
McLEAN COUNTY 
BOARD CHAIR 

Chris Koos, Mayor 
Town ofNonnal, IL 
11 Uptown Circle 
Nonnal, IL 61761 

McLean County 
ILLINOIS 

August 27, 2025 

RE: Intergovernmental Revenue Sharing Agreement 

Dear Mayor Koos, 

115 E Washington Street 
Bloomington, IL 61702-2400 

P: (309) 888-5115 
F: (309) 888-5111 

In 2013, the U.S. Dept. of Justice found that our "current local community mental health delivery system 
is ineffective in significantly reducing suffering of our citizens or in reducing mentally ill involvement in the 
criminaljustice system." In response, the City and Town chose to increase sales truces in 2015, devoting 0.25% 
( 100/4 of sales tax revenue) to assist the County in addressing these problems. The municipalities do not have 
the infrastructure to fully address the ongoing mental health crisis, yet they are directly affected when those 
issues go unaddfessed. Accordingly, the Revenue Sharing IGA was adopted in 2016. The City and Town made 
a 20-year commitment to provide the County with pledged revenues in recognition of the County's operation 
of several core institutions at the center of ongoing mental health and public safety challenges-issues that 
continue to~y and are unlikely to diminish in th~ near future. 

In recent months, most notably in your letters from August 22nd and June S'h, the Town has engaged in 
an aggressive and disappointing effort to substantially erode its commitment and the strong communal 
partnership which gave rise to the IGA. With the hope of mending the divide, and in reply to your 
correspondence, I would like to provide some clarification on a number of issues where there appears to be 
misunderstanding and disagreement. 

Per the IGA, there are actually four ( 4) express purposes for which the County is pennitted and expected 
to use the 'Pledged Revenues: (i) for debt service relating to the expansion and renovation of the McLean County 
Law and Justice Center Detention Facilities; (ii) for County criminal justice services related to expanded and 
renovated detention facility operations for behavioral health services; (iii) for community behavioral health 
initiatives, services and programs consistent with the County's Behavioral Health Action plan, including (iv) 
provisions for an electronic integrated case-management system to be used by the Town and City public-safety . 
agencies. 
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- ------------------
1. 

11 is.cc>"rrecrthatpnJune 5th the·Courityt~eiv~cl writt~~.notice pf..the Town's beli~f.of a material deq~~as¢ 
m the ~ounty' s. n~ed fo~· .f~1tur¢. s,hared &ales t~~ revenues_; and per :S~ction .2~J of the· IOA, when. a mat~r.ial 
decre~e· ~ the. Co:unfy.'s. neecf exis.ts, the p~i.es:. ~e: ob.ligat_ed ·to. nego.tiate in good faith to amend the IGA 
acCQrdingJy~ The Town'~· belief·in. changed. cir~umstances apptmr5 .J,>rimarily based. on the. current balance of 
lfie Mental Health.and Pupliq Safety Fund,. which the.Town classifies as a.surplus·. This v:iewpoint fails to ful\y 
consider thenuanced reality. the cut-rertt.accumuJation of funds is, 'in part~_ due to the County ·commiJting $6~ 
ofARPA.funds and the collateral obltgation to.ptioritize.spencJing th_os·e federal d¢Jl.ats before-c;b;awing on loc~.l 
revenues. These ARPA 14nd~ ·were pfovjded with' the cqndit,iqn that they .µiu~t be _used by i~e end.of 2.026 .. 
This fundh1g ~·received during a ~e- of~precedented. global crisis.-and.econom.ic u,ncertaintys.and it do.es: 
not ma~rially negate tqe County~s. future. nee.d. for ·the Pled~ed- Revenues given the, continued prevalence of 
-m~ntal health.issues and public- safety concerns :within our shared cortttnunity. 

