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Service Sharing StudyService Sharing Study

• In 2009 three Villages began discussionsIn 2009 three Villages began discussions.

• Formed a partnership with MMC Service 
Delivery Task ForceDelivery Task Force.

• Engaged in compatibility analysis w/ costs 
i ll ff bpartially offset by a grant.

• In 2010, the Service Delivery Task Force 
focused on public safety functions.



Service Sharing StudyService Sharing Study

• 2010 completed the West Suburban Cook2010 completed the West Suburban Cook 
County Police and Fire Service Sharing Study.

• Purpose: Identify community organizational• Purpose: Identify community, organizational 
and operational characteristics which are 
compatible for shared servicescompatible for shared services.

• Report sought “buy‐in” from each of the study 
i i i d dcommunities in order to progress toward 

further study.



Service Sharing Study FindingsService Sharing Study Findings
• Three Communities are more similar than not:

l f l h d h– Similar in terms of wealth, demographics, 
professionalism in government, physical 
characteristics.

– All are already engaging in shared services.
– Public safety departments are already efficient 
compared to other metro region towns.compared to other metro region towns.

– Lower than regional averages in crime rates.
• The service area is relatively small – 7.07 S.M. 

d 41K idand 41K residents.
• Challenge…Focus on redundancies.



Service Sharing Study FindingsService Sharing Study Findings

• Tiered Approach to Recommendations:
– Tier 1: Combine emergency dispatch 
responsibilities either through a regional service 
provider or through an intergovernmental 
agreement between the three communities. As a 

t f di t h li d dcomponent of dispatch, align records and 
reporting system to a common base to report 
activity on the same basisactivity on the same basis.



Service Sharing Study FindingsService Sharing Study Findings
• Tiered Approach to Recommendations:

Ti 2 L k i i f fl d i– Tier 2: Look at opportunities for fleet reduction. 
Share front line aerial truck (ladder truck) and 
share costs maintain one reserveshare costs, maintain one reserve. 

– Tier 3: Evaluate opportunities in the police beat 
structure There are currently seven reduce tostructure.  There are currently seven, reduce to 
five, accounting for railroad divides. Consider a 
pilot program on shared field supervision. 



Service Sharing StudyService Sharing Study

• Study Findings presented to the Village Board 
in September 2011.

• October 2011, consensus to move forwardOctober 2011, consensus to move forward 
with a technical services study:
– to evaluate the strengths weaknesses andto evaluate the strengths, weaknesses, and 
opportunities of consolidating the public safety 
dispatching functions of all three Villages, and

– examine the detailed costs and benefits of the 
consolidation. 



Service Sharing Study – Next StepService Sharing Study  Next Step

• In last 12 months …
1. Communities assembled relevant task data and 

technology data.

2. Developed and issued a Request for Proposal 
(RFP) for professional services.

3. Interviewed candidate firms and checked 
references.

4. Select a proposal from the most qualified firm for 
the desired scope of services.  



Service Sharing Study – Next StepService Sharing Study  Next Step
• Managers and Chiefs unanimously selected AECOM:
√ B t ll l ti l ti l fi i l/ t√ Best overall solution: evaluating personnel, financial/cost‐
benefit analyses, logistical, administrative, governance, 
and technological needs.  

√ Project Manager Mike Dye strong references and√ Project Manager Mike Dye – strong references and 
experience.

√ Approach includes a blueprint for implementation – how 
consolidation would best work something other firms didconsolidation would best work, something other firms did 
not provide.  

√ Liked the depth of analyses, presentation, and content.  
√ AECOM d t d th i t f t k h ld√ AECOM understands the importance of stakeholder 
involvement and incorporates it into the evaluation 
process.



Technical Study ‐ DeliverablesTechnical Study  Deliverables
• Conduct a current state analyses of all three communities
• Look at dispatch dataLook at dispatch data
• Conduct technology feasibility
• Regulatory requirements
• Review facility requirements and logisticsy q g
• Determine call volume
• Project staff levels
• Cost benefit analysis
• Review non‐dispatch tasks
• Review and comment on governance structure
• Develop a funding methodology – identify potential grant funding

D l d d i ti l t t• Develop and recommend organizational structure
• Review and recommend human resource requirements.
• Prepare report and provide in presentation



Technical Study OverviewTechnical Study Overview

• Cost – approximately $25,000 per community.

• Identifies costs and benefits

• Ten (10) year projection of revenue and• Ten (10) year projection of revenue and 
expenditures

F (4) th• Four (4) month process

• Presentation to each community’s Village 
Board – likely winter or early spring



Consolidated DispatchConsolidated Dispatch
• Many communities engage in studies, not all proceed forward with 

consolidation. 
d d d• Concerns regarding service provision and concerns regarding 

transition costs.
• An open discussion is recommended, good data is needed and 

intergovernmental coordination is keyintergovernmental coordination is key. 
• Many towns have successfully consolidated in a previous effort or 

have moved to a regional provider.

d l d ll d lBurr Ridge Clarendon Hills Hinsdale

Indian Head Park Lemont Willowbrook

Palos Park Bartlett Carol Stream

Darien Elmhurst Glen Ellyn

Oak Brook Roselle Warrenville

Villa Park Oak Lawn Buffalo GroveVilla Park Oak Lawn Buffalo Grove

Geneva Schaumburg St. Charles


