/(savings) for each
strategy. For example, for the strategy of a $6 million one-time contribution, we estimate a total gross
savings of $1,792,155 for 5 years (2021-2025), $11,678,228 total gross savings ($6,000,003 present
value savings) for 2021-2040, and a $5,694,133 unfunded liability balance at the beginning of 2040 to
be paid to bring the funding to 100%.
Financial Analysis Results
Funding Strategy

Funding Strategy
Status Quo
$6M One-Time
$1.2M Over 5 Years
$51.9M POB

City
Costs**
2021-2025
$ 18,578,898
$ 16,786,743
$ 17,661,120
$ 17,099,034

Gross

City
Costs**
2021-2025
2021-2040
$ 95,802,877
$
(1,792,155) $ 84,124,649
$
(917,778) $ 84,877,581
$
(1,479,864) $ 70,450,134

Increase/(Savings)

Gross

PV

Unfunded
Liability Balance
2021-2040
2021-2040
2040
$
6,549,101
$ (11,678,228) $
(6,000,003) $
5,694,133
$ (10,925,296) $
(5,287,700) $
5,683,632
$ (26,324,001) $ (11,065,563) $
179,949

Increase/(Savings) Increase/(Savings)

Funded
Status
2040
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

**City Costs: Payment to amortize unfunded liability plus debt service (G.O. Bonds or POB). Does not include pension
normal costs or administrative costs.

Budget Impact - The City’s property tax levy is the main funding source for the Police and Firefighters’
Pension Plans. On the following page is the 2020 property tax levy, which is collected and received in
the 2021 Budget. The police and firefighters’ plans property tax revenues (and corresponding expenses)
are recorded in the General Fund. To maintain an overall flat tax levy for the 2021 Budget, the General
Corporate portion of the levy was reduced almost entirely by the increases for the police and
firefighters’ pension plans. This put significant pressure on other revenue sources to be able to absorb
the additional pension expenses in the General Fund (see the following table). The 2021 General Fund
budget was balanced mainly from a $1.3 million one-time transfer from the Fleet Services Fund’s excess
fund balance reserves.
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2020 Property Tax Levy
2021 Budget
2019
Levy
CY 2020
Budget

2020
Levy
CY 2021
Budget

$

8,481,766 $
3,405,260
1,717,043
13,604,069 $

7,895,536 $
3,828,765
1,908,482
13,632,783 $

(586,230) -6.9%
423,505 12.4%
191,439 11.2%
28,714 0.2%

$

3,031,073
3,031,073 $

3,002,359
3,002,359 $

(28,714) -1.0%
(28,714) -1.0%

Library General Purpose Levy
Library
Library
Total Library General Purpose Levy

$

4,031,883
4,031,883 $

4,031,883
4,031,883 $

-

0.0%
0.0%

Total General, Debt & Library

$

20,667,025 $

20,667,025 $

-

0.0%

Fund
General Purpose Levy
General Corporate
General
Police Pension
General
Fire Pension
General
Total City General Purpose Levy
Debt Service Levy
Debt Service
Total Debt Service Levy

$

Debt Service

2020 vs 2019 Levy
Amount
%
Change
Change

The following table presents a summary of the budget impact (increase/(savings) for the next 5 years
for each funding strategy in comparison to the current funding strategy (“Status Quo”). For example,
for the strategy of a $6 million one-time contribution, we estimate a budget savings of $359,628 for
2022 and $2,054,503 over 5 years (2022-2026).
Budget Impact
Funding Strategy
Funding Strategy
Status Quo
$6M One-Time
$1.2M Over 5 Years
$51.9M POB

2022
62,407 $
$
$ (359,628) $
$ (22,000) $
$ 121,615 $

Budget Increase/(Savings)**
2023
2024
2025
34,764 $ (81,703) $
68,489
(404,152) $ (538,175) $ (406,243)
(141,052) $ (356,646) $ (314,123)
81,215 $ (27,616) $ (161,133)

$
$
$
$

2026
147,416
(346,305)
(352,371)
(299,833)

5-Yr Total
2022-2026
$ 231,373
$ (2,054,503)
$ (1,186,192)
$ (285,752)

**Budget Increase/(Savings): Reflects budget impact of the City's payment to amortize unfunded liability plus debt service (POB). Does
not include pension normal costs or administrative costs.

Benefits\Risks of each Funding Strategy

1. Current Funding Strategy (“Status Quo”). Continue funding per actuarial recommendation to
achieve 100% funding by 2041. State Statutes require 90% funded by 2041.
a. Benefits. No increase in debt burden.
b. Risks. Increasing annual payment on unfunded liability from $3.7M to $6.5M.
2. One-time $6 million contribution. The $6 million contribution would come from General Fund
excess fund balance reserves.
a. Benefits. No increase in debt burden. Reduction in annual payment on unfunded liability.
Estimated total gross savings of $11.7M, 5-year budget savings of $2.1M.
b. Risks. Use all of General Fund excess reserves. The City may want to allocate the excess
reserves for other uses, such as, new programs/services or other operational/capital
expenses. Adverse market timing of $6M investment with pension plans.
3. $1.2 million annually over 5 years ($6 million total). The $6 million contribution would come from
the General Fund excess fund balance reserves.
a. Benefits. No increase in debt burden. Provides the most flexibility to evaluate and review
an additional contribution as part of the annual budget process, which would allow the City
Council to consider the City’s financial condition and/or other needs. Reduction in annual
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payment on unfunded liability. Estimated total gross savings of $10.9M, 5-year budget
savings of $1.2M.
b. Risks. Use all of General Fund excess reserves. The City may want to allocate the excess
reserves for other uses, such as, new programs/services or other operational/capital
expenses. Adverse market timing of $1.2M investment with pension plans.
4. Issue a $51.9 million Pension Obligation Bond (POB). The $51.9 million POB would be issued to
fund the entire unfunded liability with a 20-year level debt service schedule and an assumed POB
interest rate of 2.45%.
a. Benefits. Could generate significant savings over the next 20 years, assuming the pensions
plans investments realize a 6.75% rate of return. Estimated total gross savings $26.3M, 5year budget savings of $0.3M.
b. Risks. $51.9M increase in debt burden paid over 20 years. Adverse market timing of $51.9M
investment with pension plans. The Police Officers’ and Firefighters’ Pension Investment
Consolidation requires assets to be transferred to the two newly created funds by June 30,
2022. Risk that pensions plan’s investments do not meet 6.75% target return, reducing
estimated savings and burdens the City with both the debt service requirements and the
additional unfunded pension liability. Rating Agency and Government Finance Officer
Officers (GFOA) view on POBs. Public perception of POBs.
For your reference, Attachment A has been included which provides information from the previous
meetings to contribute to the Planning Session conversation.

Next Steps

Staff is seeking City Council input and direction on which funding strategy you desire to pursue. Once
the City Council settles on one of the funding strategies, the Staff recommends further analysis and
discussion on appropriate pension assumption changes including payroll growth, amortization, and
rate of return to name three. These assumptions will be the basis for development of a pension funding
policy moving forward. Provided in the following tables is preliminary information on two of the
assumption changes (10 or 15-year open amortization period and 2.5% payroll growth) will have on
the four funding strategies.
Financial Analysis Results
Actuarial Assumption/Method Changes
Funding Strategy
City
Costs**
Actuarial Assumption/Method Changes
2021-2025
Status Quo
$ 18,578,898
15-yr Open Amortization
$ 20,207,390
15-yr Open Amortization, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 21,582,811
10-yr Open Amortization, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 26,883,132
$6M One-Time, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 18,076,430
$6M One-Time, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 19,432,055
$1.2M Over 5 Years, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 19,035,203
$1.2M Over 5 Years, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth $ 20,493,470
$51.9M POB, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 17,178,749
$51.9M POB, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth
$ 17,261,317

Gross
Increase/(Savings)

2021-2025

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,628,492
3,003,913
8,304,234
(502,468)
853,157
456,305
1,914,572
(1,400,149)
(1,317,581)
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City
Costs**
2021-2040
$ 95,802,877
$ 69,581,588
$ 71,007,848
$ 73,337,458
$ 81,811,119
$ 62,518,044
$ 82,486,617
$ 63,237,009
$ 70,309,117
$ 69,479,532

Gross

PV

Increase/(Savings) Increase/(Savings)

2021-2040

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

(26,221,289)
(24,795,029)
(22,465,419)
(13,991,758)
(33,284,833)
(13,316,260)
(32,565,868)
(26,465,018)
(27,294,603)