While. ~e Fund do.es currently hav~ 8: balanc~_of.approximately $20 million, a-significant portion of those 
funds· have ~ijdy ~en obligated-examples inc-Jude debt service. for thejaiJ'.and the. ~ew m·uttimlllion .dollar 
electrQnic integrated ·case-management system~ a. project which is stili urtderway and has _proven to be· more 
complex and· .costly than anticipated. Reg~di:rtg_ .the·'I{MS pr(?Jecr, it 'is best practi~e: ~at all_ law ·enfor~erilerit 
:agencies shouid.remain on .the same RMS system to continu_e sharing informatiqn,, which has been dQlie for . 
. decade~ ~d .ha$ ~ad¢·. Mc~ean County~- ~f~f ·community. If th~ City and ·Town ~hoose· to -ab.andon the 
C~unty'~ on_g~ipg pr.oject to:imp.lement a new county~wide RMS ~ystem and.pursue a separate syst~m-oftheir 
own, it--would. ·significantly increase··the financial ·obligations .for the· County and other patticipating·parties, 
unnecessarily compo.unding taxparer·co.sts .. 

ltis ~s~ corr-ect.that'the C.o:unty·ltasre.ceived morC:r~v.enuethan was anticipated atthe·iime:the IGA was 
adop~d. However, it is equal~y true that the Town ·has ·collected. and- r.etained.-a ·sigrtiffoantly greater amotiilt of 
its R~taiier Occupation and-Service Occupat1on tax revenues than was anticipated. The·Town ·d¢dica~ed IO~ 
of these·tax rev.enues to. the County, not a ·flat sum. Prqp·ortionaliy~ the County receives. the· sa111e amq~t c,f 
shared tax revenue ·as it ·did irt 2016~ as ~int~hded · urtdertne· !GA.. Sho,µ14 either ~~ City or 1;he Toviil determine. 
that th~ CoWlty is receiving an. e~ceS$iv.e •$,bunt under th~. IGA, ~t .municipality may ~ed:uce it$ levy­
acc¢rd~gly to mitjg~t~ t~.~ fina_ncial burden on.its ~payers. 

Your August 22nd. letter refer~nces an ~leged -agreement to al~ow ·a· ~o:-year "~~" of the TC?Wll-' s 
t>bJ~gatioti to remit th¢· Ple~ge4 ~~venues~tljat was tlte 4titj~I pitch .by the .City and 1own fQr aµiending th~. 
IGA.· At ~ con~I~siori .9f ·~e .Feb.~ry _27t1t meeting ~tween the partie&, we were· led. to ·believe that tins 
''"'pausf'·ofrevenue sharing was the o~y proposed_change-:to:the !GA-with.all othettertns remainintthe same-­
including th~ _Qb]jgation of the City ·and'Town to re~it :the Pled_sed Revenues on a monthly basis ..for-a total of 
240 .1nonths. Subsequently in mid .. Maroh, ·we-learned that 'the 'intent w~s not -~o "pause'' the· ·$:haring of reven4e· 
as.it-was describe~: ·but instead to .. cha0:ge a-20-year comm'itme:nt 19 ~ 18-y~r-cor:nmitme.nt. '.This· was .the· first 
-instance of'the County's perspective and. :3:5settions. being d_isr~g~~_ed, ~d we object~d. to thls aspect .ofthe. 
ptop~$AL. The· partie~ ilieti exch~g-~_d ~~veral ~raft ·amendmel)ts over th~ _following ·mqt)ths w~~ we made 
C01:1Qterprop·9_sals for .a paus~not ~ reduction of years. 
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. At a, later rneetit)g, on, J\ln~ 6th, the·CQµnty -~oxitinued to .. o(?je~t 1o removing y~ars.fromJl)e IQA. l;tie 
To~.i19Vf s~~ted tha~ maintahtj.ng-¢e 24()-rrtonth commi~ent. ~as a."deal breaker" .. :At.th~ con~lusion of the 
Jun~ 6th meeting,. Yfe were. pres~nted with a pr~-writt~~ [ett~r ·from ;ourself,·i~ whi~h you dem~ded a complete 
over-h~ui: of the. agreement, insisting: qn alteration·s which went far beyond the scope of the past ·several months' 
n~got1ations~ For example, the. Town ·now demanded an ind~pend~nt audit ,of -the Ment~l..-I-Iealth and. Public 
s·arety- Funci. ·This amendment had never been discussed previously. At the July .8th meeting,. we discussed-the 

impact-of a cessation· of the revenue sharing, and' the .. Co\inty asserted· th~t even a 12-month abandQriment wo,µld 
( likely be linf~ible if a new RNS was add~ to out ~o_ntractual _obligation~. How~vei, the parties finally settled 
\ on langµage that-~ch (1lould tolerate _pr~sent.1ng tq therr respective $0:Verrung bodies ... 

·oo· July~-,~~- Ci,~y., Town,. ~d CQlinty r'~c·eived·the !~S~lts of the tmp~ct s~~y re~ing th~ RMS ~d 
pqtenti~ ~nµ-e optio~.: In re~chir:ig hs conclusiQnS.~ --th~. sf1=ldy e.onstihed law enf orcem~nt st~.~hol?~ and 
highligh~d the be.nefits ex~rlenced.sin~etlte .origt'nal impleme_n~tion ofEJS. the study·utthnatety-detemtinetl 
that the· most p_r~ctical ~d. preferred cours~ of action- is-to: complete the Caliber'ltMS. contract.while beg~~ 
p~parations forthe adoption·ofanew RMS in the future. Any additionat costs cartnot be.determined until these 
discussions occur and an. agreement is reached· .. The- County raised these concerns ·with the p~ies; but-the 
County~ s persp•ective. was again dismissed with the muni¢ip~lt_ties p·eisisti.rig.· with the demands for bal_tiJ;1g t.he 

I.GA 

~e County Board u~tim:ately apprQve<lthe-.arilendn)e.r;it to ~Q·ow f9r:an audi.t of tJ:ie· ¥.~nt~l H~tli an~ 
f'1hlic Saf~tj, Fund, .bµt the propq~d amendment to 'h,alt revenue-sharing faU~· to garner sufficjent ~iJpport (or 
approv~l.. fil a showing. of good faith, the audit was approved de.spit~ con,cems that it doe.s ~ot repres~nt the 
m~st effective, use .of public .~nds--'1$. it app~. inteQ~~ to rem~y the Town; s own ignorance relating to _the 
expenditu1es ofthe.PJedg~ Revenues despite the. Town·-hav.in$ ·r.epresentatives on both the. BHCC and FA.C. 

Yc;,ur.allegatiQ~l tiu1.t. th.e Cqµnty, via its.'Bo~fd Chair and".Admittistrator, broke promises relating to the 
ame~dmeot .. ofth.e· !GAs is 'false. There··was no ~~~r.eed-upon p~~se~' ofthe.IGA, only discuss.ions-.relating to:a 
potential-future agreement. As--you kno.w,:any amendment-to .the IGA must.be.-approved ~y- the full Coun~ 
Board, which is comprised of20.members. Neither the Cowtty BoardChair•northe Comity Administrator-have 
ever held ·unilateral -authority to enter into :agreements., and no such authority has ever bee~ implied or 
sugg~sted-a fa~t that, gjveri ybu.r Jong tenure, yo~ are -unclou~te4ly ~ware ol All '1t~t was. agreed to was th~~ 
the propo_~ed .~¢ndt;tieht$ would ~ l:>.rought befote th¢ County Board for ~onsiderati_o~-ancl Jhat o~(;~recL 

On a related topic, you at1_~-- others. With the '.To.wn h_ave· stateq tha~-t_he -~~~te's· Attoro~y,s_ O;tlice ~ed. 
the· amendment. Sµch r~m~~s. ~e- niis.leadi~g, as_ ~ey sugges\-incqrrectly-that. the proposal to am_~nd the 
IGA otigina~4 wit~ the- Co-µnty. Tltat :notion is obvi9usly false_. The final dQCuments: presented to our 
respective governing bodits were the product. of the. c.oUaborati.ve effu.rts of all. parties. • 

Thrpughout your· A1:1g~st 22nd ktter~ the Cqq.~ty is re~tedly .ac~u~ed of failing to n~gotiate .in go9d 
f~jth it;t res,ponse to. the Tp.w.p'.s. perceived change in. circum.stances. However, the_ collec~i.ve. obligation to 

.-negowi.te U1 goQd .faitp does JJ.Qt reguire that the County ~qncede· to. the Townt.s d~mands~ A negotiation must 
iijvolve some-. degree of"~iye ~d ·take-it ·involves compromise wtth .. considetation gi_vert to the .. interests. of all 
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parti~s. ~~ ·rown. has 1nade aggressive_, unwavering deman4s µpon the Cotmty which are_ ·now· bein_g 