2021-2040

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

(9,623,441)
(8,168,715)
(4,066,185)
(6,000,000)
(13,109,775)
(5,287,697)
(12,340,272)
(11,065,562)
(11,386,082)

Unfunded
Liability Balance
2040
$
6,549,101
$ 36,166,570
$ 30,959,204
$ 15,970,647
$
4,891,468
$ 26,945,868
$
4,869,146
$ 26,729,058
$
133,831
$
1,214,763

Funded
Status
2040
100.0%
87.1%
89.1%
94.6%
100.0%
90.5%
100.0%
90.6%
100.0%
100.0%

Budget Impact
Actuarial Assumption/Method Changes
Funding Strategy
Actuarial Assumption/Method Changes
Status Quo
15-yr Open Amortization
15-yr Open Amortization, 2.5% Payroll Growth
10-yr Open Amortization, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$6M One-Time, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$6M One-Time, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth
$1.2M Over 5 Years, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$1.2M Over 5 Years, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth
$51.9M POB, 2.5% Payroll Growth
$51.9M POB, 15-yr Open Amort., 2.5% Payroll Growth

2022
$
62,407
$ 833,321
$ 1,270,099
$ 3,079,811
$
47,957
$ 711,286
$ 427,230
$ 1,158,335
$ 145,482
$ 184,323
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Budget Increase/(Savings)**
2023
2024
2025
$
34,764 $ (81,703) $
68,489
$ 560,448 $ 194,343 $ 124,337
$ 936,105 $ 500,087 $ 381,579
$ 2,415,836 $ 1,628,736 $ 1,263,808
$ (49,301) $ (249,899) $ (167,268)
$ 391,618 $ (30,441) $ (135,349)
$ 241,134 $ (54,458) $ (73,644)
$ 715,445 $ 173,322 $ (48,573)
$ 102,567 $
(8,943) $ (145,310)
$ 129,133 $
5,555 $ (142,647)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2026
147,416
(12,805)
206,239
895,985
(150,696)
(297,437)
(166,493)
(324,647)
(287,026)
(295,935)

5-Yr Total
2022-2026
$ 231,373
$ 1,699,644
$ 3,294,109
$ 9,284,176
$ (569,207)
$ 639,677
$ 373,769
$ 1,673,882
$ (193,230)
$ (119,571)

Attachment A

Analysis of Future Funding of Police and Firefighters’ Pension Liabilities
Information from Prior Meetings
Police and Firefighters’ Pension Plans Background
Illinois Compiled Statutes (ILCS) require the Police and Firefighters’ Pension Plans to be 90%
funded by 2041. The City’s annual funding contributions target is to achieve 100% funding by
2041.
Actuarial Valuation Report Results
Staff has received the results from Foster & Foster’s actuarial valuation report as of January 1,
2021. The following tables show the funding status as of December 31, 2020 and December 31,
2019. For the Police Pension Plan, on an accounting basis, the funding ratio on December 31,
2020 increased from 61.30% to 64.33%, and on an actuarial value basis, the funding ratio
increased from 58.48% to 59.68%. For the Firefighters’ Pension Plan, on an accounting basis, the
funding ratio on December 31, 2020 increased from 72.84% to 78.28%, and on an actuarial value
basis, the funding ratio increased from 70.55% to 73.51%.
Police and Firefighters’ Pension Plans
Funding Status
December 31, 2020
Accounting Basis (GASB)

Plan
Police
Firefighters
Total

Unfunded
Liability/
Total Pension
Valuation
Funded
(Surplus)
Liability
Date
Ratio
Net Position
12/31/2020 $ 69,129,113 $ 107,457,108 $ 38,327,995 64.33%
12/31/2020 $ 41,505,496 $ 53,022,088 $ 11,516,592 78.28%
$ 110,634,609 $ 160,479,196 $ 49,844,587

Actuarial Basis
Actuarial
Unfunded
Accrued
Liability/
Valuation Actuarial Value
Liability
(Surplus)
Date
of Assets
12/31/2020 $ 64,655,396 $ 108,329,730 $ 43,674,334
12/31/2020 $ 39,302,785 $ 53,466,223 $ 14,163,438
$ 103,958,181 $ 161,795,953 $ 57,837,772

Funded
Ratio
59.68%
73.51%

Funding Status
December 31, 2019
Accounting Basis (GASB)

Plan
Police
Firefighters
Total

Unfunded
Liability/
Valuation
Total Pension
Funded
(Surplus)
Date
Liability
Ratio
Net Position
12/31/2019 $ 62,474,260 $ 101,920,619 $ 39,446,359 61.30%
12/31/2019 $ 36,894,041 $ 50,649,188 $ 13,755,147 72.84%
$ 99,368,301 $ 152,569,807 $ 53,201,506

Actuarial Basis
Actuarial
Unfunded
Accrued
Liability/
Valuation Actuarial Value
Liability
(Surplus)
of Assets
Date
12/31/2019 $ 60,049,054 $ 102,682,393 $ 42,633,339
12/31/2019 $ 36,020,740 $ 51,053,539 $ 15,032,799
$ 96,069,794 $ 153,735,932 $ 57,666,138

Funded
Ratio
58.48%
70.55%

Police and Firefighters’ Pension Plans
City Contributions

The following chart shows the City’s total pension contributions, excluding IMRF, have increased
from $3.0 million in FY 2016 to $5.7 million in CY 2021, an increase of $2.7 million (or 90.5%).
The City has been able to manage these increases over the years, however the gap between
General Fund operating revenues and operating expenses has narrowed over the years. This has
placed significant pressure on other General Fund operating expenses and has impacted the
funding to the Capital Projects Fund. The General Fund was the sole revenue source for the
Capital Projects Fund and starting in 2020 no longer has the funds available to transfer to the
1

Capital Projects Fund. Since FY 2016, total Police and Firefighters’ pension contributions as a
percentage of total General Fund operating expenses have increased from 8.0% to 12.9%.
For next year’s budget (Calendar Year 2022), total City pension contributions increase by $74,078
(or 1.3%) compared to the CY 2021 budget. The Police Pension Plan increases $136,597 (or 3.6%)
and the Firefighters’ Pension Plan decreases $62,519 (or -3.3%).

Year
FY 2016
FY 2017
FY 2018
SY 2018
CY 2019
CY 2020
CY 2021
CY 2022

Police Pension Plan
Firefighters' Pension Plan
Total Pension Plans
% of
City
City
City
Annual Change
Annual Change
Annual Change General Fund
Contribution Amount
% Contribution Amount
% Contribution Amount
%
Oper. Exp.
$ 2,000,982 $
39,898 2.0% $ 1,010,419 $ (45,850) -4.3% $ 3,011,401 $ (5,952) -0.2%
8.0%
2,378,653
377,671 18.9%
1,104,091
93,672 9.3% 3,482,744
471,343 15.7%
9.1%
2,744,782
366,129 15.4%
1,452,575
348,484 31.6% 4,197,357
714,613 20.5%
10.6%
2,933,100
188,318 6.9%
1,491,364
38,789 2.7% 4,424,464
227,107 5.4%
14.9%
2,989,971
56,871 1.9%
1,488,287
(3,077) -0.2% 4,478,258
53,794 1.2%
10.8%
3,405,260
415,289 13.9%
1,717,043
228,756 15.4% 5,122,303
644,045 14.4%
12.0%
3,828,765
423,505 12.4%
1,908,482
191,439 11.1% 5,737,247
614,944 12.0%
12.9%
3,965,362
136,597 3.6%
1,845,963
(62,519) -3.3% 5,811,325
74,078 1.3%
N/A

Police and Firefighters’ Pension Consolidation Impact.
The impact of the Police Officers’ and Firefighters’ Pension Investment Consolidation is unknown
at this time. Prior to June 30, 2022, the Wheaton Police Pension Fund and Wheaton Firefighter’s
Pension Fund investment assets are required to be transferred for investing to two newly created
funds (Police Officers’ Pension Investment Fund and Firefighters’ Pension Investment Fund).
Recently, the Firefighters’ Pension Investment Fund announced they have a goal of completing
the transition of assets by December 31, 2021. In addition, the pension consolidation law
provided that actuarial services would be performed by each of these new funds. The impact of
a new actuary, new assumptions (mortality tables, investment returns) and calculations, could
significantly change the City’s annual required contributions and unfunded liability amount.
Debt Capacity
The City’s Debt Policy includes a strategy of limiting the amount of general obligation debt to 5%
of equalized assessed value. Debt restrictions in the State of Illinois differ for home rule
municipalities and non-home-rule municipalities. Currently, there are no substantive legal
restrictions or limits imposed by the State of Illinois on the amount of debt that a home rule
municipality can incur. However, non-home rule municipalities are limited in the amount of debt
they can incur to 8.625% of the community’s equalized assessed valuation.
The following shows the City’s debt limit ($113,268,801) based off the 2019 Equalized Assessed
Valuation, current outstanding General Obligation Debt ($19,020,000), and the debt margin
currently available ($94,248,801). In addition, if the City were to proceed with a $52 million
Pension Obligation Bond, the debt margin available would be reduced to $42,248,801. Staff has
recently presented Stormwater and Sanitary Sewer projects to the City Council, and through the
annual Capital Improvement Plan process, staff has expressed concerns funding future capital
projects on a “pay as you go” basis using our current revenue streams and accumulated reserves.
2

The City will need to be cognizant of the debt policy margin or may need to modify the City’s debt
policy to accommodate future capital projects.
City of Wheaton
2021 Debt Limit
Equalized Assessed Valuation (2019)
Debt Limit: 5% of EAV
Less: Debt Outstanding
Debt Margin Currently Available

$
$
$
$

2,265,376,027
113,268,801
(19,020,000)
94,248,801

Potential POB Debt Issuance
Debt Margin Available after POB

$
$

(52,000,000)
42,248,801

Future Capital Debt Needs

?????

3
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Point / Counterpoint

Pension Obligation Bonds: Yes or No?
Pension obligation bonds (POBs) are taxable bonds that
some state and local governments have issued as part of
an overall strategy to fund the unfunded portion of their
pension liabilities by creating debt. When economic times
are bad, governments sometimes consider issuing POBs to
reduce their fiscal stress, but the practice is controversial.
The use of POBs rests on the assumption that the bond
proceeds, when invested with pension assets in higheryielding asset classes, will be able to achieve a rate of
return that is greater than the interest rate owed over the
term of the bonds. However, POBs involve considerable
investment risk, making this goal very speculative.
For these reasons, GFOA President and Hanover County
Public Schools Assistant Superintendent for Business and
Operations Terry Stone sticks with GFOA’s position that
state and local governments should not issue POBs. On
the other hand, Girard Miller, former chief investment
officer of the Orange County Employees Retirement
System with a career in public finance spanning 30+ years,
suggests that, at certain times and under certain economic
circumstances, a pension fund can reasonably consider
POBs as part of its overall strategy.
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Terry Stone is
GFOA president
and Hanover
County Public
Schools assistant
superintendent
for business and
operations.
Girard Miller, CFA,
is a retired investment
professional, an
honorary lifetime
member of GFOA, and
no longer aﬃliated
with any ﬁnancial
services ﬁrms.

POINT

Don't Do It
By Terry Stone

COUNTERPOINT

Don’t Throw the Baby Out
with the Bathwater!
By Girard Miller

Governments don’t always fully understand how
much of a gamble POBs are, which is why GFOA
published its Pension Obligation Bonds advisory
(available at gfoa.org) years ago, when the strategy
saw a resurgence after the 2008 ﬁnancial crisis.
POBs are based on market timing, which makes
them less of a strategy and more of a gamble. There’s
an excellent chance that investments made with
the POB won’t achieve the targeted rate of return,
which burdens the issuer with both the debt service
requirements of the taxable bonds and the unfunded
pension liabilities that remain unmet because the
investment portfolio did not perform as anticipated.

Here’s the devil’s advocate position: Brainless POBs
are unduly risky 95 percent of the time. But once in
a blue moon, POBs can work. I’m going to describe
the conditions necessary for timely and prudent
implementation of a POB (and OPEB-OB “beneﬁt
bonds”) strategy in a “blue moon” phase. And I began
writing this counterpoint on March 30, knowing
that it wouldn’t be mailed to readers until June, at
which point the moon might already be green if not
yellow, as it has become.

Something else to consider: “The jurisdictions
that issue POBs tend to be ﬁnancially the most
vulnerable, with little control over the timing,”
according to an often-cited study by the Center for
Retirement Research at Boston College. And POBs
have been involved in municipal bankruptcies
including the City of Detroit, Michigan, and the cities
of Stockton and San Bernardino, both in California.

Investment bankers and money managers love to
pitch POBs. They make money selling bonds and
investing proceeds. For them, every moon is a full
moon. Their “Monte Carlo” simulations always
work, deceptively, because they conveniently
assume that stocks appreciate upward randomly
as their simulations suggest. That ignores market
and economic cycles that immediately throw naïve
issuers underwater in the next recession.

Other reasons to avoid POBs include these:
 The sale of POBs does not constitute a true
solution to an underfunded pension plan. After
bonds are sold, a government still faces the
potential for unfunded liabilities in the future
caused by lower-than-expected investment
returns, changes in beneﬁt levels, shifts in
employee demographics, or other factors that
were not fully anticipated or expected when the
bonds were issued.

POBs are essentially a risk arbitrage between
low-cost taxable municipal interest rates and the
properly probable long-term rate of returns on
riskier equity investments. This really has little to
do with actuarial assumptions, as many opponents
and advocates misunderstand: It’s actually about
the long-term “capital markets line” (from CAPM),
which rewards equity beta. Capitalism works only
if risk is rewarded: Anybody who can’t fathom that
should avoid POBs.

 Issuing taxable debt to fund the pension liability
increases the jurisdiction’s bonded debt burden
and potentially uses up debt capacity that could
be used for other purposes—like infrastructure.

Successful POB and OPEB-OB implementation
requires the following preconditions and gestalt,
and is prone to disappoint otherwise:

 In addition, taxable debt is typically issued
without call options or with “make-whole” calls,
which can make it more diﬃcult and costly
to refund or restructure than traditional taxexempt debt.

 Suﬃcient sophistication in the ﬁnance oﬃce,
and strong rapport with elected oﬃcials and
pension trustees. This complex process requires
institutional agility, trust and a common

5
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POINT | Terry Stone

 The interest cost of pension
obligation bonds is considerable,
particularly given their taxable
status. The short-term beneﬁts
of the proceeds versus this longterm commitment to repaying
proceeds— plus interest—is
not always well-understood or
articulated when considering
annual debt service costs.
 The way POBs are structured
frequently defers the principal
payments or extends repayment over
a period longer than the actuarial
amortization period, thereby
increasing the sponsor’s overall costs
over an extended period of time.
 POBs undermine the concept of
intergenerational equity, continually
kicking the can for current pension
costs down to future taxpayers and
further limiting the government’s
ability to provide services.
 Rating agencies may view the
proposed issuance of POBs as a credit
negative, particularly if the issuance
is not part of a more comprehensive
plan to address pension funding
shortfalls. And the idea that the
immediate threat has been taken
care of can lead to a feeling of being
“oﬀ the hook,” which isn’t conducive
to reform.
 A credit rating downgrade will
increase future borrowing costs
regardless of whether the downgrade
stems from the issuance of POBs
directly, without pension system
changes, or the increased debt
burden of POBs.
 The issuance of POBs can gloss
over important issues related to
sustainability of beneﬁts and the

102

amount of employee contributions
that will still cause funding issues
even after the POB proceeds are gone.
 POBs are complex instruments
that carry considerable risk. POB
structures may incorporate the use
of guaranteed investment contracts,
swaps, or derivatives, which must
be intensively scrutinized, as these
embedded products can introduce
counterparty risk, credit risk, and
interest rate risk.
From a purely ﬁnancial perspective,
issuing pension obligation bonds can
produce savings for a government if
the interest rate paid on the bonds is
less than the rate of return earned on
proceeds placed in the pension plan.
But even if a government were to achieve
positive net returns on a POB, the
issuer is likely to face inﬂexible POB
debt service requirements along with
increasing unfunded pension liability
payments. Keep in mind that these bonds
have a 30-year life to ‘solve’ a problem
that reaches its peak in a considerably
shorter time frame. Pension obligation
bonds extend the risk for an even longer
term while creating the potential for
even more issues related to debt capacity
and interest costs.

6

Even if a government
were to achieve
positive net returns
on a POB, the issuer
is likely to face
inflexible POB debt
service requirements
along with increasing
unfunded pension
liability payments.