ACC.01?panied b~-unfounded accusations.-of wrongdo}ng. This.manner of-tommunication ·more··dosely-re~mbles 

coercion.and intimidation, ·not good faith -negotiations~ Negotiation cann.ot occut when one part:y simpJy--is·sues 

non-negQtiable ·demands. Mo~eov.er; atte·mpts to influence. this matter. thro-qgh public· pre.ssure? instead ~f 

neg9tiating: directly wtth. the County, ·do .not align ;,yi~h the principle$ ofgqod faith negpth1tion. 

the C0unty has·consi'stently negotiated ·in good.faith with.the·Cify arid Town in responseJo the·detnands 

t() amend. the .IGA. The' Cow1ty •partic~pated in the nµm~rous m¢e~gs and dis_cus•sions over"~~ p~t ~everaL 

months .. ·rhe C~tinfy-'made·teasonable cowitemtopo~~1~· d¢monstrat~g a willjngn~ss- to compro~e. At the 

insi~en~ • (if the mlihicij)atities, t.oe- County BoarcJ approv~d an ~endment to the· . .IGA allowing for· an 

~ndepcndent ·11ugit ~fth_e Fund! Despite =this .. c.ooperation,. the Town se.ems to take. th.e. position that anything less 

than the. County~s full complfance with the Town.' s demands constitutes bad faith: 

iastty, in tJie Aug~t 22nd l~tter the Town now-ass~rts that- the ·county·has allocated Pledged Re.venues 

to ineligible ~~p~.. Thi.$ aU~g~iQn i_s concerning· aµd surprisin_g since· it was ne~er -raised .in· the. many 

di$cussions ofp~t month$. PursUMt to Section 4-3 ·ofthe.IGA,.-a.Iiy party asserting a default a~ainst:another 

party shall deli~er written notice to that party of the·nature of the aileged default and shall demand perfotmance. 

Before resorting to any remedies -available at Jaw or in. ~ql~ity, -the party ~erting default ~~st- ~QW the ·ot_her 

paey at lew;t 45 .day$. to cure th~ defa~t)µ. a_~rdance wi~ the ~ell'.1M4 set fo.rth· in th~- notjce and the tenns of 

the .IG_A. Tlji_s l~tes~ aecusarion is Il)ade fr;iyo~o.~sly, as .. it coota~. no specifitio/... Thus, there .is· no· OJ?portunity 

to cure any alleged default 

Af this time~ th_e Co~nty _ha;s_.no int~ntjon .of reintroduc.~g ;:in :amendqlent to. suspen4 .tb~ re.mittance of 

·pJe4ge,f R~veµue$. Th~·municipalities in$isted on an:audit·ofthe Fupd, the Cowity .approved it and.efforts ate. 

being mad:e· 1Q get that und~rway. This audit offe.rs the _parties. an opportUnity·-to develop. a clearer, shared 

understanding of 1he Fund, s ·conditipn,: which should then help deteililin~ the G.otinty' s ·neecf for future Pledged 

Revenues. Ong_oing uncertainties: surroUrtding the RMS replacement. project also create a likelihood ·of 

increased financial needs~ Demands to materially alter t~e IGA prior to gaitµrig thi§ infpnp.~ti9n -are 
Ulireasonable .. 

The·.County gready·v~ILies its partnership with both the °Town.and.the Cityaild-recogniz~s·t~afcontipued 

cooperation is essential to. addressirtg--curr~nt and futu~·challen_ges within our share4 co~unity. The. County 
. . 

remains cp~~ed to wor~g aloiigsiqe ·our p~ers ~<:l e~re_ that r~our®S ~e used ef{ect.i ve.ly .fortQe ben~fit. 

of o~ sharerl: citi~ns. N<?twithst~ding differen~es·in ~pinion, w,; should prioritize:maintainmg the: spirit of 

cooperatio~ that has .long. serve~f our .~Qrnrnµnities .. we11. • 

Elizabeth Johrtst6n,. Board' Chair 

P~g·e 4.of4 



{"type":"Document","isBackSide":false,"languages":["en-us"],"usedOnDeviceOCR":false}




{"type":"Document","isBackSide":false,"languages":["en-us"],"usedOnDeviceOCR":false}




{"type":"Document","isBackSide":false,"languages":["en-us"],"usedOnDeviceOCR":false}




{"type":"Document","isBackSide":false,"languages":["en-us"],"usedOnDeviceOCR":false}