 Expect that markets can
perversely decline after placing
investments. Nobody can time the
market perfectly, so the strategy
must rely on entry points that are
historically sensible from a longterm investment standpoint, and
be able to ride out the volatility in
coming months.

COUNTERPOINT | Girard Miller

purpose—which is not always
common in many governments.
 Advance planning. Nobody should
spring a POB on unprepared governing
bodies. In a perfect world, most POBs
would be calmly pre-authorized
when the moon is yellow (normal
markets), not blue (recessions), so
that the trigger is pulled for both the
bond issuance and the investment
of proceeds only when stock market
indexes are depressed dramatically
from prior levels. This way, there are
no surprises and the “deal terms” are
well understood and vetted.
 Researched, disciplined
implementation. Wait (to borrow and
invest) for a recession with markets
down at least 25-30 percent and
preferably more, not just a stock
market correction. Since WWII, this
precondition typically avoided losses
in the next cycle. Don’t naively rely
on low interest rates as the rationale.
Respecting the cyclical path of
future equity appreciation is what
determines success, coupled with the
entire system’s fortitude to weather
the next market down-turn.

 POB windows are typically shortlived. Abort a pending bond issue
if equity markets rally too quickly.
By presstime, stocks had already
rebounded from their “C-19 POB
trigger point” last March, to a level
where historical data say a deal
would not be viable. That’s why
standing authorizations are
superior than belated eﬀorts to
catch a market bottom.
 Don’t sell taxable bonds to buy
taxable bonds. Simply invest all
proceeds in a low-cost equity index.
There is nothing to gain from
investing a chunk of POB proceeds
in the bond market; which raises
fees unnecessarily. Scale the deal
to 50-70 percent of the unfunded
actuarial liability (at current market
values) and let equity appreciation
over time close the funding gap. This
may require establishing a separate
trust fund if pension trustees and
their consultants only know one
way to invest; their traditional asset
mix will be sub-optimal. “Alpha”
manager fees are a deadweight drag
on the POB’s risk arbitrage.

7

 OPEB bonds are worthwhile
for employers that have overrelied on pay-as-you-go funding;
they establish a systematic
intergenerational funding plan.
Even if it’s too late for precision
POBs, it may still be timely for
OPEB-OBs if the C-19 moon is still
green (recovery) but not yet yellow.
 Finally, no POB is foolproof and riskfree. Global wars and depressions
do happen, as the 1930s taught
us. Never forget that luck is not a
strategy: Monte Carlo is a casino.
Stock market indexes have recovered
half or more their March losses,
as this article is being edited. The
POB window is once again closed for
now, so only a second bear-market
leg downward would re-institute
viability of the strategy this year.

Tell Us Your Side
Local governments face risks and
reward when it comes to POBs.
In this edition of Point/Counterpoint,
we’ve heard from members on both
the pro and con sides.
Now it’s your turn. What do you
think? Are you pro-POB? Or are you
opposed? What successes or failures
have you seen? Contribute to our
digital debate by commenting at
gfoa.org/gfr/debate.
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Pension Obligation Bonds

ADVISORIES

Pension Obligation Bonds
State and local governments should not issue POBs.

GFOA Advisories identify speci c policies and procedures necessary to minimize a government's exposure to
potential loss in connection with its nancial management activities. It is not to be interpreted as GFOA
sanctioning the underlying activity that gives rise to the exposure.
Pension obligation bonds (POBs) are taxable bonds that some state and local governments have issued as part of an overall strategy to
fund the unfunded portion of their pension liabilities by creating debt. The use of POBs rests on the assumption that the bond proceeds,
when invested with pension assets in higher-yielding asset classes, will be able to achieve a rate of return that is greater than the interest
rate owed over the term of the bonds. However, POBs involve considerable investment risk, making this goal very speculative. Failing to
achieve the targeted rate of return burdens the issuer with both the debt service requirements of the taxable bonds and the unfunded
pension liabilities that remain unmet because the investment portfolio did not perform as anticipated. In recent years, local jurisdictions
across the country have faced increased nancial stress as a result of their reliance on POBs, demonstrating the signi cant risks
associated with these instruments for both small and large governments.

The Government Finance O

cers Association (GFOA) recommends that state and local governments do not issue

POBs for the following reasons:
The Government Finance O

cers Association (GFOA) recommends that state and local governments do not issue POBs for the following

reasons:
1. The invested POB proceeds might fail to earn more than the interest rate owed over the term of the bonds, leading to increased overall
liabilities for the government.
2. POBs are complex instruments that carry considerable risk. POB structures may incorporate the use of guaranteed investment
contracts, swaps, or derivatives, which must be intensively scrutinized as these embedded products can introduce counterparty risk,
credit risk and interest rate risk.
3. Issuing taxable debt to fund the pension liability increases the jurisdiction’s bonded debt burden and potentially uses up debt capacity
that could be used for other purposes. In addition, taxable debt is typically issued without call options or with "make-whole" calls,
which can make it more di

cult and costly to refund or restructure than traditional tax-exempt debt.

4. POBs are frequently structured in a manner that defers the principal payments or extends repayment over a period longer than the
actuarial amortization period, thereby increasing the sponsor’s overall costs.
5. Rating agencies may not view the proposed issuance of POBs as credit positive, particularly if the issuance is not part of a more
comprehensive plan to address pension funding shortfalls.

Notes:
1 The Tax Reform Act of 1986 eliminated the tax exemption for pension obligation bonds.
2 Alicia H. Munnell, Jean-Pierre Aubry, and Mark Cafarelli, “An Update on Pension Obligation
Bonds,” Center for Retirement Research at Boston College, July 2014.
3 See GFOA Advisory – Using Debt-Related Derivatives and Developing a Derivatives Policy (2015)

https://www.gfoa.org/materials/pension-obligation-bonds
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GFOA’s Recommendation on POBs


The GFOA recommends against POBs for the following reasons.
– If POBs are structured appropriately, many of the reasons are not applicable.
GFOA Reasons

Response

1. The invested POB proceeds might fail to earn more than the
interest rate owed over the term of the bonds, leading to
increased overall liabilities for the government.

Agree – this is the primary risk of POBs.

2. POBs are complex instruments that carry considerable risk.
POB structures may incorporate the use of guaranteed
investment contracts, swaps, or derivatives, which must be
intensively scrutinized as these embedded products can
introduce counterparty risk, credit risk and interest rate risk.

POBs, such as the example presented, can be executed
without complex instruments/structures.

3. Issuing taxable debt to fund the pension liability increases the
jurisdiction’s bonded debt burden and potentially uses up
debt capacity that could be used for other purposes. In
addition, taxable debt is typically issued without call options
or with "make-whole" calls, which can make it more difficult
and costly to refund or restructure than traditional tax-exempt
debt.

Home rule municipalities, like the City, are not subject to a
Statutory debt limit; however, the City has established a
debt limit of 5% of EAV in its debt policy.
Taxable bonds with par amounts less than $100 million can
generally be priced with a standard optional par call
allowing for a refunding for savings in the future. Makewhole calls are only needed for much larger taxable
transactions.

4. POBs are frequently structured in a manner that defers the
principal payments or extends repayment over a period longer
than the actuarial amortization period, thereby increasing the
sponsor’s overall costs.

POBs, such as the example presented, can be structured
over the same term as the UAAL. The amortization can be
accelerated and leveled off to lower the overall cost and
future year payments.

5. Rating agencies may not view the proposed issuance of POBs
as credit positive, particularly if the issuance is not part of a
more comprehensive plan to address pension funding
shortfalls.

Rating agency treatment is neutral so long as the POBs are
structured as presented and proceeds are not used to fund
normal costs.

9
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Other Potential Risks of POBs
RISK

MITIGATION STRATEGIES

• Could be addressed through an agreement with the Funds and its
Investing a large dollar
investment managers and prudent investment management.
amount all at once
could result in adverse • Could be mitigated upon Consolidation if the City will be buying a pro-rata
portion of a larger pool of investments, like IMRF.
market timing

• Prudent investment management.

POB proceeds must be
• The City could ask to play a part in the selection of an investment manager or
turned over to be
development of an investment strategy.
invested with other
plan assets
• Could be mitigated with Consolidation assuming there is a large pool of
investments professionally managed.
• Illinois’ Pension Protection clause contradicts this view as confirmed in recent
POBs are “hard”
Supreme Court rulings.
liabilities while
pension payments can • State aid could be diverted to the Funds if the City does not meet State
be considered “soft”
funding requirements.
liabilities
10
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Analysis of Future Funding
of Police and Firefighters’
Pension Liabilities
Presented By:
Jason L. Franken, FSA, EA, MAAA

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODS USED IN ANALYSIS
• The fund earns 6.75% each year
• POB Average Interest Rate of 2.45% and All-In True Interest
Cost of 2.58%
• Assets will be marked to market value as of January 1, 2021
• This is a logical step in the POB scenarios, where the plan will
become fully funded based on the bond issuance

• Contributions are assumed to be made in the year of the
calculation vs. lagging (i.e. contributed in the year following
calculation)

2

STATUS QUO
Annual Payment to Amortize Police & Firefighters' Pension Fund
Unfunded Liabilities (1)

Annual Payment
Unfunded

Unfunded

Unfunded

Liability

Liability

$7,000,000

$6,000,000

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

_____________________
(1) Total UAAL, 4.00% increase in payroll, 6.75% investment rate, 20 year repayment period and amortization provided by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021.
(2)

The UAAL payment is calculated as a constant percentage of payroll for covered employees.
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2040

2039

2038

2037

2036

2035

2034

2033

2032

2031

2030

2029

2028

2027

$0

2026

$1,000,000

2025

$3,663,978
$3,810,538
$3,962,959
$4,121,477
$4,286,337
$4,457,790
$4,636,102
$4,821,546
$5,014,408
$5,214,984
$5,423,583
$5,640,526
$5,866,148
$6,100,793
$6,344,825
$6,598,618
$6,862,563
$7,137,065
$7,422,548
$7,719,450

2024

$3,656,731
$3,646,350
$3,624,978
$3,591,464
$3,544,561
$3,482,917
$3,405,078
$3,309,466
$3,194,383
$3,057,992
$2,898,314
$2,713,214
$2,500,392
$2,257,364
$1,981,461
$1,669,803
$1,319,292
$926,592
$488,115
($0)

Liability (2)

2023

$57,837,772
$57,830,525
$57,666,337
$57,328,356
$56,798,343
$56,056,567
$55,081,694
$53,850,670
$52,338,590
$50,518,565
$48,361,573
$45,836,304
$42,908,992
$39,543,236
$35,699,807
$31,336,443
$26,407,628
$20,864,357
$14,653,884
$7,719,451
$1

$8,000,000

2022

2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

to Amortize

2021

Year

Interest on

STATUS QUO
•

The Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability (UAAL) of the
pension system is the present value of the future pension
costs that are not funded by existing assets.
• The City is paying 6.75% interest on its $57.8 million UAAL.
• The UAAL is a debt of the City.
• The UAAL is amortized over 20 years which is determined by
the Funds.
• The amortization of the UAAL is calculated as a constant
percentage of payroll causing the annual UAAL payments to
grow 4.00% annually, as payroll grows.
• As a result, payments are expected to grow by two times over
the next 20 years.
4

FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS
ADDITIONAL FUNDING OPTIONS
• We have reviewed the following options:
• An additional $6 million contribution to the pension funds in 2021
• Additional contributions of $1.2 million for each of the next 5
years
• Issue a Pension Obligation Bond (POB) to eliminate the entire
unfunded liability

5

ADD’L $6M CONTRIBUTION IN 2021
Alternative Funding Method - $6M Contribution During 2021

Year

2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

Unfunded
Liability (1)

$57,837,772
$56,553,404
$54,729,745
$51,179,866
$49,663,979
$48,983,926
$48,099,078
$46,989,281
$45,633,066
$44,007,750
$42,088,392
$39,848,329
$37,259,179
$34,290,418
$30,909,382
$27,081,345
$22,769,708
$17,936,158
$12,541,507
$6,549,101
($59,307)

Funded
Status

64.3%
66.5%
68.8%
71.8%
73.5%
74.7%
75.9%
77.2%
78.5%
79.8%
81.2%
82.6%
84.1%
85.7%
87.4%
89.2%
91.1%
93.1%
95.3%
97.6%
100.0%

Total Interest on Amortization Payments
Unfunded Liability Difference as of 1/1/2041

Annual Payment to
Amortize Unfunded
Liability (1)

Annual Payment to
Amortize Unfunded
Liability (2)

Assumed Contribution
Reduction / (Increase)

$3,663,979
$3,304,351
$3,322,234
$3,222,975
$3,273,204
$3,401,631
$3,534,920
$3,673,200
$3,816,602
$3,965,294
$4,119,381
$4,278,944
$4,444,052
$4,614,689
$4,790,717
$4,971,780
$5,157,113
$5,344,953
$5,530,497
$5,694,133

$0
$422,035
$438,916
$456,472
$474,732
$493,721
$513,471
$534,008
$555,369
$577,585
$600,687
$624,714
$649,703
$675,692
$702,719
$730,828
$760,062
$790,465
$822,081
$854,968

$95,802,877

$84,124,649

$11,678,228

$45,842,524
$0

$40,569,303

$3,663,979
$3,726,386
$3,761,150
$3,679,447
$3,747,936
$3,895,352
$4,048,391
$4,207,208
$4,371,971
$4,542,879
$4,720,068
$4,903,658
$5,093,755
$5,290,381
$5,493,436
$5,702,608
$5,917,175
$6,135,418
$6,352,578
$6,549,101

Unfunded
Liability (2)

$57,837,772
$50,148,404
$48,342,929
$44,830,484
$43,373,298
$42,775,401
$41,998,525
$41,025,071
$39,836,325
$38,412,584
$36,732,124
$34,771,747
$32,506,809
$29,910,821
$26,955,462
$23,610,687
$19,844,939
$15,625,332
$10,918,520
$5,694,133
($59,307)

Funded
Status

64.3%
70.3%
72.4%
75.3%
76.9%
77.9%
79.0%
80.1%
81.2%
82.4%
83.6%
84.8%
86.2%
87.5%
89.0%
90.6%
92.2%
94.0%
95.9%
97.9%
100.0%

Assumed Present Value Contribution Rate Reduction @ Valuation Rate…..............................................................................

$6,000,003

(1) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. These numbers w ere derived from valuation results
prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021. It is assumed that the fund returns 6.75%.
(2) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. It is assumed that during 2021 an additional $6M of
funds are contributed to the pension plan, sourced out of general funds. These numbers w ere derived from valuation results prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021. It is assumed that the fund
returns 6.75%.
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ADD’L $1.2M CONTRIB FOR 5 YRS

Alternative Funding Method - $6M Contribution Over 5 Years

Unfunded Liability
Year

2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

(1)

$57,837,772
$56,553,404
$54,729,745
$51,179,866
$49,663,979
$48,983,926
$48,099,078
$46,989,281
$45,633,066
$44,007,750
$42,088,392
$39,848,329
$37,259,179
$34,290,418
$30,909,382
$27,081,345
$22,769,708
$17,936,158
$12,541,507
$6,549,101
($59,307)

Funded
Status

64.3%
66.5%
68.8%
71.8%
73.5%
74.7%
75.9%
77.2%
78.5%
79.8%
81.2%
82.6%
84.1%
85.7%
87.4%
89.2%
91.1%
93.1%
95.3%
97.6%
100.0%

Total Interest on Amortization Payments
Unfunded Liability Difference as of 1/1/2041

Annual Payment to
Amortize Unfunded
Liability (1)

Unfunded
Liability (2)

Funded
Status

$57,837,772
$55,272,404
$52,171,381
$47,355,497
$44,593,968
$42,699,129
$41,923,579
$40,951,798
$39,765,109
$38,343,846
$36,666,321
$34,709,380
$32,448,426
$29,857,018
$26,906,890
$23,568,052
$19,809,010
$15,596,946
$10,898,583
$5,683,632
($59,307)

64.3%
67.2%
70.2%
73.9%
76.2%
78.0%
79.0%
80.1%
81.2%
82.4%
83.6%
84.9%
86.2%
87.6%
89.0%
90.6%
92.3%
94.0%
95.9%
97.9%
100.0%

Annual Payment to
Amortize Unfunded
Liability (2)

Assumed Contribution
Reduction / (Increase)

$3,663,979
$3,641,979
$3,585,334
$3,404,504
$3,365,324
$3,395,565
$3,528,614
$3,666,640
$3,809,779
$3,958,199
$4,112,001
$4,271,268
$4,436,069
$4,606,388
$4,782,085
$4,962,803
$5,147,777
$5,335,244
$5,520,397
$5,683,632

$0
$84,407
$175,816
$274,943
$382,612
$499,787
$519,777
$540,568
$562,192
$584,680
$608,067
$632,390
$657,686
$683,993
$711,351
$739,805
$769,398
$800,174
$832,181
$865,469

$95,802,877

$84,877,581

$10,925,296

$45,842,524
$0

$41,322,228

$3,663,979
$3,726,386
$3,761,150
$3,679,447
$3,747,936
$3,895,352
$4,048,391
$4,207,208
$4,371,971
$4,542,879
$4,720,068
$4,903,658
$5,093,755
$5,290,381
$5,493,436
$5,702,608
$5,917,175
$6,135,418
$6,352,578
$6,549,101

Assumed Present Value Contribution Rate Reduction @ Valuation Rate…............................................................................

$5,287,700

(1) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. These numbers w ere derived from valuation
results prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021. It is assumed that the fund returns 6.75%.
(2) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. It is assumed that starting in 2021 through 2025
an additional $6M of funds are contributed to the pension plan, sourced out of general funds. These numbers w ere derived from valuation results prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021. It is
assumed that the fund returns 6.75%.
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ISSUE $51.9M POB

Alternative Funding Method - Issue POB; Earn 6.75%
Pension Payments

Unfunded Liability
Year

2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040
2041

(1)

$51,161,344
$51,829,546
$51,656,354
$51,325,709
$50,821,348
$50,126,181
$49,221,468
$48,086,587
$46,699,560
$45,037,157
$43,073,848
$40,782,328
$38,133,529
$35,096,185
$31,636,832
$27,719,882
$23,307,810
$18,361,307
$12,840,106
$6,706,397
($59,307)

Funded
Status

68.4%
69.3%
70.5%
71.7%
72.9%
74.1%
75.4%
76.7%
78.0%
79.3%
80.7%
82.2%
83.8%
85.4%
87.1%
88.9%
90.9%
93.0%
95.2%
97.5%
100.0%

Annual Payment
to Amortize
Unfunded
Liability (1)

$3,241,033
$3,415,124
$3,549,940
$3,689,932
$3,835,277
$3,986,187
$4,142,860
$4,305,456
$4,474,149
$4,649,142
$4,830,584
$5,018,593
$5,213,287
$5,414,695
$5,622,724
$5,837,068
$6,057,012
$6,280,848
$6,503,827
$6,706,397

Unfunded
Liability (2)

$51,161,344
$2,936,431
$2,902,053
$2,857,155
$2,800,897
$2,732,868
$2,652,367
$2,558,263
$2,449,631
$2,325,977
$2,186,307
$2,029,790
$1,855,900
$1,664,152
$1,454,245
$1,226,324
$981,345
$721,428
$450,905
$179,949
($59,307)

Funded
Status

68.4%
98.3%
98.3%
98.4%
98.5%
98.6%
98.7%
98.8%
98.8%
98.9%
99.0%
99.1%
99.2%
99.3%
99.4%
99.5%
99.6%
99.7%
99.8%
99.9%
100.0%

Bond Payments
Annual Payment
to Amortize
Unfunded
Liability (2)

$0
$193,485
$199,435
$205,408
$211,373
$217,326
$223,243
$229,056
$234,692
$240,108
$245,186
$249,782
$253,723
$256,748
$258,459
$258,232
$255,023
$246,780
$228,394
$179,949

$96,774,135

$4,386,402

Total Interest on Amortization Payments
$45,687,331
Unfunded Liability Difference as of 1/1/2041
$0

$2,199,122

Principal

(3)

$2,235,000
$2,135,000
$2,270,000
$2,300,000
$2,315,000
$2,340,000
$2,370,000
$2,405,000
$2,450,000
$2,500,000
$2,555,000
$2,610,000
$2,675,000
$2,740,000
$2,805,000
$2,880,000
$2,960,000
$3,045,000
$3,130,000
$3,225,000

Interest (3)

Total Debt
Service (3)

Assumed
Contribution
Reduction /
(Increase)

$953,924
$1,034,163
$1,026,904
$1,016,916
$1,002,426
$978,118
$948,868
$910,948
$867,658
$817,678
$764,178
$706,946
$645,872
$580,602
$511,006
$436,954
$358,042
$274,570
$187,179
$95,783

$3,188,924
$3,169,163
$3,296,904
$3,316,916
$3,317,426
$3,318,118
$3,318,868
$3,315,948
$3,317,658
$3,317,678
$3,319,178
$3,316,946
$3,320,872
$3,320,602
$3,316,006
$3,316,954
$3,318,042
$3,319,570
$3,317,179
$3,320,783

$52,109
$52,477
$53,602
$167,609
$306,479
$450,743
$600,749
$760,452
$921,799
$1,091,356
$1,266,220
$1,451,865
$1,638,692
$1,837,345
$2,048,259
$2,261,882
$2,483,947
$2,714,498
$2,958,255
$3,205,666

$51,945,000 $14,118,732

$66,063,732

$26,324,001

Assumed Present Value Contribution Rate Reduction @ Valuation Rate………………………………...………………………………………………………………… $11,065,563
Assumed Present Value Contribution Rate Reduction @ Bond Rate………………………………...……………………………………………………………………… $18,596,048
(1) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. These numbers w ere derived from valuation results prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1,
2021. It is assumed that the fund returns 6.75%.
(2) The liability is calculated using a 6.75% investment rate. The total UAAL is amortized over a period of 20 years using a 4.00% payroll grow th assumption. It is assumed that in 2021 a POB is issued, paying off the UAAL. These numbers w ere derived from
valuation results prepared by Foster & Foster as of January 1, 2021. It is assumed that the fund returns 6.75%.
(3) This illustration represents a mathematical calculation of potential interest cost, assuming hypothetical current rates for taxable general obligation bonds rated Aa1 as of April 9, 2021. Results in a potential average coupon of 2.45% and all-in true interest
cost of 2.58%. Actual rates may vary. If actual rates are higher than those assumed, the interest cost w ould be higher. This illustration provides information and is not intended to be a recommendation, proposal or suggestion for a refinancing or otherw ise be
considered as advice. Assumes the bonds w ere delivered January 1, 2021 w ith a first interest payment on June 1, 2021 and first principal payment on December 1, 2021. Preliminary, subject to change.
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IMPORTANT DISCLOSURES
Robert W. Baird & Co. Incorporated (“Baird”) is providing you with the information contained herein and/or accompanying materials (the “Materials”) for
discussion purposes only in seeking to serve as a financial advisor or municipal advisor to you on a possible issuance of municipal securities. Baird is a
municipal advisor registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission and the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board (“MSRB”).
If Baird is hired as financial advisor in connection with an issuance of municipal securities, Baird will provide municipal advisory services with respect to
the issuance of municipal securities, including advice, recommendations and other assistance regarding the structure, timing, terms and other similar
matters concerning the particular issuance of municipal securities for which you may be considering. As such, Baird will serve as a fiduciary and act
solely in your best interest. Baird’s fiduciary duties as your financial advisor will include the duty of care and the duty of loyalty. Under MSRB Rule G-23,
if Baird is hired as financial advisor with respect to an issuance of municipal securities, Baird will not be able to serve as underwriter or placement agent
for that issuance.
Should you want Baird serve in a different capacity, such as underwriter or placement agent, you should notify Baird of such decision immediately and
Baird will provide additional disclosures to you which will describe the role of underwriter or placement agent and explain any actual or potential conflicts
of interest inherent in that role.
The Materials do not include any proposals, recommendations or suggestions that you take or refrain from taking any action with regard to an issuance
of municipal securities and are not intended to be and should not be construed as ''advice'' within the meaning of Section 15B of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 or Rule 15Ba1-1 thereunder. The Materials are intended to provide information of a factual, objective or educational nature, as
well as general information about Baird (including its Public Finance unit) and its experience, qualifications and capabilities.
Any information or estimates contained in the Materials are based on publicly available data, including information about recent transactions believed to
be comparable, and Baird’s experience, and are subject to change without notice. Interested parties are advised to contact Baird for more information.
If you have any questions or concerns about the above disclosures, please contact Baird Public Finance.
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that the Materials do not constitute tax advice
and shall not be used for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or
matter addressed herein.
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Questions?
Jason L. Franken, FSA, EA, MAAA
Jason.Franken@foster-foster.com
(630) 620-0200
Dalena Welkomer, Senior Vice President
dwelkomer@rwbaird.com
(630) 778-9857
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM:

John Duguay, Assistant City Manager
Sarang Lagvankar, Senior Project Engineer
Sonia Zala, Project Engineer

DATE:

May 24, 2021

Subject:

New Sidewalk Construction Criteria

Background
A general sidewalk construction policy is set forth in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The Pedestrian Network
section of the Comprehensive Plan includes the following strategy:
Provide a complete system of pedestrian facilities to encourage walking and enhance safety in
neighborhood areas, in between neighborhoods and neighborhood commercial areas.
As part of this review, Staff interpreted “system of pedestrian facilities” as having a pedestrian facility available
on at least one side of a street.
New Sidewalk Program, 2017-2020
In 2017, the City Council approved monies in the FY2017-18 budget for the New Sidewalk Program. The IT
Department provided sidewalk inventory maps and maps providing a view of Wheaton grade schools depicting
streets around the school without a sidewalk on at least one side of the street. A 750-ft and 1500-ft radius was
provided with the thought that areas closer to the school should have a higher priority than those further away.
Staff reached out to CUSD200/St. Michael grade school principals asking them to review the maps and identify
areas where the lack of sidewalks by their school has been a concern and to assign a priority ranking.
Staff reviewed the CUSD200 feedback, considered other comments and requests from residents related to
sidewalks and created an overall priority list based on the criteria below:

The Council budgeted $350,000 annually for the past 3 years in support of this program. This initial program
lasted 3 years and 16 street segments were completed totaling 2.36 miles (12,470 linear feet) of sidewalk. At
this point, most of the sidewalks within the 1500-ft radius from a grade school have new sidewalks installed and
staff is looking to update selection criteria.
Program Criteria
Whereas proximity to a grade school was the controlling factor in the previous program, Safety is the driving
factor for our criteria used this time (Exhibit A). “Safety” includes:
1. Street Classification – Arterial, Collector, Local or Cul-de-sac. Cul-de-sacs with 10 or fewer homes on it
lost points with minimal daily traffic expected.
2. Arterial/Collector Proximity – Points given for how close the rated street is to a high-volume street,
anticipating that this would often mean higher traffic counts. Cul-de-sacs not eligible for points.
3. Geometry – Points given due to danger associated with curves, hills, etc. as it relates to a driver having
limited visibility versus flat, straight or open streets.
4. Separation from Travel Lane – Fewer points if a shoulder exists. Where there is no shoulder and the
pedestrian must walk in the parkway or in the street, greater points earned.
Points were also awarded for Proximity to a Destination of a pedestrian generator. Destinations included:
Shopping or Commercial areas, Schools, Parks and Public Transportation.
The final factor considered was Connectivity. Greater points were given to shorter areas where installing
sidewalk would eliminate a gap, join two incomplete sidewalk segments or extend a sidewalk to a destination.
School bus routes/stops were not considered. According to CUSD200, these change regularly, particularly with
the lower grades. School walking routes are covered in the Proximity to a Destination (school) category.
Implementing Criteria – Rating Street Segments
Staff rated each of the 70 street segments (Exhibit B) considered by using the City’s GIS maps (existing
incorporated Wheaton locations without sidewalks, Pace bus routes, all schools, walking zones around grade
schools, commercial areas, parks and train stations), Google Earth and on-site visits.
In 2018, Aurora Way (#67 – Foothill Drive to Marcey Avenue) rated very high but was not selected because of
issues related to the bridge width and stormwater-related permitting concerns with DuPage County.
Additionally, the expected cost ($675,110) would deplete all monies budgeted for that year. For the same
reasons, this segment of Aurora Way is recommended to be passed over for this current program.
In the initial engineering review of our priority list, staff determined that some locations will be challenging from
a “constructability” perspective. We do expect that some healthy, mature parkway trees may be in peril in order
to make way for the sidewalk; depending on an easement being granted by the homeowner. Unfortunately,
installing sidewalks in a mature neighborhood sometimes requires a trade-off.
The City Council budgeted $350,000 for new sidewalks this calendar year. Based on the proposed criteria, staff
evaluation and using the sidewalk cost from the contract bid price of the 2020 New Sidewalk Program, this
would allow 14 street segments to have new sidewalks installed (Exhibit B). Staff will also conduct the
engineering design work for approximately 30% more than the currently estimated sidewalks to be completed (3
additional segments).

The bid advertisement will require respondents to provide a specific cost for each segment. If the bids come in
lower than expected, additional locations with engineering design completed will be added to the project to
ensure all budgeted monies for sidewalk installation are used. If the bids come in high, we can adjust the
number of street segments to remain within the budget.
Process Going Forward
Approximate timeline, with City Council acceptance of the criteria, staff will:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conduct a final review of scoring for accuracy (late May)
Confirm selected streets for sidewalk installation (budget + bid result flexibility) (late May)
Inform residents at all 17 locations (via USPS) of possible sidewalk installation on their street (both sides
notified). This provides the greatest sidewalk installation flexibility (mid-June)
Conduct engineering design (completed by COW staff) (mid-June to mid-August)
Advertise sidewalk construction/installation (respondents provide quote for each segment; COW has
option to expand/change locations based on bid results) (late August)
Present recommendation for Council bid award (early September)
Proceed with construction (mid-September)

Recommendation
Staff considers safety factors to be the most important factor when rating street segments without sidewalks. By
adding proximity to certain non-vehicular generators such as parks, commercial areas, train stations/Pace stops,
etc., priority is also given to routes expected to have a greater amount of pedestrian or bike traffic. Finally,
priority was also given to those areas where shorter stretches completed will link breaks in our sidewalk
network. Based upon the evaluation of sidewalk criteria provided in this memorandum and Council feedback,
staff recommends following the stated process and initiating work on the prioritized list.

Exhibit A

PROPOSED CRITERIA
SAFETY

PROXIMITY

Street Classification
Points
Arterial
20
Collector
15
Local
3
Cul-de-sac
0
*Cul-de-sac with 10 or less homes - subtract 5 points from total*

Destination
Shopping/Commercial Area

Arterial/Collector Proximity
1/8 Mile from:

OR
1/4 Mile from:

Arterial
Collector
Local
Cul-de-sac

Points
7
3
0
0

Arterial
Collector
Local
Cul-de-sac

3
1
0
0

MAX AVAILABLE PROXIMITY POINTS

Points
3
2
0
6
4
2
6
4
2
6
4
2
21

CONNECTIVITY
Proposed Sidewalk Length
250' or less
251' - 450'
451' - 750'
751' or greater
MAX AVAILABLE CONNECTIVITY POINTS

Points
12
8
4
0
12

School

Park

Public Transporation Stop

Distance
1/8 Mile
1/4 Mile
1/2 Mile
1/8 Mile
1/4 Mile
1/2 Mile
1/8 Mile
1/4 Mile
1/2 Mile
1/8 Mile
1/4 Mile
1/2 Mile

*Cul-de-sacs not applicable for this criteria*
Geometry
Curbless with horizontal/vertical sight issues
Curbless with minor curvature
Curbless-straight
Curb and Gutter

Points
10
8
6
0

Separation from travel lane
People have the choice to walk in:

Points
10
6
0
42

MAX AVAILABLE SAFETY POINTS

12' travel lane
1'-2' shoulder
> 3' shoulder

New Sidewalk Evaluation
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

CY
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2021
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2022
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2023
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024
2024

Street
Crest Street
Fischer Street
Evergreen Street
Washington Street- Requested
Crescent Street
Hawthorne Boulevard
Aurora Way (AuroraWay3)
Aurora Way (AuroraWay2)- Requested
Lakeside Drive
Warrenville Road-Requested
Warrenville Road (Warrenville2)
Farnham Lane- Requested
Sumner Street
Prospect Street
Fairway Lane
Williston
Pershing Avenue- Requested
Foothill Drive
Grant Street
Underwood Terrace
Parkside Drive
Gamon Road (Gamon1)
Myrtlewood Drive
Summit Street (Summit2)
George St.
Avery Avenue
Driving Park
Gables Boulevard
Indiana Street
Daly Road
Greenwood Drive
Lynwood
Golf Lane (Golf1)
Cadillac Drive- Requested
Ranch Road (Ranch2)
Elm Street (Elm1)
Travers Avenue
Campbell Avenue (Campbell2)
Cross Street
Nelson Cr
Turf Lane
Countryside Drive-Requested
Golf Lane (Golf2)
Gamon Road (Gamon2)
Golf Circle (GolfCir)

From
Parkside Drive
Liberty Drive
Sunnyside Drive
Cole Avenue
Sumner Street
Dead End
Elm Street
Existing Walk
Delles Road
Elm Street
Elm Street
Gamon Road
Crescent Street
Hill Avenue
Main Street
Harwarden
Blanchard Road
Aurora Way
Elm Street
Dawes Avenue
Delles Road
Park Avenue
Route 38
Geneva Road
Main Street
Wood
Geneva Road
Aurora Way
Sunnyside Drive
Stoddard Avenue
Existing Walk
Greenwood
Arbor
Santa Rosa Avenue
Driving Park Road
Greenwood Road
Harwarden
Illinois Street
Prairie Avenue
Dawes Avenue
Driving Park
Washington Street
Frazier
Elm Street
Golf Lane

To
Lakeside Drive
Michigan Street
Existing Walk
Parkway Drive
west to existing
Washington Street
Lyford Lane
Elm Street
Crest Street
Arbor Avenue
Merrill Drive
Main Street
Liberty Drive
South to existing
Gamon Road
North to existing
Weaver Ct
Orchard Road (existing)
Dawes Avenue
Elm Street
Crest Street
Elm Street
531 Myrtlewood
Daly Road
Gamon Road
West to existing
Washington Street
Existing Walk to north
East to existing
Summit Street
Lynwood Street
Delles
Frazier
Webster Street
Washington Street
Aurora Way
south to existing
Indiana Street
Dead end
Dawes Avenue
Washington Street
Driving Park Road
Golf Cir (southern point)
Fairway Lane
Golf Lane

Length
400
350
120
1130
270
150
375
725
730
880
1000
1100
340
550
715
380
2100
940
570
615
775
950
460
740
1000
655
450
1660
500
640
690
320
615
1030
930
720
255
330
560
875
930
940
1135
1120
510

Exhibit B
Cost
$16,200.00
$14,175.00
$4,860.00
$45,765.00
$10,935.00
$6,075.00
$15,187.50
$29,362.50
$29,565.00
$35,640.00
$40,500.00
$44,550.00
$13,770.00
$22,275.00
$28,957.50
$15,390.00
$85,050.00
$38,070.00
$23,085.00
$24,907.50
$31,387.50
$38,475.00
$18,630.00
$29,970.00
$40,500.00
$26,527.50
$18,225.00
$67,230.00
$20,250.00
$25,920.00
$27,945.00
$12,960.00
$24,907.50
$41,715.00
$37,665.00
$29,160.00
$10,327.50
$13,365.00
$22,680.00
$35,437.50
$37,665.00
$38,070.00
$45,967.50
$45,360.00
$20,655.00

Safety
28
22
20
34
28
22
31
33
22
32
32
28
18
22
20
16
20
30
26
26
22
22
20
26
20
20
20
28
22
22
22
22
20
24
22
22
16
16
11
22
22
22
20
16
17

Proximity
10
14
11
8
6
8
2
2
13
6
6
10
12
10
12
12
15
4
4
4
12
12
9
2
12
8
4
2
4
4
4
0
6
4
6
2
4
4
12
4
4
4
6
10
4

Connectivity
8
8
12
0
8
12
8
4
4
0
0
0
8
4
4
8
0
0
4
4
0
0
4
4
0
4
8
0
4
4
4
8
4
0
0
4
8
8
4
0
0
0
0
0
4

TOTAL SCORE
46
44
43
42
42
42
41
39
39
38
38
38
38
36
36
36
35
34
34
34
34
34
33
32
32
32
32
30
30
30
30
30
30
28
28
28
28
28
27
26
26
26
26
26
25

Cumulative Total
$16,200.00
$30,375.00
$35,235.00
$81,000.00
$91,935.00
$98,010.00
$113,197.50
$142,560.00
$172,125.00
$207,765.00
$248,265.00
$292,815.00
$306,585.00
$328,860.00
$357,817.50
$373,207.50
$458,257.50
$496,327.50
$519,412.50
$544,320.00
$575,707.50
$614,182.50
$632,812.50
$662,782.50
$703,282.50
$729,810.00
$748,035.00
$815,265.00
$835,515.00
$861,435.00
$889,380.00
$902,340.00
$927,247.50
$968,962.50
$1,006,627.50
$1,035,787.50
$1,046,115.00
$1,059,480.00
$1,082,160.00
$1,117,597.50
$1,155,262.50
$1,193,332.50
$1,239,300.00
$1,284,660.00
$1,305,315.00

New Sidewalk Evaluation
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

68
69
70

2025
2025
2025
2025
2025
2025
2025
2025
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
2026
1
TBD
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Summit Street-Requested
Ranch Road
Sunset Road-Requested
Gamon Road (Gamon3)
Martingale Road
Cherry Street
Delles Road
Forest Avenue
Campbell Avenue
Elm Street (Elm2)
Howard Court
Webster Court
Cherry Court- (Cherry 2) Requested
Wakeman Avenue- Requested
Gary Court-Requested
Hale Street
Park Avenue
Lyford Lane
Loughbourogh Ct
Frazier Court
Waldorth Court

Wendover Lane
Driving Park Road
Aurora Way
Fairway Lane
Driving Park Road
Bridle Lane
Lynwood Street
Santa Rosa Avenue
Dawes Avenue
Warrenville Road
Cul-De-Sac
Cul-De-Sac
Cul-De-Sac
Summit Street
Harrison Ave (existing)
Park Avenue
Golf Lane
Aurora Way
President Street
Golf Lane
Orchard Road

Existing to south
President Street
Nrth to Gables
Farnham Lane
Bridle Lane
Cul-de-sac
Existing Walk
Webster Avenue
Cul-de-sac
Dead end
Ranch Road
Ranch Road
Ranch Road
Existing to East
Dead end
Cul-de-sac
Dead end
Gables Boulevard
Cul-de-sac
Cul-de-sac
Cul-de-sac

1080
1615
2160
755
625
335
1110
985
635
670
180
200
250
1140
590
310
365
1825
970
465
765

$43,740.00
$65,407.50
$87,480.00
$30,577.50
$25,312.50
$13,567.50
$44,955.00
$39,892.50
$25,717.50
$27,135.00
$7,290.00
$8,100.00
$10,125.00
$46,170.00
$23,895.00
$12,555.00
$14,782.50
$73,912.50
$39,285.00
$18,832.50
$30,982.50

22
20
20
16
16
10
22
20
12
11
5
5
5
16
10
5
5
16
10
5
11

2
4
4
8
4
6
0
2
6
6
4
4
4
4
6
6
6
2
6
6
0

0
0
0
0
4
8
0
0
4
4
12
12
12
0
4
8
8
0
0
4
0

24
24
24
24
24
24
22
22
22
21
21
21
21
20
20
19
19
18
16
15
11

$1,349,055.00
$1,414,462.50
$1,501,942.50
$1,532,520.00
$1,557,832.50
$1,571,400.00
$1,616,355.00
$1,656,247.50
$1,681,965.00
$1,709,100.00
$1,716,390.00
$1,724,490.00
$1,734,615.00
$1,780,785.00
$1,804,680.00
$1,817,235.00
$1,832,017.50
$1,905,930.00
$1,945,215.00
$1,964,047.50
$1,995,030.00

Aurora Way

Foothill Drive

Marcey Avenue

620

$675,110.00

32

4

4

40

$2,670,140.00

CITY STREETS BELONGING TO IDOT/ DUDOT
Roosevelt Road (Roosevelt1)*
Roosevelt Road (Roosevelt2)*
Gary Avenue***

From
Westhaven Drive
Existing W. of Lorraine Rd
Harrison Avenue

To
Fapp Circle
Existing E. of Blanchard
Hawthorne Lane

Safety
32
30
28

Proximity
7
9
9

Connectivity
0
4
0

TOTAL SCORE
39
39
37

Cumulative Total
$103,882.50
$142,357.50
$228,217.50

Length
2,565
950
2,120

Cost
$103,882.50
$38,475.00
$85,860.00

*Roosevelt Road- Grant Money Pending
***Gary Avenue Is part of the federal funding application which includes installation of a sidewalk/multi-user path
1
TBD - Aurora Way was passed over for sidewalk installation due to stormwater-related permitting issues with DuPage County and the significant cost of reconstructing the bridge

GRAND TOTAL
ALL STREETS
$2,898,357.50

